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Abstract

This chapter of the report of the “Flavour in the era of the L'H&orkshop
discusses the theoretical, phenomenological and expetanissues related
to flavour phenomena in the charged lepton sector and in ftasanserving
CP-violating processes. We review the current experinidimsts and the
main theoretical models for the flavour structure of fundatakparticles. We
analyze the phenomenological consequences of the aeadald, setting con-
straints on explicit models beyond the Standard Model gortsg benchmarks
for the discovery potential of forthcoming measurementt lad the LHC and
at low energy, and exploring options for possible futureezkpents.
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1 Charged leptons and fundamental dipole moments: alternatie probes of the origin of
flavour and CP-violation

The understanding of the flavour structure and CP-violat@iV) of fundamental interactions has so far
been dominated by the phenomenology of the quark sectoedstiindard Model (SM). More recently,
the observation of neutrino masses and mixing has begundirte this phenomenology to the lepton
sector. While no experimental data available today linkdiavand CP-violation in the quark and in the
neutrino sectors, theoretical prejudice strongly supptre expectation that a complete understanding
should ultimately expose their common origin. Most attegriptidentify the common origin, whether
through grand-unified (GUT) scenarios, supersymmetry ()8 more exotic electroweak symmetry
breaking mechanisms, predict in addition testable cdragla between the flavour and CP-violation
observables in the quark and neutrino sector on the one aidenew phenomena involving charged
leptons and flavour-conserving CP-odd effects on the othbis chapter of the “Flavour in the era of
the LHC” report focuses precisely on the phenomenologyirayifom these ideas, discussing flavour
phenomena in the charged lepton sector and flavour-conge@#-violating processes.

Several theoretical arguments make the studies discusshis ichapter particularly interesting:

— the charged lepton sector provides unique opportunitiésst scenarios tailored to explain flavour
in the quark and neutrino sectors, for example by testingetaiions between neutrino mixing and
therate for ! e decays, as predicted by specific SUSY/GUT scenarios. Cthdegeons are
therefore an indispensable element of the flavour puzzldwowt which its clarification could be
impossible.

— The only observed source of CP-violation is so far the Gatsikobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) mix-
ing matrix. On the other hand, it is by now well establishedt tthis is not enough to explain
the observed baryon asymmetry of the Universe (BAU). Theterce of other sources of CP-
violation is therefore required. CP-odd phases in neutnrixing, directly generating the BAU
through leptogenesis, are a possibility, directly affegtthe charged-lepton sector via, e.g., the
appearance of electric dipole moments (EDMs). LikewiseMEzould arise via CP-violation in
flavour conserving couplings, like phases of the gauginadielr in extended Higgs sectors. In
all cases, the observables discussed in this chapter pravigssential experimental input towards
the understanding of the origin of CP-violation.

— The excellent agreement of all flavour observables in thekgsector with the CKM picture of
flavour and CP-violation has recently led to the concept afimMal Flavour Violation (MFV). In
scenarios beyond the SM (BSM) with MFV, the smallness of iptessleviations from the SM is
naturally built into the theory. While these schemes prexachatural setting for the observed lack
of new physics (NP) signals, their consequence is often acestl sensitivity to the underlying
flavour dynamics of most observables accessible by the renargtion of flavour experiments.
Lepton flavour violation (LFV) and EDMs could therefore pigs our only probe into this dy-
namics.

— Last but not least, with the exception of the magnetic dipobments, where the SM predicts
non-zero values and deviations due to new physics compeketing effect of higher-order SM
corrections, the observation of a non-zero value for anyefdbservables discussed in this chap-
ter would be unequivocal indication of new physics. In fadtjle neutrino masses and mixing can
mediate lepton flavour violating transitions, as well asicel CP-odd effects, their size is such that
all these effects are by many orders of magnitude smaller &mything measurable in the fore-
seeable future. This implies that, contrary to many of theepkables considered in other chapters
of this report, and although the signal interpretation meylagued by theoretical ambiguities or
systematics, there is nevertheless no theoretical sysiteureertainty to claim a discovery once a
positive signal is detected.

The observables discussed here are also very interestingtfre experimental point of view. They call
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for a very broad approach, based not only on the most vistdus tof high-energy physics, namely the
high-energy colliders, but also on a large set of smallatesexperiments that draw from a wide variety of
techniques. The emphasis of these experiments is by areldargigh rates and high precision, a crucial
role being played by the control of very large backgroundd smbtle systematics. A new generation
of such experiments is ready to start, or will start during thist part of the LHC operations. More
experiments have been on the drawing board for some time¢caud become reality during the LHC
era if the necessary resources were made available. Thegyybetween the technigques and potential
results provided by both the large- and small-scale exparienmakes this field of research very rich and
exciting and gives it a strong potential to play a key rolexplering the physics landscape in the era of
the LHC.

The purpose of this document is to provide a comprehensieevew of the field, from both the
theoretical and the experimental perspective. Severdiefasults presented are well known from the
existing literature, but are nevertheless documented togpeovide a self-contained review, accessible
to physicists whose expertise covers only some of the mamysi aspects of this subject. Many results
emerged during the Workshop, including ideas on possible ex@eriments, further enrich this report.
We present here a short outline, and some highlights, ofdheeats.

Section 2 provides the general theoretical framework thatva to discuss flavour from a symme-
try point of view. It outlines the origin of the flavour puzgland lists the mathematical settings that have
been advocated to justify or predict the hierarchies of tidng angles in both the quark and neutrino
sectors. Section 3 introduces the observables that aré@igers flavour in the charged-lepton sector
and to flavour-conserving CP-violation, providing a unif@escription in terms of effective operators
and effective scales for the new physics that should be nsdiple for them. The existing data already
provide rather stringent limits on the size of these opesat@as shown in several tables. We collect here
in Table 1.1 some of the most significant benchmark resutdgtails, we refer to the discussion in Sec-
tion 3.1.2). We constrain the dimensionless coefficients effective operator® ; describing flavour-
or CP-violating interactions. Examples of these effectiperators include:

kA R e ) (1.1)
which describe a CP-violating electric dipole moment (EDd)epton “; or the flavour-violating decay
‘41 “5 , or the four-fermion operators:

RN a1 %% a1l (1.2)
where the _ represent the various possible Lorentz structures. Thebvermalization of the operators
is chosen to reproduce the strength of transitions mediayedieak gauge bosons, assuming flavour
mixing angles and CP-violating phases of order unity. I8 thiay, the coefficients will scale like:

2 g2
2w % CPV mix 7 (1.3)
Np  Suw

m

m

wherem y» (my ) andgy » (g ) are the mass scale and coupling strength of the new physiegegk
interactions), withyy » absorbing the size of the (possibly suppressed) CP-vigjatnd flavour-mixing
phases. The smallness of the constraints dherefore reflects either the large mass scale of flavour
phenomena, or the weakness of the relative interactions.

It is clear from this table that current data are already ilgaso mass scales much larger than
the electroweak scale, or to very small couplings. On theroltand, many of these constraints leave
room for interesting signals coupled to the new physics afl#V scale that can be directly discovered
at the LHC. For example, a mixing of order 1 between the sypemsetric scalar partners of the charged
leptons, and a mass splitting among them of the order of fftetkemasses, is consistent with the current
limits if the scalar lepton masses are just above 100 GeVcanttl lead both to their discovery at the
LHC, and to observable signals at the next generation!of ° experiments.
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Table 1.1: Bounds on CP- or flavour-violating effective operators,resged as upper limits on their dimensionless
coefficients , scaled to the strength of weak interactions. For more etaiparticular the overall normalization
convention for the effective operators, see Section 3.1.2

Observable Operator Limit on

cEDM = sex F 11  10°
B( ! e) - eF 14 104
B( ! ) - F 22 102
B! e) C Ppre)E PrLd) 29 10’

Most of this report will be devoted to the discussion of themdmenological consequences of
limits such as those in Table 1.1, setting constraints ofi@xBSM models, presenting benchmarks for
the discovery potential of forthcoming measurements bothealLHC and at low energy, and exploring
options for future experiments aimed at increasing thehresen further.

Section 3 also introduces the phenomenological paramatems of the quark and lepton mixing
matrices that are found in the literature, emphasizing withcrete examples the correlations among the
neutrino and charged-lepton sectors that arise in varioysgsed models of neutrino masses. The section
is completed by a discussion of the possible role played pptgnesis and cosmological observables
in constraining the neutrino sector.

Section 4 reviews the organizing principles for flavour pbysWith a favourite dynamical theory
of flavour still missing, the extended symmetries of BSM tiecan provide some insight in the nature
of the flavour structures of quarks and leptons, and give @memologically relevant constraints on
low-energy correlations between them. In GUT theories,ekaimple, leptons and quarks belong to
the same irreducible representations of the gauge groupth&ir mass matrices and mixing angles are
consequently tightly related. Extra-dimensional thempeovide a possible dynamical origin for flavour,
linking flavour to the geometry of the extra dimensions. Tdestion also discusses the implications of
models adopting for the lepton sector the same concept of BIFeAdy explored in the case of quarks.

Section 5 discusses at length the phenomenological coasegs of the many existing models,
and represents the main body of this document. We cover mddaled on SUSY, as well as on alter-
native descriptions of electroweak symmetry breakinghsag Little Higgs or extended Higgs sectors.
In this section we discuss the predictions and the detegtiogpects of standard observables, such as
©1 0 decays or EDMs, and connect the discovery potential foretiservables with the prospects
for direct detection of the new massive particles at the LH@t@ future Linear Collider.

This section underlines, as is well known, that the expioradf these processes has great discov-
ery potential, since most BSM models anticipate rates tteatvéthin the reach of the forthcoming ex-
periments. From the point of view of the synergy with colliglaysics, the remarkable outcome of these
studies is that the sensitivities reached in the searchiear® lepton decays and dipole moments are of-
ten quite similar to those reached in direct searches atdnghgy. We give here some explicit examples.
In SO(10) SUSY GUT models, where the charged-lepton mixaigduced via renormalization-group
evolution of the heavy neutrinos of different generatiahg, observation ot ( ! e ) at the level of
10 '3, within the range of the just-starting MEG experiment, iggestive of the existence of squarks
and gluinos with a mass of about 1 TeV, well within the disegveach of the LHC. Squarks and gluinos
in the range of 2-2.5 TeV, at the limit of detectability foethHC, would pust® ( ! e )down to the
level of 10 '°. While this is well beyond the MEG sensitivity, it would wéil the ambitious goals of
the next-generation ! e conversion experiments, strongly endorsing their plarse decay ! e
induced by the mixing of the scalar partners of muon and elacand with a ( ! e ) at the level
of 10 3, couldgivea 9! ¢ e signal at the LHC, with up to 100 events after 300 fb Higher
statistics and a cleaner signal would arise at a Linear @nlliModels where neutrino masses arise not
from a seesaw mechanism at the GUT scale, but from tripleg$igglds at the TeV scale, can be tested



at the LHC, where processes likp ! H *"H can be detected fot ; -« up to 700 GeV, using the
remarkable signatures duego ** ! * f)=B@H*T ! f fy=B@ETT ! * *)=1/3.

Should signals of new physics be observed, alternativepretations can be tested by exploiting
different patterns of correlations that they predict amémg various observables. For example, while

typical SUSY scenarios predigt( ! 3e) 10°2B( ! e ) these branching ratios are of the same
order in the case of Little Higgs models with T parity. Im@ont correlations also exist in seesaw SUSY
GUT models betweeB ( ! e )andB ( ! yorB ( ! e ). Furthermore, SUSY models with

CP-violation in the Higgs or gaugino mass matrix, be themesgiavity (SUGRA) inspired or of the
split-SUSY type, predict the ratio of electron and neutrddMEto be in the range ofil0 2 10 *.
Furthermore, in SUSY GUT models with seesaw mechanism ledioas exist between the values of the
neutron and deuteron EDMs and the heavy neutrino masses.

Section 6 discusses studies of lepton universality. Thedhiag ratios ( ! =( ! e)
and K ! = (K ! e ) for example, are very well known theoretically within th1SOngoing
experiments (at PSI and TRIUMF for the pion, and at CERN amg¢ati for the kaon) test the existence
of flavour-dependent charged-Higgs couplings, by improwfre existing accuracies by factors of order
10.

In Section 7 we consider CP-violating charged lepton decakgch offer interesting prospects as
alternative probes of BSM phenomena. SM-allowedecays, suchas ! K , can be sensitive to new
CP-violating effects. The decays being allowed by the S ,GFP-odd asymmetries are proportional to
the interference of a SM amplitude with the BSM, CP-violgtone. As a result, the small CP-violating
amplitude contributes linearly to the rate, rather thandyatically, enhancing the sensitivity. In the

specificcaseof ! K ,and for some models, a CP asymmetry at the levebofwould correspond
toB ( ! ) around10 . Another example is the CP-odd transverse polarizatioh@fiuonp, in
K ! decays. The current sensitivity of the KEK experiment Ed@ich resulted ire; < 5 10 °

at 90% CL, can be improved to the level of “, by TREK proposed at J-PARC, probing models such
as multi-Higgs or R-parity-violating SUSY.

Section 8 discusses experimental searches for charged kédégses. Transitions between
, and might be found in the decay of almost any weakly decayingigarand searches have been

performed in , , ,K,B,D,W andz decay. Whereas highest experimental sensitivities were
reached in dedicated andk experiments, decay starts to become competitive as well. In Section 8
experimental limitations to the sensitivities for the wau$ decay modes are discussed in some detail,
in particular for and decays, and some key experiments are presented. The\g#asitieached in
searches for* ! ¢ are limited by accidentat” coincidences and muon beam intensities have to
be reduced now already. Searches for e conversion, on the other hand, are limited by the available
beam intensities and large improvements in sensitivity stalybe achieved. Similarly, in rare decays
some decay modes are already background limited at therpmeskctories and future sensitivities may
not scale with the accumulated luminosities. ProspectsFd Hecays at the LHC are limited to final
states with charged leptons, such as! 3 and Bdo,-s e , which are discussed in detail. This
section finishes with the preliminary results of a feadipititudy for in-flight ! conversions using a
wide beam of high-momentum muons. No working scheme emergied

Section 9 covers electric and magnetic dipole moments. Thennmagnetic moment has been
much discussed recently, so we limit ourselves to a shoreweof the theoretical background and of
the current and foreseeable experimental developmenthielnase of EDMs, we provide an extensive
description of the various theoretical approaches andreampatal techniques applied to test electron
and quark moments, as well as other possible sources of flaagonal CP-violating effects, such as
the gluonic FF coupling, or CP-odd 4-fermion interactions. While the expental technique may
differ considerably, the various systems provide indepah@nd complementary information. EDMs
of paramagnetic atoms such as Tl are sensitive to a comtimafithe fundamental electron EDM and
CP-odd 4-fermion interactions between nucleons and elestr EDMs of diamagnetic atoms such as



Hg are sensitive, in addition, to the intrinsic EDM of quarks well as to a non-zero QCDcoupling.
The neutron EDM more directly probes intrinsic quark EDMsand possible higher-dimension CP-odd
quark couplings. EDMs of the electron, without contamioatirom hadronic EDM contributions, can
be tested with heavy diatomic molecules with unpaired sdest such as YbF. In case of a positive signal
the combination of measurements would help to disentahgle@drious contributions.

The experimental situation looks particularly promisingth several new experiments about to
start or under construction. For example, new ultracoldtma setups at ILL, PSI and Oak Ridge will
increase the sensitivity to a neutron EDM by more than 2 erdémagnitude, to a level of about 2°
ecm in 5-10 years. This sensitivity probes e.g. CP-violaBigSY phases of the order of 16 or
smaller. Similar improvements are expected for the elecEDM. One of the main new ideas developed
in the course of the Workshop is the use of a storage ring tesureadhe deuteron EDM. The techni-
cal issues related to the design and construction of suckxgarienent, which could have a statistical
sensitivity of aboutl0 #° ecm, are discussed here in some detail.

All the results presented in this document prove the gret@nial of this area of particle physics to
shed light on one of the main puzzles of the Standard Modetghathe origin and properties of flavour.
Low-energy experiments are sensitive to scales of new phyisat in several cases extend beyond several
TeV. The similarity with the scales directly accessiblehatltHC supports the expectation of an important
synergy with the LHC collider programme, a synergy thatdjeextends to future studies of the neutrino
and quark sectors. The room for improvement, shown by thggtions suggested by the proposed
experiments, finally underscores the importance of keephiege lines of research at the forefront of
the experimental high energy physics programme, provitlegappropriate infrastructure, support and
funding.



2 Theoretical framework and flavour symmetries
2.1 The flavour puzzle

The flavour puzzle in the Standard Model is associated to tbeepce of three fermion families with
identical gauge quantum numbers. The very origin of thidicapjon of families constitutes the first
element of the SM flavour puzzle. The second element has tattidlve Yukawa interactions of those
three families of fermions. While the gauge principle alote determine all SM gauge interactions in
terms of three gauge couplings only (once the SM gauge grodree matter gauge quantum numbers
have been specified), we do not have a clear evidence of angudinciple underlying the form of
the 3 3 matrices describing the SM Yukawa interactions. Finallyhiad element of the puzzle is
represented by the peculiar pattern of fermion masses axidgroriginating from those couplings.

The replication of SM fermion families can be rephrased imteof the symmetries of the gauge
part of the SM Lagrangian. The latter is in fact symmetricema U(3) symmetry acting on the family
indexes of each of the 5 inequivalent SM representationsifay a single SM family §;u®;d°;1;e° in
Weyl notation). In other words, the gauge couplings andatttons do not depend on the (canonical)
basis we choose in the flavour space of each of the 5 sets df digldt ;dS;1;e5, i= 1;2;3.

This U(3) symmetry is explicitly broken in the Yukawa sector by theriean Yukawa matrices. It
is because of this breaking that the degeneracy of the tare#ids is broken and the fields corresponding
to the physical mass eigenstates, as well as their miximgdefined. An additional source of breaking
is provided by neutrino masses. The smallness of neutringsesais presumably due to the breaking
of the accidental lepton symmetry of the SM at a scale mudietathan the electroweak, in which
case neutrino masses and mixing can be accounted for in theffebtive Lagrangian in terms of a
dimension-five operator breaking the U{3ymmetry in the lepton doublet sector.

As mentioned, the special pattern of masses and mixingnatigig from the U(3) breaking is an
important element of the flavour puzzle. This pattern isepéculiar. It suffices to mention the smallness
of neutrino masses; the hierarchy of charged fermion massgshe milder or absent hierarchy between
the two heavier neutrinos; the smallness of Cabibbo-Kafayslaskawa mixing in the quark sector and
the two large mixing angles in Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawéeba (PMNS) matrix in the lepton sector;
the mass hierarchy in the up quark sector, more pronoun@diththe down quark and charged lepton
sectors; the presence of a large CP-violating phase in thekgector and the need of additional CP-
violation to account for baryogenesis; the approximateaétyuof bottom and tau masses at the scale at
which the gauge couplings unffjand the approximate factor of 3 between the strange and masses,
both pointing at a grand unified picture at high energy.

The origin of family replication and of the peculiar patteshfermion masses and mixing are
among the most interesting open questions in the SM, whibleary of flavour, discussed in Section 2,
should address. As seen in Section 3, experiment is ahebadafytin this field. All the physical param-
eters describing the SM flavour structure in the quark sdwge been measured with good accuracy. In
the lepton sector crucial information on lepton mixing arditnino masses has been gathered and a rich
experimental program is under way to complete the picture.

Several tools are used to attack the flavour problem. GrarifiedrTheories allow to relate quark
and lepton masses at the GUT scale and provide an appeamgvrork to study neutrino masses, lepto-
genesis, flavour models, etc. Note that in a grand unifiedesoitie U(3f symmetry of the gauge sector
is reduced (to U(3) in the case in which all fermions in a fgnaite unified in a single representation,
as in SO(10)). Extra-dimensions introduce new ways to atctmr the hierarchy of charged fermion
masses (and in some cases for the smallness of neutrinoshsseigh the mechanism of localization
in extra-dimensions and by providing a new framework for shely of flavour symmetries. The ideol-
ogy of minimal flavour violation may also provide a framewdok addressing flavour. Impact of those

INeedless to say, precise unification requires an extensitinecSM, with supersymmetry doing best from this point of
view.
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organizing principles on flavour physics is discussed imaitlet Section 4.

From experimental point of view, however, additional hasdare needed to gain a firmer under-
standing on the origin of flavour. Essentially this requigediscovery of new physics beyond the SM.
New physics at the TeV scale may in fact be associated witllditi@nal flavour structure, whose origin
might well be related to the origin of the Yukawa couplingent of the presents attempts to understand
the pattern of fermion masses and mixing do link the flavoturcstire of the SM and that of the new
physics sectors. In which case, the search for indirecttsffat low energy and for direct effects at col-
liders may play a primary role in clarifying our understamgliof flavour. And conversely, the attempts to
understand the pattern of fermion masses and mixing migltte the prediction of new flavour physics
effects. Those issues are addressed in Section 5.

Finally, lepton flavour physics is not just related to thetéepflavour violation or CP- violation
in the lepton sector but also to understanding the unitarity universality in the lepton sector. Possible
deviations from those are discussed in Section 5.6.

2.2 Flavour symmetries

The SM Lagrangian ig (3)° invariant in the limit in which the Yukawa couplings vanisFhis might
suggest that the Yukawa couplings, or at least some of thesg ftom the spontaneous breaking of
a subgroup ofu (3)°. Needless to say, the use of (spontaneously broken) symes\ets organizing
principles to understand physical phenomena has beeyatgmonstrated in the past (chiral symmetry
breaking, electroweak, etc). In the following, we discuss possibility of using such an approach to
address the origin of the pattern of fermion masses and mitire constraints on the flavour structure
of new physics, and to put forward expectations for flavolgesisables.

The spontaneously broken “flavour” or “family” symmetry da@local or global. Many (most) of
the consequences of flavour symmetries are independensofitie flavour breaking scale must be suf-
ficiently high in such a way to suppress potentially dangeeffects associated with the new fields and
interactions, in particular with the new gauge interaci¢m the local case) or the unavoidable pseudo-
Goldstone bosons (in the global case). In the context of atysis in terms of effective operators of
higher dimensions, a generic bound of abouit TeV on the flavour scale from flavour changing neutral
currents (FCNC) processes would be obtained. Neverthedessrtain evidence fas  unification and
the appeal of the see-saw mechanism for neutrino massestgesiggest that these Yukawa couplings
are already present near the GUT scale. This is indeed whsit ftawour models assume and we will
also assume in the following.

The SM matter fields belong to specific representations offldhw@ur group, such that, in the
unbroken limit the Yukawa couplings have a particularly gienform. Typically some or all Yukawa
couplings (with the possible exception of third generatimes) are not allowed. The spontaneous sym-
metry breaking of the flavour symmetry is provided by the wanuexpectation value (VEV) of fields
often called “flavons”. As the breaking presumably arisea atale much higher than the electroweak
scale, such flavons are SM singlets (or contain a SM singlgidarcase of SM extensions) and typically
they are only charged under the flavour symmetry. Flavouasing is communicated dynamically to the
SM fields by some physics (possibly renormalizable, ofterspecified) living at a scale - not smaller
than the scale of the flavour symmetry breaking. A typicalneple for these physics that communicate
the breaking is the exchange of heavy fermions whose mass tespect the flavour symmetry. In that
case the scale: would correspond to this fermion mass:. Many consequences of the flavour symme-
try are actually independent of the mediator physics. Iher¢fore useful to consider an effective field
theory approach below the scale in which the flavour messengers have been integrated oue Dec
flavon fields have acquired their VEVs, the structure of thka¥ua matrices (and other flavour parame-
ters) can be obtained from an expansion in non-renormadézayerators involving the flavon fields and
respecting the different symmetries (flavour and other sgtnies) of the theory.
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Table 2.1: Transformation of the matter superfields under the famitysetries. The i-th generation SM fermion
fields are grouped into the representatior= (D ;L );, 103= (Q ;U;E®);, 1i= (N ©);.

Field 105 10, 104 53 5, 5 13 1, 14
U (1) 0 2 3 0 0 1 n$ n$ ng 1

There are several possibilities for the flavour symmetrgalpglobal, accidental, continuous or
discrete, Abelian or non-Abelian. Many examples are alklan the literature for each of those possi-
bilities. Some of them will be discussed in next subsectinnglation to the implications considered in
this study.

2.2.1 Flavour symmetries - continuous examples

In order to provide an explicit example, we shortly discussehone of the simplest possibilities, which
goes back to the pioneering work of Froggatt-Nielsen [1}hia model we havea (1) flavour symmetry
under which the three generation of SM fields have differdwatrges. In the simplest version we assign
positive integer charges to the SM fermionic fields, the Wifigld is neutral and we have a single flavon
field of charge 1. The VEV of the flavon field is somewhat smaller than the masthefheavy
mediator fieldsv ¢, so that the ratio, = v=M¢ 1. In this way the different entries in the Yukawa
matrices are determined by epsilon to the power of the suilmeofermion charges with an undetermined
order one coefficient. This mechanism explains nicely tleranchy of fermion masses and mixing
angles.

This idea is the basis for most flavour symmetries. It can b@lemented in a great variety of
different models. For the sake of definiteness, we show haseitworks using as a concrete example a
supersymmetric GUT model. Its superpotential is of the form

L+ €S HoH

ILESH 1+ ¢y ¥YLiLy

W yukawa = Ccilj %% 9D SH 1+ dij qi+u§QiU§H 2+ & (2.1)
where thed's are0 (1) coefficients and1 is the scale associated .0 L breaking. The last term in
this equation is an effective operator, giving Majorana seago neutrinos, which can be generated, e.g.,
through a seesaw mechanism. Notice that the power iof each Yukawa coupling is proportional to
the sum of the fermion charges:® = ¢, #"", yd = &, #* <% etc. Hence, this mechanism explains
the hierarchy of fermion masses and mixing angles througbnaemient choice of charges. The value

of these charges and the expansion paramete constrained by the observed masses and angles. A
convenient set of charges for example is given in Table Z.1urhs out that this set of charges is the
only one compatible with minimad U (5) unification. By introducing three right-handed neutrinaghw

positive charges it is also possible to successfully redhie seesaw mechanism.
These charges give rise to the following Dirac Yukawa cowgdifor charged fermions at the GUT

scale 0 6 5 31 0 4 3 31
y,=@ 5 4 2a., @3 2 2a, (2.2)
32 1 1
whereo (1) coefficients in each entry are understood here and in thewoly. With = 0 (.) (the

Cabibbo angle), the observed features of charged fermi@s@saand mixing are qualitatively well re-
produced. It is known that the high energy relatioh = Y is not satisfactory for the lighter families
and should be relaxed by means of some mechanism [2—4]. Trae Beutrino Yukawa couplings and
the Majorana mass matrix of right handed neutrinos are

0 1 0 1
c (o] (o] c c (o] c (o]
n{+1 ng+ 1 ns+1 2ng n{+nj n{+ng
c (o] (o] (o] c (o] (o] (o]
Yy = @ nf n; PSA L, My o= @ ni+ng 2n; n;+n3A M - (2.3)
ng nj n§ n{+n§ n$+n$ 2n§

19



Applying the seesaw mechanism to obtain the effective lighitrino mass matrix  in the basis of
diagonal charged lepton Yukawa couplifgi is well known [5, 6], if all right-handed neutrino masses
are positive, that the dependence on the right-handed ehdigappears:

0, 1
diag 11¥ V3
Upy gm0, (g=m =8 1 B = (2.4)
11

Experiments require! 5 10" GeV. The features of neutrino masses and mixing are quiisfaat
torily reproduced — the weak point being the tuning in thed28erminant [5, 6] that has to be imposed.
For later application, it is useful to introduce the unitamgtrices which diaginalize in the basis where
both v. andM » are diagonal:v,y vy = Y9  diag(™7; %; »5). Notice that, as a consequence
of the equal charges of the lepton doubletsandL s, the model predicts that; has a large mixing,
although not necessarily maximal, in the 2—3 sector as vbdénUp y y .

The literature is very rich of models based on flavour symiegtisome references are [1, 5-36],
for more recent attempts the interested reader is refemem$tance to [37-60].

2.2.2 Flavour symmetries - discrete examples
2.2.2.1 Finite groups

Discrete flavour symmetries have gained popularity bectheseseem to be appropriate to address the
large mixing angles observed in neutrino oscillations. Btat a non-Abelian discrete symmetry, a
simple heuristic way is to choose two specific non-commutiragrices and form all possible products.
As a first example, consider the tveo 2 matrices:

! 0

1 !
O;B=O!1; (2.5)

A 0
1
where!™ = 1,ie. ! = exp(2 i=n). SinceAr? = 1andB" = 1, this group containg , and z,.
Forn = 1;2, we obtainz, andz, 7, respectively, which are Abelian. For = 3, the group
generated has 6 elements and is in fact the smallest nonaAlf@ite groups s, the permutation group
of 3 objects. This particular representation is not the anendl in text books, but is related to it by a
unitary transformation [61], and was first used in 1990 foradel of quark mass matrices [62,63]. For
n = 4, the group generated has 8 elements which are infact i, ;5, where , ;5 are the usual Pauli
spin matrices. This is the group of quaterniamswhich has also been used [64] for quark and lepton
mass matrices. In general, the groups generated by Eq.H{@&pn elements and may be denoted as

(2n).
Consider nextthe twé 3 matrices:

0 1 0 1
01 0 ' 0 0

A=€0 0 1A B=Co 12 0A;: (2.6)
100 o o 3

Sincea® = 1andB™ = 1, this group containg ; andz,. Forn = 1, we obtainz,. Forn = 2, the
group generated has 12 elements arid sthe even permutation group of 4 objects, which was first used
in 2001 in a model of lepton mass matrices [32, 37]. It is almdymmetry group of the tetrahedron,
one of five perfect geometric solids, identified by Plato vilte element “fire” [65]. In general, the
groups generated by Eq. (2.6) haxe’ elements and may be denoted &@3n ?)[66]. They are in fact
subgroups of U (3). In particular, (27) has also been used [53,67]. Generalizing to k matrices, we

2Notice, going to the basis of diagonal charged leptons wily @hange the (1) coefficients, but not the power inof the
different entries.
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then have the serieskn © ). However, since there are presumably only 3 families, 3 is probably
not of much interest.

Going back ta = 2, but using instead the following two matrices:
0 1 0

A= 10 B = 0 1 2.7)

Now againa? = 1andB*™ = 1, but the group generated will hawa? elements. Call it (2n ?). For

n= 1,itisjustz,. Forn = 2, itis D 4, i.e. the symmetry group of the square, which was first used in
2003 [43,68]. Fok = 3, consider

0 1 0 1
01 0 ' 0 0

A=00 0 1A ; B=Co 1 0A; (2.8)
0 0 0 1

then the groups generated hare’ elements and may be denoted &3sn *). They are in fact subgroups
of U (3). Forn = 1,itisjustzs. Forn = 2,itisa, Z,. Forn = 3, the group (81) has been
used [69] to understand the Koide formula [70] as well axdephass matrices [71]. In general, we have
the series (kn ¥).

2.2.2.2 Model recipe

1. Choose a group, e.gs or 2 4, and write down its possible representations. For exarapleas 1
1% 2; A, has 11°% 1% 3. Work out all product decompositions. For example 2= 1+ I+ 2
inss,and3  3=1+ P+ 1%+ 3+ 3inA,.

2. Assign( ;x5 and I, 5 to the representations of choice. To have only renormékzatter-
actions, it is necessary to add Higgs doublets (and perHapsdr#plets and singlets) and, if so
desired, neutrino singlets.

3. The Yukawa structure of the model is restricted by the@hof particle content and their represen-
tations. As the Higgs bosons acquire vacuum expectatiaresglwhich may be related by some
extra or residual symmetry), the lepton mass matrices \&ilehcertain particular forms, consistent
with the known values o ., m ,m , etc. If the number of parameters involved is less than the
number of observables, there will be one or more predictions

4. In models with more than one Higgs doublet, flavour nonseovation will appear at some level.
Its phenomenological consequences need to be worked aristoe the consistency with present
experimental constraints. The implications for phenometitae TeV scale can then be explored.

5. Insisting on using only the single SM Higgs doublet reggiieffective non-renormalizable inter-
actions to support the discrete flavour symmetry. In suchetspdhere are no predictions beyond
the forms of the mass matrices themselves.

6. Quarks can be considered in the same way. The two quark masEesm , andm 4 must be
nearly aligned so that their mixing matrix involves only shaagles. In contrast, the mass matrices
m andm . should have different structures so that large angles cabtagned.

Some explicit examples will be now outlined.

2.2.2.3 S;3

Being the simplest, the non-Abelian discrete symmetsywas used already [72] in the early days of
strong interactions. There are many recent applicatiohs/[%-81], some of which are discussed in [82].
Typically, such models often require extra symmetries bely®; to reduce the number of parameters, or
assumptions of how 5 is spontaneously and softly broken. For illustration, édesthe model of Kubo
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et al. [73] which has recently been updated by Felix et al].[BBe symmetry used is actuallys; 7,
with the assignments
(5N (75 %) 1+2; (2.9)

and equal vacuum expectation values for the two Higgs dtaildansforming as 2inderss. Thez,
symmetry serves to eliminate 4 Yukawa couplings otherwlkavad by ss, resulting in an inverted
ordering of neutrino masses with

3’ =4; 137 00034; me’ 005&V; (2.10)

wheren . is the effective Majorana neutrino mass measured in n@lgss double beta decay. This
model relates ;5 to the ratiom .=m

2224 n,

To understand why quarks and leptons have very differeninmimatricesa , turns out to be very useful.

It allows the two different quark mass matrices to be diadjiped by the same unitary transformations,
implying thus no mixing as a first approximation, but becaokthe assumed Majorana nature of the
neutrinos, a large mismatch may occur in the lepton sedtos tffering the possibility of obtaining the
so-called tri-bi-maximal mixing matrix [84,85], which isgpod approximation to present data. One way
of doing this is to consider the decomposition

0 p— jo 1 0 10 1
2£=)3 1=p3 Op 1 1 1 1 1 0
Upmns=¢ 1= 6 1=_3 15 A = p_@1 !ZA@1=p2 0 ing; (2.11)
=6 1= 3 1= 2 3102 0 122 0 =2
whereUpy y 5 IS the observed neutrino mixing matrix and= exp (2 i=3) = 1=2+ §§=2. The

matrix involving ! has equal moduli for all its entries and was conjecturedadlyen 1978 [86,87] to be
a possible candidate for tfee 3 neutrino mixing matrix.

SinceUpy v s = V&V , wherev,, vV diagonalize matrices .m Z,m m ¥ respectively, Eq. (2.11)

may be obtained if we have 0 1
1 1
vi=p=0C1 1 122 (2.12)
3 1 12
and 0 1
a+ 2b 0 0
m =@ 0 a b dA
0 d a b
0 10 10 P_ p_1
%_1 O_ a b+d 0 0 0O 1= 2 1= 2
=0@1=2 0 =2A¢€ 0 a+ 2b 0 AQ1 0 8A: (2.13)
g = P P-
1= 2 0 i= 2 0 0 a+ b+d 0 i=2 = 2
It was discovered in Ref. [32] that Eq. (2.12) is naturallyasibed witha , if
( Dips 37 %ps 1+1%1% (%5 "Nnps 3 (2.14)

forh Yi= h 9i= h 94 This assignment also allows., m , m to take on arbitrary values because
there are here exactly three independent Yukawa couplimgsiant under ,. If we use this also for
quarks [37], therv” andV  are also given by Eq. (2.12), resultingin x v = 1, i.e. no mixing. This
should be considered as a good first approximation becaasgberved mixing angles are all small. In
the general case without any symmetry, we would have expettandv, to be very different.
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It was later discovered in Ref. [88] that Eq. (2.13) may alsmbtained wittn 4, using two further
assumptions. Consider the most genéral 3 Majorana mass matrix in the form

0 1
a+ b+ c £ e
m =@ f a+ b +c'? d A, (2.15)
e d a+ b'?+ ¢!

wherea comes from 1bfrom 1° cfrom 1% and d;e;f) from 3 of A,. To get Eq. (2.13), we need
e= f = 0, i.e. the effective scalax , triplet responsible for neutrino masses should have itsiwac
expectation value along the (1,0,0) direction, whereatsrdsponsible for charged-lepton masses should
be (1,1,1) as | remarked earlier. This misalignment is arieth challenge to all such models [46,89—-99].
The other requirement is that= c. Since they come from different representations.of this is rather

ad hoc A very clever solution [46, 89] is to eliminate both, i.e.= ¢ = 0. This results in a hormal
ordering of neutrino masses with the prediction [91]

7 Mef+ m 2 =9 (2.16)

Other applications [56, 100—-115] af, have also been considered. A natural (spinorial) extersfian,
is the binary tetrahedral group [26, 30] which is under acturrent discussion [60,116-118].

Other recent applications of non-Abelian discrete flavgunimetries include those af , [43, 68,
119], 0, [64], D5 [120, 121],D ¢ [122], Q ¢ [123-125],D ; [126], S, [57,127-130], (27) [53, 67],
(75)[11,131], (81)[69,71],andB 5  zJ [132,133] which has 384 elements.

2.2.3 Accidental flavour symmetries

While flavour symmetries certainly represent one of theilegdpproaches to understanding the pattern
of fermion masses and mixing, it was recently found that fileeainchical structure of charged fermion
masses and many other peculiar features of the fermionrsppead the SM (neutrinos included) do not
require a flavour symmetry to be understood, nor any othegiap#orizontal” dynamics involving the
family indices of the SM fermions [59, 134]. Surprisinglycmh, those features can in fact be recovered
in a model in which the couplings of the three SM families noliyare not governed by any symmetry,
but are essentially anarchical (uncorrelated ) numbers) at a very high scale.

The idea is based on the hypothesis that the SM Yukawa c@spéfi arise from the exchange
of heavy degrees of freedom (messengers) at a scale nobfartfre unification scale. Examples of
diagrams contributing to the up and down quark Yukawa medrigre shown below, whereis a SM
singlet field getting a VEV. As discussed in Section 2.2 ari12.the same exchange mechanism is
often assumed to be at work in models with flavour symmetriésre, however, the couplings of the
heavy messengers to the SM fields are not constrained by amyeiry?. An hierarchy among Yukawa
couplings still arises because a single set of left-handeslsenger fields (heavy quark doublets Q
in the quark sector and heavy lepton doublets L in the lepton sector) dominates the exchange at the
heavy scale. For example, the diagrams below represent®thmant contribution to the quark Yukawa
matrices. As only one field is exchanged, the Yukawa mattiee® rank one. Therefore, whatever are
theo (1)couplings in the diagram, the top and bottom Yukawa coupleng generated (at the(1) level,
giving largetan ), but the first two families’ are not, which is a good startpant to obtain a hierarchy
of quark masses. This mechanism is similar to a the singte-hgnded neutrino dominance mechanism,
used in neutrino model building to obtain a hierarchicalcspen of light neutrinos [135-138]. Note
that the diagonalization of the quark Yukawa matrices wesllarge rotations, as all the couplings are
supposed to be (1). However, the rotations of the up and down left-handed cuiéwkn out to be
the same (because they have same couplings to the leftdhaiodblet messenger). Therefore, the two
rotations cancel when combined in the CKM matrix, which emgsanishing at this level.

3A discretez , symmetry, under whiclall the three SM families (and the field) are odd, is used for the sole purpose of
distinguishing the light SM fields from the heavy messengers
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The Yukawa couplings of the second family, and a non-vangstii,, angle, are generated by the
subdominant exchange of heavier right-handed messendgers©, £ €, N ©. Altogether, the messengers
form a heavy (vectorlike) replica of a SM family, with thetldfanded fields lighter than the right-handed
ones. The (inter-family) hierarchy between the massesefk#dtond and the third SM family masses
arises from the (intra-family) hierarchy between left aigtht-handed fields in the single family of mes-
sengers. In turn, in a Pati-Salam or SO(10) unified model,hikearchy between right-handed and
left-handed fields can be easily obtained by giving mass @anikssengers through a breaking of the
gauge group along thesz direction. This way, the hierarchy among different fanslis explained in
terms of the breaking of a gauge group acting on single fasjilivith no need of flavour symmetries or
other dynamics acting on the family indexes of the SM ferraion

It is also possible to describe the mechanism outlined aboterms of accidental flavour sym-
metries. In the effective theory below the scale of the rigdidtded messengers, in fact, the Yukawa
couplings of the two lighter families are “protected” by accaental U(2) symmetry. One can also
consider the effective theory below the cut-off of the moaéiich is supposed to lie one or two orders
of magnitude above the mass of the right-handed messengdis effective theory below the cut-off,
the second family gets a non-vanishing Yukawa coupling tiieitYyukawa of the lightest family is still
“protected” by an accidental U(1) symmetry.

Surprisingly enough, a number of important features of #renfon spectrum can be obtained in
this simple and economical model. The relatiyn,7 mg=m 1, is a direct consequence of the principles
of this approach. The stronger mass hierarchy observeceinphguark sector is accounted for without
introducing a new scale (besides the left-handed and hightted messenger ones) or making the up
guark sector somehow different. In spite of the absence aflstoefficients, the CKM mixing angles
turn out to be small. At the same time, a large atmospheriéngigan be generated in a natural way
in the neutrino sector, together with normal hierarchicaltnno masses. In fact, a see-saw mechanism
dominated by the single right-handed (messenger) neultifigs at work. The bottom and tau mass
unify at the high scale, whilema 1 factor 3 enters the ratios of the muon and strange masses For
detailed illustration of the model, we refer the reader 19][5

The study of FCNC and CPV effects in a supersymmetric comsestill under way. Such effects
might represent the distinctive signature of the model,tdube sizeable radiative effects one obtains in
the (23) block of the “right-handed” sfermion mass matriceloth the squark and slepton sector.

2.2.4 Flavour/CP symmetries and their violation from suggmmetry breaking

While the vast literature on flavour symmetries covers a remalb interesting aspects of the theory and
phenomenology of flavour, we are interested here in a (noaustive) review of only those aspects
relevant to new physics. The relevance of flavour symmetdeswew physics follows from the fact that
SM extensions often contain new flavour dependent intenagti In the following we will consider the
case of supersymmetry, in which new flavour-violating gaogir Higgsino interactions can be induced
by possible new sources of SU{Hreaking in the soft supersymmetry breaking terms.

While in the SM the Yukawa matrices provide the only sourcdlafour (U(3)) breaking, the
supersymmetric extensions of the SM are characterized loyemgially much richer flavour structure as-
sociated to the soft supersymmetry breaking Lagrangiatortimately, a generic flavour structure leads
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to FCNC and CPV processes that can exceed the experimentadi$by up to two orders of magnitude
— the so-called supersymmetric flavour and CP problem. Theisn of the latter problem can lie in
the supersymmetry breaking and mediation mechanism &hrsei case for example of gauge mediated
supersymmetry breaking) or in the constraints on the softdgrovided by flavour symmetries.

In turn, the implications of flavour symmetries on the stunetof the soft terms depends on the
interplay between flavour and supersymmetry breaking. d\itlentering the details of specific models,
we can distinguish two opposite situations:

— the soft terms are flavour universal, or at least symmetraeu the flavour symmetry, at the tree
level and;

— flavour symmetry breaking enters the soft terms (as for thleaWa interactions) already at the tree
level, through non-renormalizable couplings to the flaveids.

Let us consider them in greater detail.

The first possibility is that the supersymmetry breaking hagism takes care of the FCNC and
CPV problems. In the simplest case, the new sfermion massks-germs do not introduce new flavour
structure at all. This is the case if

m§j=méiji A= Ao i;
wherei;j are family indexes and the universal valueg, 2 , can be different in the different sfermion
sectoré. The breaking of the flavour symmetry is felt at the tree lemaly by the Yukawa matrices.
Needless to say, the tree level universality of the soft sewill be spoiled byrenormalization effects
associated to interactions sensitive to Yukawa coupliig®,[140]. These effects can be enhanced by
large logarithms if the scale at which the soft terms and thikeaWa interactions appear in the observable
sector is sufficiently high. The radiative contributionsYafkawa couplings associated with neutrino
masses (or Yukawa couplings occurring in the context ofdjtanification) are particularly interesting in
this context because they offer new possibilities to tesbtlaphysics by opening a window for physics
at very large scales. For example, in the minimal SUSY seesadel only the off-diagonal elements
for left-slepton soft supersymmetry breaking mass termasgaénerated while in supersymmetric GUTs
also the right-handed slepton masses get renormalizatuced flavour non-diagonal contributions. In
any case, all the flavour effects induced by the soft termsbeamaced back to the Yukawa couplings,
which remain the only source of flavour breaking. Such urdalole effects of flavour breaking on the
soft terms will be discussed in Section 5.2 and Section 5.3.

As we have just seen, the radiative contributions to softsemsepresent an unavoidable but indi-
rect effect of the physics at the origin of fermion massesrandng. On the other hand, the mechanism
generating the soft terms might not be blind to flavour synmynieteaking, in which case we might also
expect flavour breaking to enter the soft terms in a more thsag. If this is the case, the soft term pro-
vide a new independent source of flavour violation. Such faddpendenttree level” effects of flavour
breaking on the soft terms add to the radiative effects afidoeidiscussed in Section 2.2.4.1. The ac-
tual presence in the soft terms of flavour violating effedteatly induced by the physics accounting for
Yukawa couplings depends on the interplay of the supersyimnbeeaking and the flavour generation
mechanisms.

Theoretical and phenomenological [141-146] constraintsupersymmetry breaking parameters
essentially force supersymmetry breaking to take placelhiidden sector with no renormalizable cou-
pling to observable fields The soft terms are therefore often characterized by thie seaysy at which

“This is the case for example of gauge mediation. In supeitgraupersymmetry breaking can be fully flavour blind in
the case of dilaton domination. In this case, we expect thgatial elements of the soft mass matrices to be exactly nsaive
However, this is not always the case. Moduli domination iemfencountered, in which case fields with different modular
weights receive different soft masses.

5The fields of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MG 8r its relevant extension.
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supersymmetry breaking is communicated to the observaokeisby some mediation mechanism. The
soft terms arise in fact from non-renormalizable operaiothe effective theory below sysy obtained

by integrating out the supersymmetry breaking messenddsfi@nalogously, in the context of a theory
addressing the origin of flavour, we can define a scaleat which the flavour structure arises. Let us
consider for definiteness the case of flavour symmetries. ahladogy with supersymmetry breaking is
in this case even more pronounced. Above the theory is flavour symmetric. By this we mean that
we can at least define conserved family numbers, perhapsfeatarger flavour symmetry. The family
numbers are then spontaneously broken by the VEV of flavaiscthuple to observable fields through
non-renormalizable interactions suppressed by the scale

We are now in the position to discuss the presence of “tregl*lélavour violating effects in the
soft terms. A first possibility is to have: .  sysy, as for instance in the case of gravity mediation, in
which we expect - . M panck = susy- The soft breaking terms are already present belopynck
However, the flavour symmetry is still exact at scales lathan . Therefore the soft terms must
respect the family symmetries. At the lower scalge the effective Yukawa couplings are generated as
functions of the flavon VEVs, i= ¢, and analogously the soft breaking terms will also be fumstiof
h i= ¢. Inthe ¢ . susycase, we therefore expect new “tree-level” sources of flaboeaking in
the soft terms on top of the effects radiatively induced k& Yakawa couplings.

On the other hand, if sysy ¢, the soft terms are not present at the scale of flavour brgakin

The prototypical example in this case is gauge mediatedrsypenetry breaking (GMSB) (see [147]
and references therein). At: the flavour interactions are integrated and supersymmetsyill unbro-
ken. The only renormalizable remnant of the flavour physelsw - are the Yukawa couplings. At the
scale sysy soft breaking terms feel flavour breaking only through th&atua couplings. Strictly speak-
ing, there could also be non-renormalizable operatorshimvg flavon fields suppressed by the heavier

¢. The contributions of these terms to soft masses would beoptional to sysy= r and therefore
negligible [147]. We are then only left with the radiativelyduced effects of Yukawa couplings. The
gualitative arguments above show that flavour physics cavigee relevant information on the interplay
between the origin of supersymmetry and flavour breakingpénadbservable sector.

As we just saw, the family symmetry that accounts for thecstme of the Yukawa couplings also
constrains the structure of sfermion masses. In the liméaict flavour symmetry, this implies family
universal, or at least diagonal, sfermion mass matriceterAtfie breaking of the flavour symmetry giving
rise to the Yukawa couplings, we can have two cases:

— The SUSY-breaking mediation mechanism takes place atatsigher or equal to the flavour sym-
metry breaking scale and is usually sensitive to flavour. flan@ur symmetry breaking accounts
for both the structure of the Yukawa couplings and the denatof the soft-breaking terms from
universality. This is the general expectation in gravitydm&on of the supersymmetry breaking
from the hidden sector.

— The supersymmetry breaking mediation mechanism takee jglaa scale much smaller than the
flavour symmetry breaking scale. In this case the flavour atgxii mechanism, which is flavour-
blind, guarantees the universality of the soft-breakingnge The flavour symmetry breaking
generates the Yukawa couplings but flavour breaking coomstin the soft mass matrices are
suppressed by the ratio of the two scales. This is the cassugiegmediation models of supersym-
metry breaking [147].

We begin discussing the first case.

2.2.4.1 “Tree level” effects of flavour symmetries in sugersetry breaking terms

After the breaking of the flavour symmetry responsible far gtructure of the Yukawa couplings, we
can expect to have non-universal contributions to the safalking terms atree level Under certain
conditions, mainly related to the SUSY-breaking mediatioachanism, these tree-level contributions
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can be sizeable and have important phenomenological ffétie main example among these models
where the tree level non-universality in the soft breakiagms is relevant is provided by models of
supergravity mediation [148-152] (for a nice introductgee the appendix in [153]).

The structure of the scalar mass matrices when SUSY brea&ingediated by supergravity in-
teractions is determined by the Kahler potential. We attegomg to discuss here the supergravity La-
grangian, we refer the interested reader to Refs. [148-183], For our purposes, we only need to know
that the Kahler potential is a non-renormalizable, read, @bviously gauge-invariant, function of the chi-
ral superfields with dimensions of mass squared. This noarmealizable function includes couplings
with the hidden sector fields suppressed by different powErs, 1., 1+ XX M2+ 1)
with visible sector fields and hidden sector fields. This Kahler potential gives rise t&SUreaking
scalar masses once a certain field of the hidden sector gets-zamishing F-term. The important point
here is that these couplings with hidden sector fields ththiewentually give rise to the soft masses are
present in the theory at any scale belaw +.,,... Below this scale, we can basically consider the hidden
sector as frozen and renormalize these couplings only vigible sector interactions.

Therefore, in the following, to simplify the discussion, w@ncentrate only on the soft masses and
treat them as couplings present at all energies belaw,,, .. The structure of the soft mass matrices is
easily understood in terms of the present symmetries. At bigergies, our flavour symmetry is still an
exact symmetry of the Lagrangian and therefore the softkimgaerms have to respect this symmetry
[42]. At some stage, this symmetry is broken generating thika¥a couplings in the superpotential.
In the same way, the scalar masses will also receive newilotitns after flavour symmetry breaking
from the flavon field VEVs suppressed by mediator masses.

First we must notice that a mass term ; is clearly invariant under gauge, flavour and global
symmetries and hence gives rise to a flavour diagonal cortitito to the soft masses even before the
family symmetry breakin® Then, after flavour symmetry breaking, any invariant camktion of flavon
fields (VEVs) with a pair of sfermion fields,! , can also contribute to the sfermion mass matrix and
will break the universality of the soft masses.

An explicit example with a continuous Abelian(1) flavour symmetry [1,7,9,12,15,17,40,44,50]
was given above in Section 2.2.1.

We turn now to the structure of the scalar mass matrices cratang mainly on the slepton mass
matrix [9, 10, 12, 39]. In this case, even before the breakihthe flavour symmetry, we have three
different fields with different charges corresponding taleaf the three generations. As we have seen,
diagonal scalar masses are allowed by the symmetry, buj lbéferent fields, there is no reason a priori
for these diagonal masses to be the same, and in generalyvee ha

L;y‘;“mzm% L1+ m3 o, 2+m3 o5 o3 (2.17)
Notice, however, that this situation is very dangerousgeisly in the case of squarks, given that the
rotation to the basis of diagonal Yukawa couplings from BEg2) will generate too large off-diagonal
entries [39]. In some cases, like dilaton domination, thelkaved masses can be equal avoiding this
problem. In the following we assume? = m2 = mZ = m 2. However, even in this case, after the
breaking of the flavour symmetry we obtain new contributigmsportional to the flavon VEVs that
break this universality. All we have to do is to write all pilde combinations of two MSSM scalar fields
; and an arbitrary number of flavon VEVs invariant under the satry:

4GB A B D2

h i
2+ —_— 3+
1 M 1

=y
[

5, 3+hwx):

(2.18)

2
Lpz=mg( 3 1+ 5 2+ 3 3%

|

6As we will discuss in the following, these allowed contriloumis may be universal, the same for the different generation
as in the case of non-Abelian flavour symmetries, or they eadifferent for the three generations in some cases withiAbel
flavour symmetries.
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Therefore, the structure of the charged slepton mass mag&iwould have in this model at the scale of
flavour symmetry breaking would be (suppressing ) coefficients):
0 1
1
1@ 1 12Am2: (2.19)
11

This structure has serious problems with the phenomermdbgbunds coming from ! e , etc. There
are otheru (1) examples that manage to alleviate, in part, these probl&®s However, large LFV
effects are a generic problem of these models due to theregfjoharge assignments to reproduce the
observed masses and mixing angles.

These FCNC problems in the sfermion mass matrices of Abeljeanmetries were one of the
main reasons for the introduction of non-Abelian flavour syetries [14, 16]. The mechanism used
in non-Abelian flavour models to generate the Yukawa coggliis again a variation of the Froggatt-
Nielsen mechanism, very similar to the mechanism we havesgsn for Abelian symmetries. The
main difference is that in this case the left handed fermemesgrouped in larger representations of the
symmetry group. For instance, insu (3) symmetry all three generations are unified in a triplet. In a
S0 (3) flavour symmetry we can assign the three generations tolettopto three singlets. Ina (2)
flavour symmetry the third generation is a singlet and theligiu generations are grouped in a doublet.
Then we do not have to assign different charges to the diftegenerations, but in exchange, we need
several stages of symmetry breaking by different flavon i@ldh specially aligned VEVs.

We begin analyzing a non-Abelian (2) flavour symmetry. As stressed above, if the sfermions
mass matrices are only constrained by a U(1) flavour symnikése is no reason why 2 should be
close tom 3 in Eq. (2.17). Unless an alignment mechanism between fersrand sfermions is available,
the family symmetry should then suppregs? m2)=m 2. At the same time, in the fermion sector,
the family symmetry must suppress the Yukawa coupling offits two families,m ; ;m » m s.

If the small breaking of a flavour symmetry is responsible the smallness ofm? m%)=m? on
one hand and ofi ;=m 3;m ,=m 5 on the other, the symmetric limit should correspondnt¢ = m 2
and tom; = m, = 0. Interestingly enough, the largest family symmetry cornigatwith SO(10)
unification that forcesn ; = m , = 0 automatically also forces ? = m 3. This is a U(2) symmetry
under which the first two families transform as a doublet drathird one, as well as the Higgs, as a
singlet [12, 14, 16, 20, 22].

= a 3

The same conclusion can be obtained by using discrete uyty[@6,60]. In the limit of unbroken U(2),
only the third generation of fermions can acquire a massyeasethe first two generations of scalars are
exactly degenerate. While the first property is not a bad @ppration of the fermion spectrum, the
second one is what is needed to keep FCNC and CP-violatiagteffinder control. This observation can
actually be considered as a hint that the flavour structutheofnass matrices of the fermions and of the
scalars are related to each other by a symmetry principle.sBime physics responsible for the peculiar
pattern of fermion masses also accounts for the structuséeahion masses.

The rank 2 of U(2) allows a two step breaking pattern

U@)! U@ o; (2.20)

controlled by two small parametersand ° < , to be at the origin of the generation mass hierarchies
ms m, mqinthefermion spectrum. Although it is natural to view U(8)asubgroup of U(3), the
maximal flavour group in the case of full intra-family gaugsfication, U(3) will be anyhow strongly
broken to U(2) by the large top Yukawa coupling.

A nice aspect of the U(2) setting is that there is little agbiness in the way the symmetry break-
ing fields couple to the SM fermions. This is unlike what happe.g. with the choice of fermion
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charges in the cases of U(1) symmetries. The Yukawa interactransformas( s 3), ( 3 a)h ( a 1)
(a;bjc::: = 1;2). Hence the only relevant U(2) representations for the i@nnmass matrices arg

2, 52 anda @*, wheres anda are symmetric and antisymmetric tensors, and the uppecesdienote
a U(1) charge opposite to that of,. While 2 anda® are both necessary, models with [16, 22] or
without [20] s#° are both possible.

Let us first consider the case witt°. Atleading order, the flavons couple to SM fermions through
D=5 operators suppressed by a flavour scalormalizing the flavons to, it is convenient to choose
abasisinwhich 2= 0 ( yand ' = 0, whilea'? = 2a%' = 0 (. If s is present, it turns out to be
automatically aligned with [23], in such a way that in the limit® ! 0 a U(1) subgroup is unbroken.
More precisely,s?? = 0 ( ) and all other components essentially vanish. We are thetol&aikawa

matrices of the form: 0 1
o %0
¢ 0 A . (2.21)
0 1
All non vanishing entries have unknown coefficients of ordeity, while still keeping 1, = 5. 1N
the context of SU(5) or SO(10) unification, the mass relatian mp, m 3mg, 3m .  mg are

accounted for by the choice of the transformations:6f, s2° under the unified group. The stronger
mass hierarchy in the up quark sector, a peculiar featureeofedrmion spectrum, is then predicted, due
to the interplay of the U(2) and the unified gauge symmetry.

The texture in Eq. (2.21) leads to the predictions

v v N
T ; wb _ Mu, (2.22)

—-d
Vis ms Vep mc

While the experimental determination f =V, jbased on 1-loop observables might be affected by new
physics, the tree-level determination$3f,,=V 4, jis less likely to be affected and at present is significantly
away from the prediction in Eq. (2.22) [25, 35]. A better agreent can be obtained by i) relaxing the
condition |, = -1, i) allowing for small contributions to the 11, 13, 31 ee&iin Eq. (2.21) or by

iii) allowing for asymmetric textures [35]. The latter pdsitity is realized in models in which the @
flavon is not present [16].

While the model building degrees of freedom in the quark drat@ed lepton sector are limited, a
virtue of the U(2) symmetry, the neutrino sector is less tamsed. This is due, in the see-saw context,
to the several possible choices involved in the modelinatibthe singlet neutrino mass matrix. This is
reflected for example in the possibility to get both small &rde mixing angles [21, 24,27, 30, 31].

In the case of arsU (3) flavour symmetry, all three generations are grouped in aesitiglet
representation, ;. In addition we have several new scalar fields (flavons) whigheither triplets, -,
.3 and ,, or anti-triplets, 5 and ,5. SU (3)¢, is broken in two steps: the first step occurs when
and ; get a large VEV breaking u (3) to sU (2), and defining the direction of the third generation.
Subsequently a smaller VEV of,; and .5 breaks the remaining symmetry and defines the second
generation direction. To reproduce the Yukawa texturesldahge third generation Yukawa couplings
require a 5 (and s) VEV of the order of the mediator scale, , while ;=M (and ,3=M ) have small
VEVs’ of order ". After this breaking chain we obtain the effective Yukawaiglings at low energies
through the Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism [1] integratinglmavy fields. The resulting superpotential
invariant undersU (3) would be:

h
Wy = H 5 33+ 33+ “Toaaxsag 33t
1
ijk_23ﬂ< 23_3 ’ + ijk_3,~k 23_3 23; + oo (2.23)

"In fact, in realistic models reproducing the CKM mixing nigtithere are two different mediator scales and expansion
parameters! in the up-quark and in the down-quark sector [33,41, 42].
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In this equation we can see that each of the (3) indices of the external MSSM particles (triplets)
are either saturated individually with an anti-triplet fiavindex (a “meson” in QCD notation) or in an
antisymmetric couplings with other two triplet indices (@atyon”). The presence of other singlets in
the different term is due to the presence of additional dlekametries necessaries to ensure the correct
hierarchy in the different Yukawa elements [33, 41, 42]. sTétiructure is quite general for the different
SU (3) models we can build. Here we are not specially concerned adtlitional details and we refer
to [33,41,42] for more complete examples. The Yukawa texue obtain with this superpotential is the

following: 0 1
0 n3 n3
w2 w2 C
Yf — g "3 a_iz a_ A a2; (224)
n3 = 1
witha= 22 and ; ; unknown coefficients (1).

M
Let us now analyze the structure of scalar soft masses. Ilo@navith the Abelian case, in

the unbroken limit diagonal soft masses are allowed. Howedbhe three generations belong to the
same representation of the flavour symmetry and now thisié@sphe mass is the same for the whole
triplet. After the breaking oSU (3) symmetry the scalar soft masses deviate from exact unlitgrsa
[42,155-157]. Any invariant combination of flavon fields caso contribute to the sfermion masses,
although flavour symmetry indices can be contracted wittmfen fields. Including these corrections the
leading contributions to the sfermion mass matrices arergby

» 1 . o 1 L

2, 1 iy 3, iy ] kT

mo( 7+ —03 3+ 23 231+ —( 35 23007 (
£ Mg

Jm

n_3m _23;1’1 )):  (2.25)

Notice that each term inside the parenthesis is triviallytred under the symmetry because it contains
always a field together with its own complex conjugate fieldwidver, as the flavour indices of the flavon
fields are contracted with the external matter fields thiggia non-trivial contribution to the sfermion
mass matrices. Therefore in this model, suppressing &otoorder 1 we have,

0 1 0 1
1 B "2 O O C
n2 n2
mi'@ 1 Am2+@ 0 P a—zAaZmS; (2.26)
1 0 — 1

32

with a = h3i=M which is still 0 (1). In the model [33, 41, 42], the expansion parameter for right
handed down quarks and charged leptons=s0:15. Using Eq. (2.24) and Eg. (2.26) we can obtain the
slepton mass matrix in the basis of diagonal charged leptiawa couplings:

1+ n2 8 B 1

2 v n n 2
mZ @ 5 1+ w2 Anpg,; (2.27)
B n2 1

where we have useg, * O (M ). Therefore that generates the ordéentry in the(1;2) element. The
modulo of this entry isordes 10 ° atM ;yr. These estimates Ht ; ; are slightly reduced through
renormalization group evolution to the electroweak scalé ia order. 10 ® atM y . This value im-
plies that supersymmetric contribution to! e is very big and can even exceed the present bounds
for light slepton masses and largen if we are not in the cancellation region [158-160]. This nske
this process perhaps the most promising one to find deviafiom universality in flavour models. The
presence of the U (3) flavour symmetry controls the structure of the sfermion nmagrices and the su-
persymmetric flavour problem can be nicely solved. Howewmégresting signals of the supersymmetric
flavour structure can be found in the near future LFV expenitse
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3 Observables and their parameterization
3.1 Effective operators and low scale observables

In spite of the clear success of the SM in reproducing all theakn phenomenology up to energies of
the order of the electroweak scale, nobody would doubt tleel v a more complete theory beyond it.
There remain many fundamental problems such as the expgahevidence for Dark Matter (DM) and
neutrino masses, as well as the theoretical puzzles pos#thorigin of flavour, the three generations,
etc, that a complete theory should address. Therefore, wearssider the SM as the low-energy effective
theory of some more complete model that explains all thegelps. Furthermore, we have strong reasons
(gauge hierarchy problem, unification of couplings, darkterecandidate, etc.) to expect the appearance
of new physics close to the electroweak scale. Supposehibse new particles from the more complete
theory are to be found at the LHC. Experiments at lower ersmji< m y» are also sensitive to this NP.
Indeed the exchange of new patrticles can induce:

— corrections to the SM observables (such as S,T and U),

— the appearance afewobservables or newd(> 4) operators, €.g. the flavour violating dipole
operators).

Note that both effects can be parameterizedshy(3) SU (2) U (1)invariant operators of mass
dimensiond > 4. We refer to these non-renormalizable operatorgféectiveoperators. Any NP pro-
posed to explain new phenomena at the LHC must satisfy theriexgntal constraints on the effective
operators it generates.

3.1.1 Effective Lagrangian approachL . ¢

Considering the SM as an effective theory below the scale BflN; -, where the heavy fields have
been integrated out, we can describe the physics througfffestiee LagrangianL .c¢. This effective
Lagrangian contains all possible terms invariant undeSklegauge group and built with the SM fields.
Besides the usual SM fields, we could introduce new lightlstrfigrmions with renormalizable Yukawa
couplings to the lepton doublets (and possibly small Majarenasses) to accommodate the observed
neutrino masses. In this case we would have more operatovgeal in the effective Lagrangian of the
SM + extra light sterile states. On the assumption that tiie terile particles are weakly interacting,

if present, and therefore not relevant to the LHC, we focughmn effective Lagrangian that can be
constructed only from the known SM fields. Then, the effectiagrangian at energies m yp can

be written as an expansion irm yp as,

1 1 1
= Lo+ Ll+ 5
myp mNP

SM
Le

L3+ :::; (3.1)
NP
whereL is the renormalizable SM Lagrangian containing the kintgitns of theu (1), SU (2) and
SU (3) gauge bosons , the gauge interactions and kinetic terms of the SM fermians, and Higgs,
and the Yukawa couplings of the Higgs and SM fermions. In otddix the notation, we list the SM
fermions as
UL i Li
= ;= JUR ;AR ij &R 3.2
i dys e s R Ri7 ER (3.2)
whereiis a flavour/family/generation index. Note that, in the daling we use always four-component
Dirac spinors in the different Lagrangians. Explicit exgs®ns, for. , in similar notation, can be found
in [161].
The differentL , are Lagrangians of dimensiah= 4+ ninvariant undeisu (3) SU (2) U (1)

and can be schematically written
X
L, = C. QWH;ffg;fA g)+ hc: (3.3)
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The local operators , are gauge invariant combinations of SM fields of dimensgieann. Their coeffi-
cient, that in the full Lagrangian has mass dimension, is unknown in bottom-up effective field theory,
but calculable in NP models. We write this coefficient as aatisionless , divided by the n-th power
of the mass scale of the NP mediatar;, ., which for new physics relevant at LHC energies would be
mye  Csmc. We will later normalize tas - (see Eq. (3.20)).

We are mainly interested in dimension 5 and dimension 6 ¢pexalWe assume that any particles
created at the LHC could generate dimension 6 operatorghandve can neglect higher dimension op-
erators contributing to the same physical processes. @peraf dimension 7 include the lepton number
violating operator ., 4H a’][oi H C’?‘]F which gives neutrino transition moments (flavour-changing
dipole moments) after electroweak symmetry breaking (EYW®8 dimension 8 are two-Higgs-four-
fermion operators, which can give 4-fermion operatorsrai#/SB, with a different flavour structure
from the dimension 6 terms. We will not analyze these opesdtere, but they are studied in the context
of non-standard neutrino interactions [162]. Therefonethie following, we restrict our analysis to,
andL,.

The unique operator allowed with the Standard Model field$ symmetries at dimension 5 is

i5 b -
0= ap call **S;H °S (ab;c;d are SU(2) indices). Thus we have,
1 —b
L= Y ap aH TCH S+ hx; (3.4)

where ‘© is the charge conjugate of the lepton doublet. After eleadak symmetry breaking, this gives
rise to a Majorana mass matrix 1t %S 5 + hzx:. In the neutrino mass eigenstate basis, the
masses are itH °1°=2. The coefficient ;) = 2v,;M , v, is generated for instance after integrating
out heavy right-handed neutrinos of mass in a seesaw mechanism with Yukawa coupling

L, is constructed with dimension 6 operators which give irteoams among 3 or 4 “light” external
legs. We can classify the possible operators accordingetestternal legs as:

— operators with a pair of leptons and an (on-shell) photon:

02 =" «HB ; 02 =%  Texspw !: (3.5)

— four-lepton operators, with Lorenz structuré.L.1., RRRR or LRR L, singlet or triplet SU(2)
gauge contractions (described in the operator subscapt) all possible inequivalent flavour index
combinations (see Section 3.1.2). The (2) U (1) invariant operators, with flavour indices in
the superscript, are:

i3k 1 = < ik 1 < <
Og)“=(li 0 )i Oy = (b Nt )

0= @& Prey)® Pre; 0= (e @ ): (3.6)

Therefore the Lagrangian, involving leptons i§,

_ ij ij ijkl k1 ijkl k1
L, = Cg @ + Cau @ + T S o+ C oy ot
5 i ijk1 i3k 1
cad gt+ 2ci O+ hx:; (3.7)

where we introduce the parameterto cancel possible factors of 2 that can arise from-thea<: itis
1foro J# = [0 Z*¥, otherwise it is0. The sums ovet;;k ;1run over inequivalent operators, taking
an operator to be inequivalent if neither it, nor its h.ce afready in the list. The factor of 2 in the

8Note that we do not include here 2 quark—2 lepton operatods Emnthe following, we will only consider the photon
component of the dipole operators.
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definition of 0 .. is included to compensate the 1/2 in the Fiertz rearrangeimelow (second line of
Eq. (3.12)J. The effective operators whose coefficients we constraiénnext section are related to
those of Eq. (3.7) through an expansion in terms ofglie(2) components of the fields and taking into
account the electroweak symmetry breaking :

O; =’ eyHB =cos y Mig PrefF™; (3.8)
00 =7 TeHEW! = shy MHi% PrefF™; (3.9)
o3 = (% 0 ) =i Py y+® Pre(k Py 1+ & Prey;  (3.10)
O =it N T “D=2C: Prey)@ Py 1)+ 2@ Pr §)(x Pre)

+ [(C1 P 5)Cx Pr 1)+ (& Prej)E Pre)
i Pp j)@& Pre) T&@ Pre))(x Pu 1)1;(3.11)
0 = 2(eN@E) =2 [(Prej)@&PL 1)+ @GPrej)@Pre))]
[(: Pr 1)@& Prej)+ & Pre)@& Prey)l:3.12)

All these operators, together with22, induce dipole moments and four-charged-lepton (4CL)

vertices, as appear to the right-hand side (RHS) in the abquations. Constraints on the coefficients
of the 4CL operators
ijkl _ 1 ijkl

1
Opp = 7, @& Pe&)& Pe); Ogy= 1 —@ Prej)& Pre; (3.13)

wherep = Py or P, are listed in Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.

After electroweak symmetry breaking, the operamr;% ando gq become the chirality-flipping
dipole moments as written in Egs. (3.8,3.9) (where we didinciude thez —lepton-lepton operators
[163]). These dipole which can be flavour conserving or iteorsdipole moments. The flavour diagonal
operators are specially interesting because they comelsfmothe anomalous magnetic moments and the
electric dipole moments of the different fermions. Taking ()= C2 (®)cos w  CL) (F)sin
as the Wilson coefficient with momentum transfer equaftove have for? = 0,

Cl®=0)
= 5 Hig PregF™ + hx: =
m
NP
RefC I (¢ = 0) mfc (@ =0
= 32 thiéi e P+ < (Zqz )thiiéi se BFo=
m m
NP NP
aei — em i = em
e g eF + = de, & se; B (3.14)
4m o, 2

with a., = (g., 2)=2the anomalous magnetic moment andhe electric dipole moment of the lepton
e; that can be found in [164].

In a given model, the coefficients of the effective operatman be obtained by matching the
effective theory of Eq. (3.1) onto the model, at some matgisicale (for instance, the mass scale of new
particles). However, in particular models there can appaaipus pitfalls in constraining the generic
coefficientsc <% This is illustrated, for example, in the model of [165] winicorresponds to adding a
singlet sleptore© of flavourk, in R-parity violating (RPV) SUSY. In this case, after intating out the
heavy slepton we obtain the following effective operator:

k k k k
[ij] mn] [{j] mn]

wz (e @hlukn = —r7 @ PieCn Pu o) (3.15)

®Note there will sometimes be other 2s for identical fermions
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where }fij] is anti-symmetric ini; j because the SU(2) contraction qf; is antisymmetric. This is an
example of operatod .. ), but since it is induced by singlet scalar exchange, thene i®ur-charged-
lepton operator (compare to Eq. (3.10)). This illustratest the bounds obtained here, by assuming that
c Lkl g ofor one choice ofijk1at a time, are not generic. Each process receives contitgifrom a

sum of operators, and that sum could contain cancellativasparticular model.

Many models of new physics introduce new TeV-scale pagiciarying a conserved quantum
number €g: R-parity, T-parity...). Such particles appear in pairs attices, so contribute via boxes
and penguins to the four-fermion and dipole moment opesatonsidered here. Generic formulae for
the one-loop contribution to a dipole moment can be foundl®6], and for boxes in [167]. Extra
Higgses [168,169] would contribute to the same operatanstcacted from SM fields, so are constrained
by the experimental limits on the coefficients of such opesat

3.1.2 Constraints on low scale observables

In this section we present the low-energy constraints ondifferent Wilson coefficients introduced
before. Any NP found at LHC will necessarily respect the lasupresented here.

3.1.2.1 Dipole transitions

After electroweak symmetry breaking, the operators of E8®), (3.9) generate magnetic and electric
dipole moments for the charged leptons. Flavour-diagopakators give rise to anomalous magnetic
moments and electric dipole moments as shown in Eqg. (3.148.ahomalous magnetic moment of the
electrona. = (g 2)=2is used to determine, . The current measurement of the muon anomalous
momenta = (g 2)=2deviates from the (uncertain) SM expectation by 3.2singe" e —data [170],
and can be taken as a constraint, or indication on the presgri¢ew Physics. Currently there is only an
upper bound on the magnetic moment of thérom the analysiso& e ! *  [164,171]. Electric
dipole moments have not yet been observed, although we leayeenstraining bounds specially on the
electron dipole moment. In Table 3.1 we present the boundlsdur-diagonal dipole moments. The
EDMs are discussed in detail in Section 5.

The bounds on off-diagonal dipole transitions are preseimeable 3.1. It is convenient to nor-

malize these coefficients,.’ = ¢ cos w C) sin 4 , tothe Fermiinteractions given our ignorance

on the scale of new physiesy :

cd 4c:

2
Myp 2

5o, (3.16)

e 4

In the literature, it is customary to use the left and rightriefactors for lepton flavour violating transi-
tions defined as, N N

L,=myA &li g @Pr+APr)E + hx: (3.17)
The radiative decay; | f;+ proceeds at the rate= m %e’=(16 (1, F + A~ F)[172]. Bounds
on the dimensionless coefficients” and & can be obtained by translating from}’ anda ; as:

cd mi_ 44 cH mi_ 44
S Hi= —Aa2; 2e Hi= —Aa7: (3.18)
myp 2 myp 2

The experimental bounds on radiative lepton decays can &g tosset bounds on these off-diagonal
Wilson coefficients. The current experimental bounds ate B e ) < 12 10 [173], B( !
)< 45 108[174),andB ! e )< 11 107[175].
For the off-shell photong? 6 0;there exist additional form factors,

949

L=m ,A & g 7 (BIP, + BLPg) e + hxy (3.19)
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which induce contributions to the four-fermion operatar$e discussed in the next subsections. These
form factors may be enhanced by a large factor compared torikghell photon form factors [177],
In@myp=m . ); depending on the nature of new physics. Therefore thoseatuperbecome relevant
for constraining new physics iR -parity violating SUSY [178] and in low-scale type-Il seesaodels
[177].

Table 3.1: Bounds on the different dipole coefficients. Flavour diagjatipole coefficients are given in terms of
the corresponding anomalous magnetic moment,and the dipole momend,.,. Bounds on transition moments
are given in terms of the dimensionless coefficientsj(defined in Eqg. (3.16)) from the bounds on the branching
ratios given in the last column. These bounds apply also taoflt’ jand 2 § See Section 3.1.2 for details.

(1J) aj= 92 edm (e cm) Ref.

2 0.0011596521859(38) de 16 107 PDG [164], [179]

- 11659208:0(5:4)(3:3) 10 10 d 28 10%° Muon g-2 Coll. [180, 181]
- 0:052 < a< 0:013 ( 22<d< 45) 10Y LEP2[182], BELLE [183]
(lj) _li er 5F an Ref.

E 11 101 MEGA Coll. [173]

s 43 107 BABAR [175]

- 28 10’ Belle, BABAR [174,184]

3.1.2.2 Four-charged-lepton operators

As before, to present the bounds on the dimensionless flamged-fermion coefficients in Eq. (3.13),
we normalize them to the Fermi interactions :

ijkl ijk1l ik
Coyr 4Gr k1, Cee 4Gr 50 . Co” 4GF i, (3.20)
m2_ T @ g2 5 e g2 Fme s :
NP NP NP

The current low-energy constraints on the dimensionléssare shown in Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.
The rows of the tables are labeled by the flavour combinatod, the column by the Lorentz structure.
The numbers given in this tables correspond to the bestruesgerimental bound on the coefficient of
each operator, assuming it is the only non-zero coefficiezggnt. The last column in the table lists the
experiment setting the bound. The compositeness searith lilWLEP are at 9% C.L., the decay rate
bounds at 9& C.L.

Regarding the definition of the different coefficients wednty make some comments. First, note
the flavour index permutation between, and .. as,

e 1 4 -

CLOCen@ = 20 6 e (3.21)
There are relations between the flavour indices of the diffeoperators. Fav;,;, = (& Ppe)@ Pre)
andOgr = (€ Pre)(@ Pge)we have:

ijkl klij |
OPP - PP/ O

ijkl jilk,
PP O

PP /

T oK, (3.22)

O PP/

by symmetry, Hermitian conjugation and Fiertz rearrangetmeespectively. Therefore the constraints
ongs~ inthe first two columns of Tables 3.2t0 3.5applyT0, .. . ix (oo e e =

n)xx' (n)xx' m)xx' (n)xx' (©n)xx’
)jj,and ©

(n)xx

With (n)xx equal to(3)““;(1)*“, or (1)ee. Note, however that it is calculated assuming

(n
only one of these is non-zero. Similarly, the operatofs'= (& Piej)@ Px e), With coefficient
kL is related by Hermitian conjugation:

‘e 1

0= o0 (3.23)



so again the bounds o’ apply to ., We can usually apply also these bounds'{d’ because the

chirality of the fermion legs does not affect the matrix etarmhsquared, buﬁffj is bounded separately
in the Tables.

The bounds front. decays in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 are estimated from the one-loguin diagram
obtained closing two of the legs of the four fermion operatod coupling it with thez [185]. These
bounds would be more correctly included by renormalizatipoup mixing between the four fermion
operators and the Z -fermion-fermion operators discusge[dl®3]. They are listed in the tables to
indicate the existence of a constraint. The bound can béeajol **and ikk but it does not apply to

ilki

Contact interaction bounds are usually quoted on the scalbere

ik 14G 1 4

ijkl Fo .

@ Po = T (3.24)
and = 1 for the operator®:5* ando £5°° of Eq. (3.13), 0 otherwise. Since our normalization does

not have this factor of 2, we have a Feynman ruksy = 2 for these operators, and correspondingly

stricter bounds on the’s. The bounds are the same féf** and . However, contact interaction

bounds are not quoted on operators of the faBm Pre;j)@; Pxei), corresponding to:”. Such

operators are generated by sneutrino exchange in R-padlgting SUSY, so W% est|mate the bound
2= 2 < 4=(9 TeV?) from the plotted constraints in [186], and impose ' » = —(2m 2).

Table 3.2: Bounds on coefficients of flavour conserving 4-lepton opesatfrom four-charged-lepton processes.
The number is the upper bound on the dimensionless opetficient 3! (defined in Eq. (3.20)), arising from
the measurement in the last column. The bound applies alsG'to The second column is the bounds d@‘l

5. [except in the case of the bracketed limits, which are theeuppund on )., and2 }..]. The third

Jkl . The bounds in these two columns apply also when the flavalices are permuted

to jik andilkj. The fourth column is the bound o&ﬂkl (which does not apply to the flavour permutatidkj, so
this is listed with a line of its own). The constraints in [bkats] apply to the 2-charged-lepton-2-neutrino operator
of the same flavour structure, and arise from lepton uniligysa  decays. See Section 3.1.2 for details. .

and
column is the bound onl

(7D @ Pre)@@ Ppe) @ Pre)@ Pre) (@ Ppre)@ Pre) expt limit Ref.
acee | (-1.8 +2.8) 16 (-1.8 +2.8) 16 (2.4 +4.9) 16 Q@LEP2 [187]

e (72 +5.2) 16 (-7.8 +5.8) 16 (9.0 +9.6) 16 @LEP2 [186, 188]
e e | (72 +52) 16 (7.8 +5.8) 16 1.3 10 ;JRPV QLEP2 [186,188]
ESN (7.3 +13) 1™ (8.0 +15) 16 (1.2 +1.8) 16 QLEP2 [186, 188]
Tee (-7.3 +13) 1O (-8.0 +15) 16 1.3 10 ;JRPV QLEP2 [186,188]
- 1 1 1 B(Z ! )

- 1 [0:0014] 1 1 [0:01] Bz ! )

- 1 [0:0014] 1 B (Z ! )

- 1 1 1 B(Z ! )

Many of the 4CL operators involving two’s are poorly constrained. In some cases, see Egs. (3.10,
3.11), new physics that generates 4CL operators also isdéce Pe;)("x L ;). The coefficients of
operators of the form™ Pe)(x L ), C P )x L j)or@E& P )(x L ;) are constrained
from lepton universality measurements inand decays [189]. The decay rate | e, ;in the
presence of the operators of Eq. (3.13), divided by the SMiptien for ! ¢ T, is

i ii 4m 4 i - i - i i
(1 2y sRef 3,0+ 2 5,9+ — aRef . G+ G 0F+ 43505+ 3. (3.25)
Within the experimental accuracy, the weakand decays verify lepton universality and agree with
LEP precision measurementsmof; . Rough bounds on the’s can therefore be obtained by requiring
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Table 3.3: Bounds on coefficients of 4-lepton operators with L = 1. They apply also to flavour
index permutationg1ij and ilk j, except in the case of e , where the bound on e in the fourth column is
from decay and is listed separately. See the caption of Tablen8l.&action 3.1.2 for further details.

(igk) | @ Pre)@ Pre) (@ Pre)@@ Pre) (@ Pre)@ Pre) expt limit

ace 71 10 71 10 71 10 B( ! &e)< 10 **

cce 78 16 78 10t 78 10t B( ! ée)<2 10

s 11 16 11 10 11 10 B( ! =e )< 19 10

e 1 1 1 Bz ! e )< 17 %0

e 11 16 11 10 11 10 B( ! e )< 20 10

- 78 10 78 10 78 10 B( ! 3)<19 10

T e 1 [0:05] 1 1 [0:05] Bz ! e )< 17 @0

T e 1 [0:05] 1 [0:05] Bz ! e )< 17 190

T e 3 [0:05] 3 3 [005] B@Z ! e )< 98 °10

- 3 [0:05] 3 3 [0:05] B@ ! )< 12 °10

Table 3.4: Bounds on coefficients of 4-lepton operators with = 1 = 2. See the caption of Table 3.2 and

Section 3.1.2 for details.

(igx D) @ Ppe)@ Pre) (@ Pre)@ Pre) (@ PLe)@ Pgre) expt. limit

e e 30 10 30 10° 20 10° (e)s$ (e)

e e [0:05] [0:05]

- [0:05] [0:05]

Table 3.5: Bounds on coefficients of 4-lepton operators with = L. = % L . See the caption of

Table 3.2 and Section 3.1.2 for details. .

(ik) | @ Pre)@ Pre) (@ Pgre)@@ Pre) (@ Ppre)@@ Pre) expt. limit

e e 23 16 23 10 23 10 B( ! Tee)< 11 10

—e 26 10 26 10¢¢ 26 108 B( !'e )<13 10

e [0:05] [0:05]

the new physics contribution to the decay rates to be Iesstthaerrors% (! e” )= 005=1784,

= ( ! ~ )= 0:05=1736. These are listed in the tables in [brackets]. The brackkeit!in the
ik 1 ijkl

second column applies t 1)selt the bound on 2%, . is 1/2 the quoted number. The limit on® is
: o ell (3)‘ell L
from its contributionto ! e

Finally, we would like to remind the reader the various casea these 4-fermion vertex bounds.

- The constraints are calculated “one operator at a timeis iBrunrealistic; new physics is likely to
induce many non-renormalizable operators. In some case£@. (3.15), a symmetry in the new
physics can cause cancellations such that it does not lsot&rio certain observables.

- The coefficients of the 4CL operators, and twetwo-charged-lepton (22CL) operators may
differ by a factor of few, because they are induced by the amgk of different members of a
multiplet, whose masses differ [190].

- The list of operators is incomplete. Perhaps some of théentgl operators give relevant con-
straints on New Physics. For instance, bounds from leptivetsality on theH “) @ H /)
operator [191] are relevant to extra-dimensional scesdfi®?2].

- Operators of dimension 6 are neglected. If the mass scale of the New Physics igeV, then
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higher dimension operators with Higgs VEVs [193], suchias
pressed.

are not significantly sup-

3.1.2.3 Two lepton—two quark operators

Once more, we normalize the coefficients of the two leptoo-guwark operators in Eq. (3.6) to the Fermi
interactions:

ik 1

C ijk1

(n)'q _ g oijkl , Cg o g ijkl, Cia g ijkl,
I R . R e
myp 2 q Myp 2 NP 2 (3 26)
ijk1 .. ijk1 - ¢ ikl . o ikl . .
Cen  _ ﬂg g ijkl, o fﬁ p ijkl, ‘as ﬂg g ijkl, gde  _ p o ijkl,
m 2 - 5 eu 7 m 2 - z ua o ! m 2 - E ‘qs ! m 2 - E qde *
NP NP NP NP

The main bounds on the dimensionlessare given in Tables 3.6 and 3.7. These numbers correspond to
the best current experimental bound on the coefficient df e@erator, assuming it is the only non-zero
coefficient present. The bounds on in Table 3.6 apply both to;., and (5,.,. These bounds have
been obtained from the corresponding bounds on leptoquarglings in references [194, 195] that can

be checked for further details.

Table 3.6: Bounds on coefficients of the left-handed vector 2 quarkp®le operators. Bound is the upper bound
on the dimensionless operator coefficietit* (defined in Eq. (3.26)), arising from the experimental deieation
of the observable in the next column. Bounds with gare also valid under the exchange of the lepton indices.

_ (& Pre)@ PpLq) _

(i) | Boundon )" observable {k1) | Boundon )" observable
1111 51 10° R 2211 51 10° R
1211 8.5 10 econversionon T 1212 29 10 BEY! Te)
ij12 45 10 2R ij22 1.0 Ve
i13 3.6 10° Vub ij23 42 10 Ve
1123 6.6 10° BB"! eekK®) |1113 9.3 10 BB"! ee *)
2223 54 10° BB ! * K') |2213 1.4 10° BB ! * )
2123 45 10 BB ! ¢ K*') |[2113'| 39 10 BB ! & )
1223 1.2 10 BBY! “*e) 3312 6.6 10° KK
2222 60 1¢ 20t ) 3322 6.0 17 20t )

BODgs! * ) BODgs! * )
3223 1.2 10° B@B"! * x*) |3323 9.3 10° BEBY! * x7)
3.2 Phenomenological parameterizations of quark and lepto Yukawa couplings
3.2.1 Quark sector
The quark Yukawa sector is described by the following Lagian

Lquark = Uf ;Y0 5H + df Y300 + hxy; (3.27)

wherei;j = 1;2;3 are generation indicesy; = (d,;;ug ;) are the left-handed quark doublets;
andd; are the right-handed up and down quark singlets respegtigatii is the Higgs field. On the
other hand,y * andy ¢ are complex3

decomposition as

YU

Yd

3 matrices, which can be cast by means of a singular value

Vg D ?VLUY ’

vipdv . (3.28)
R Y VL
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Table 3.7: Bounds on coefficients of the right-handed vector and s@atarark-2 lepton operators. Bound is the

upper bound on the dimensionless operator coefficieht (defined in Eqg. (3.26)), arising from the experimental

determination of the observable in the next column. Bounitls & ) are also valid under the exchange of the
lepton indices.

(& Pre)@ Prqg)

ijk ound on 3 observable ik ound on 3’ observable
(ijk]) Bound on b bl k) Bound on Z** b bl
1112 17 10 e <= | 2112 13 10 L
2212 9.0 10° e ——) | 3312 0.19 B(D°-D)

] (*Pre)(dPLq) ]
(ijk]) Bound on J'  observable k) Boundon ) observable
1111 15 10 R 2211 30 1¢° R
1211 51 10° B(* !t | 12120 21 1 BKO! “‘e)
1112 27 10° BEK! ee) 2212 8.4 10 BE,! ")
2221 13 1¢? BOT L )| 2222 12 1¢ ceh
3322 0.2 Lo 3313 25 10° BEYLC )
1113 9.0 10 BEBY! ee) 1213 1.2 108 BBY! *e)
1313 25 10° BB°! ‘e) | 2313 33 1¢° BBO! )
2213 75 10° BBY! * ) 1123 6.0 10 BBJY! e'e)
1223 21 1 BBO! *e) | 2223 12 10 BBI! )

Here,Dy = diag(y};v3;v5) is a diagonal matrix whose entries can be chosen real antiveosiith
vi < v5 < vy, and similarly forD ¢ . VRU’d andeu’d are3 3 unitary matrices that depend on three

real parameters and six phases. The unitary matNg%@ can be absorbed in the definition of the
right-handed fields without any physical effect. In neutairents the left rotations cancel out via the
Glashow-lliopoulos-Maiani (GIM) mechanism [196]. On théner hand, the redefinition of the left-

handed fields produces flavour mixing in the charged currdnt¢he physical basis where both the up
and down Yukawa couplings are simultaneously diagonalctiaeged current reads:

(1 5)

5 AATA I (3.29)

JCC = ui
The matrixv,"¥v @ can be generically written as"¥v,® = ;Ucxy 2, Where ; are diagonal unitary
matrices (thus, containing only phases) that can be abddipeappropriate redefinitions of the left
handed fields. Finallyy-x v depends on three angles and one phase that cannot be renyofield b
redefinitions and accounts for the physical mixing betweagarkjgenerations and the CP-violation [197,

198]. Itis usually parameterized as:

0 i 1
C13C12 C13S12 S13€
Ucgm = e ©3S512 $3513C12€" C23C12 935135126 823C13A 7 (3-30)
i i
523512 ©3513C12€ 23C12 ©3513512€ 23C13

wheres;; = sin 35, ¢ = cos ;5 and is the CP-violating phase. Experiments show a hierarchical
structure in the off-diagonal entries of the CKM matrii,,j Vg  Vus, that can be well described
by the following phenomenological parameterization of@&V matrix, proposed by Wolfenstein [199].
It reads: 0 . 1
1 A i
Uckm = }é) 1 = A 2 é
] i) 1

+0(%; (3.31)
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where is determined with a very good precision in semileptokicdecays, giving ’ 023, and
A is measured in semileptonie decays, givingh ’ 0:82. The parameters and are more poorly
measured, although a rough estimate is 01, * 0:3[200]

3.2.2 Leptonic sector with Dirac neutrinos

A Dirac mass term for the neutrinos requires the existencarele right-handed neutrinos, which are
singlets under the Standard Model gauge group. In consegquére leptonic Lagrangian would contain
in general a Majorana mass term for the right-handed negrithat has to be forbidden by imposing
exact lepton number conservation. Then, the leptonic Lraggea reads

Lip= € YSLsH + §,Y;LsH + hwooy (3.32)
whereL; = ( .;;e,;) are the left-handed lepton doublets agfdand ; are respectively the right-

handed charged lepton and neutrino singlets. Analogoaghetquark sector, the Yukawa couplings can
be decomposed as:

Y= VgDV ; (3.33)
Y =VgD,V.Y; (3.34)

wherev;’ do not have any physical effect, whereaS have an effect in the charged current, that in
the basis where the charged lepton and neutrino Yukawa iocggphre simultaneously diagonal reads:

(1 5)

5 Vv ) 1o (3.35)

As in the case of the quark sector, the matrix’v, depends on three angles and six phases and can
be expressed a@g*'v, = Upuns 2. The matrices ; and , can be absorbed by appropriate
redefinitions of the left-handed fields, yielding a physiwéing matrixUs v s [201,202] that depends

on three angles and one phase, and that can be parameteyitbd $ame structure as for the quark
sector, Eq. (3.30). However, the values for the angles rddidstantially from the quark sector. The
experimental values that result from the global fita¥r€ ., = 026 0:36, sif ,5= 038 0:63and

sh? 13 0:025at2 [203]. On the other hand, the CP-violating phasis completely unconstrained

by present experiments.

3.2.3 Leptonic sector with Majorana neutrinos

Neutrino masses can also be accommodated in the Standarel Mibdout extending the particle con-
tent, just by adding a dimension five operator to the leptbaigrangian [204]:

— 1
Lip = €5 ;Y;5LyH + i (L;H )(L5H )+ hx: (3.36)

with a3 3 complex symmetric matrix that breaks explicitly lepton rhgnand that has dimensions
of mass!. Then, after the electroweak symmetry breaking, a Majonaaas term for neutrinos is
generated:

_— % 012 (3.37)

This term can be diagonalizedas = v, D, VY, so thatthe charged current reads as in Eq. (3.35),
with vV, = U ,, where the matrixy has the form of the CKM matrix, Eq. (3.30). The matrix

1 containing three phases can be removed by a redefinitioneoleftthanded charged lepton fields.
However, due to the Majorana nature of the neutrinos, theixnat cannot be removed and is physical,
yielding a leptonic mixing matrix [201,202},y ys = U , that is defined by three angles and three
phases, one associatediothe "Dirac phase”, and two associated tg, the "Majorana phases”.
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In the leptonic Lagrangian given by Eq. (3.36) the originted tlimension five operator remains
open. In the rest of this Section, we will review the heavy dana singlet (right-handed) neutrino mass
mechanism (type | seesaw) [205-209] and the triplet Higgssmeechanism (type Il seesaw) [210-214]
as the possible origins of this effective operator. Thedtfifl5] tree level realization of the operator
Eqg. (3.36) via triplet fermion (type Il seesaw) [216] is dlissed in Section 4.1.

3.2.3.1 Type | seesaw

In the presence of singlet right-handed neutrinos, the gaséral Lagrangian compatible with the Stan-
dard Model gauge symmetry reads

c er 7 [} 1 c [}
Lip= & YSLsH + £,Y;5L5H > SiM 5+ hey (3.38)
where lepton number is explicitly broken by the Majorana sn@sm for the singlet right-handed neu-
trinost®. The seesaw mechanism is implemented wherv ) rH %1 If this is the case, at low
energies the right-handed neutrinos are decoupled andi¢loeyt can be well described by the effective
Lagrangian for Majorana neutrinos, Eq. (3.36), with [2089P

T

=2y "M vy : (3.39)

Working in the basis where the charged lepton Yukawa matmik #he right-handed mass matrix are
simultaneously diagonal, it can be checked that the complagrangian, Eq. (3.38), contains fifteen
independent real parameters and six complex phases [2¥%he€e, three correspond to the charged
lepton masses, three to the right-handed masses, and themeginine real parameters and six phases,
to the neutrino Yukawa coupling. The independent parammetkthe neutrino Yukawa coupling can be
expressed in several ways. The most straightforward pdeaination uses the singular value decompo-
sition of the neutrino Yukawa matrix:
Y =VgD,V, Y ; (3.40)

whereD , = diag(y, ;y, ;s ) With y; 0andy % ¥%. On the other handy; andv, are

3 3 unitary matrices, that depend in general on three real petensr and six phases. Both can be
generically written as v ,, wherev has the form of the CKM matrix and; , are diagonal unitary
matrices (thus, containing only phases). One can checKdhat, the , matrix can be absorbed into
the definition ofv, , so that

0 .« 10 1
et E&E & &£ e i
Vg = @ g AR &R EEFet FE ERLT &

& % : (341)
1 sfsi gside §& gsisie g3

Similarly, for v;, the | matrix can be absorbed into the definition bfand e;, while keepingy,
diagonal and real. In consequence,

0 1o . 1
5 S & sy sse * ol 1
v, =B &t deide’ Id delsie’ sk A © b A . (3.42)
S dddet  4d dehsket &4 1

Therefore, in this parameterization the independent parars in the Yukawa coupling can be
identified with the three Yukawa eigenvalugs, the three angles and three phases;inand the three
angles and three phasesvin [219-221]. The requirement that the low energy phenomeyyois suc-
cessfully reproduced imposes constraints among thesmpéges. To be precise, the low energy leptonic

0Here we explicitly assume three generations of singletrivag. For the phenomenology of a large number of singlats, a
predicted by string theories, see [217,218].
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Lagrangian depends just on the three charged lepton masdekeasix real parameters and three com-
plex phases of the effective neutrino mass matrix. In camsece, there are still six real parameters and
three complex phases that are not determined by low enernglyime data; this information about the
high-energy Lagrangian is “lost” in the decoupling of theeth right-handed neutrinos and cannot be
recovered just from neutrino experiments.

The ambiguity in the determination of the high-energy pagters can be encoded in the three
right-handed neutrino masses and an orthogonal complexxnzatefined as [222]

R = prlTY UpmnsDpoti %i; (3.43)
so that the most general Yukawa coupling compatible witHdiheenergy data is given by:

_ y 0: .
Y —DPERDPFUPMNSH{ 1: (3-44)

It is straightforward to check that this equation indeeds§ias the seesaw formula, Eq. (3.39). In this
expressionp ? — andD P ;- are diagonal matrices whose entries are the square rodte bfht neutrino
and the right-handed neutrino masses, respectively,tandy s is the leptonic mixing matrix. It is
customary to parameterize in terms of three complex angles;

0 1
&8 G833 4§88 8183 G858
R=06¢8 66 48% 46 458A (3.45)
§2 31 éz él éZ

up to reflections., where,  cos™;, 8 sin’i.

Whereas the physical interpretation of the right-handedsesi is very transparent, the meaning
of R is more obscurer can be interpreted as a dominance matrix in the sense thajt[22

— R is an orthogonal transformation from the basis of the leiftdied leptons mass eigenstates to the
one of the right-handed neutrino mass eigenstates;

— if and only if an eigenvaluen ; of m is dominated - in the sense already given before - by one
right-handed neutrino eigenstate;, thenR ;5  1;

— if a light pseudo-Dirac pair is dominated by a heavy pseDitac pair, then the corresponding
2 2sectorinR is a boost.

An interesting limit of this dominance behaviour is the ssesnodel with two right-handed neu-
trinos (2RHN) [224,225]. In this limit, the parameterizatiEq. (3.44) still holds, with the substitutions
DP— = diagM , ;M , )and [226—-229]

R = 0 COS A s (norm alhierarchy); (3.46)
0 sin cos
R = COS ~ SmA 0 (Inverted hierarchy); (3.47)
sin cos O
with ~ a complex parameter and= 1 a discrete parameter that accounts for a discrete indetaoyi

inNR.
A third possible parameterization of the neutrino Yukawapiog uses the Gram-Schmidt de-

composition, in order to cast the Yukawa coupling as a prbdfia unitary matrix and a lower triangular
matrix [230]: 0

vitz O 0
Y =UsY =Ugq @ yo1 yoo 0 A (3.48)
Y31 Y32 VY33
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where the diagonal elements vi are real. Three of the six phasestn can be absorbed into the
definition of the charged leptons. Therefore, the nine raghmeters and the six phases of the neutrino
Yukawa coupling are identified with the three angles andetiplgases iy, and the six real parameters
and three phases in, .

In the SM extended with right-handed neutrinos, the chalgetbn masses and the effective
neutrino mass matrix are the only source of information atboe leptonic sector. However, if super-
symmetry is discovered, the structure of the low energytslemass matrices would provide additional
information about the leptonic sector, provided the medmarof supersymmetry breaking is specified.
Assuming that the slepton mass matrices are proportionihletadentity at the high energy scale, quan-
tum effects induced by the right-handed neutrinos woulttya¢low energies a left-handed slepton mass
matrix with a complicated structure, whose measurementdymovide additional information about the
seesaw parameters [139, 140]. To be more specific, in themalrsupersymmetric seesaw model the
off-diagonal elements of the low energy left-handed anhitsltanded slepton mass matrices anterms
read, in the leading log approximation [172]

1 M x
m ]2: ; ’ 52 (3m é + Aé )ijyykj log o N ; (3.49)
m?2 L0 (3.50)
3 M x
Ae)y ! pA 0Ye¥y 'Yy 5 1og M, ; (3.51)

wherem o and 2 , are the universal soft supersymmetry breaking parametengyh scaleM » : Note
that the diagonal elements of those mass matrices incle&dh level soft mass matrix, the radiative
corrections from gauge and charged lepton Yukawa intemastiand the mass contributions from F-
and D-terms (that are different for charged sleptons anditgnes). Therefore, the measurement at
low energies of rare lepton decays, electric dipole momantsslepton mass splittings would provide
information about the combination
X
Cij Yj.kkaj log M—X
k

YYLY ; (3.52)
M i ij
whereL ij = ]Ogbl/\l/l—% ijt

Interestingly enough¢ encodes precisely the additional information needed torstcuct the
complete seesaw Lagrangian from low energy observatio8s, [232] (note in particular that is a
Hermitian matrix that depends on six real parameters argbthhases, that together with the nine real

parameters and three phases of the neutrino mass matrixstothe independent fifteen real parameters
and six complex phases inh andMm ).

To determiner andM from the low energy observablesandm , it is convenient to define

r r r
® = diagl( ]ogT/l—Xl; ]Oglfq—z; ]oglfq—xg)Y ;
M, - M, gt ; (3.53)
M x
so that the effective neutrino mass matrix aneow read:
m = ¢ Wagef, 1,10, e m i
cC=¢ Y (3.54)

wheret ? is the neutral component of the up-type Higgs doublet. Uliegsingular value decomposition
¢ = ¢, %, ¢ 7 onefinds tha®? “and®, could be straightforwardly determined from since

c e -¢Bie: (3.55)
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Onthe other hand, from = ¢ 15, ‘¢ m 4% and the singular value decomposition®f,
B, BB, =% B, (3.56)

where the left hand side of this equation is known (is one of our inputs, an®, and®, were
obtained from Eq. (3.55)). Thereforé, andr®,, can also be determined. This simple procedure shows
that starting from the low energy observabies andc it is possible to determine uniquely the matrices
¥y and® = ¢ &, ¢ * Finally, inverting Eq. (3.53), the actual parameters @ tiagrangianv
andy can be computed.

This procedure is particularly powerful in the case of the might-handed neutrino model, as
the number of independent parameters involved (eitherght @nergies or at low energies) is drastically
reduced. The matrix defined in Eq. (3.52) depends in general on six moduli anétpihases. However,
since the Yukawa coupling depends in the 2RHN model on ombetlinknown moduli and one phase,
so does, and consequently it is possible to obtain predictions emtloduli of threec -matrix elements
and the phases of two-matrix elements. Namely, from Eq. (3.44) one obtains that:

UYCU = UYE Y U = DP_RY®y RDP =t 'i%: (3.57)
where we have writtey Upy v s. Sincem ; = 0in the 2RHN modét, it follows that (UYC U ); =

0, for i= 1;2;3, leading to three relations among the elements ir-or instance, one could derive the
diagonal elements ia in terms of the off-diagonal elements:

CipUp + Cy3Usp

Cll = ’
Uqy
c _ C12Uq; + Cp3Ug
22 = U 7
21
C13U., + Co3U
Cy3 = 13 MU 23-2, (3.58)
31

The observation of these correlations would be non-tritgats of the 2RHN model.

The relations for the phases arise from the hermiticitg psince the diagonal elementsdnhave
to be real. Taking as the independent phase the argument,pfone can derive from Eg. (3.58) the
arguments of the remaining elements:

b
GargCis  _ idm (C12U21U;) FT137P1uFPnF M (CaUnU ) F
. F13P31U; ’
iargC iIm (C12U21U4;) T3F P21 FVF [ (C2UxU4;) P
garitz — ; (359
233310,

where the sign has to be chosen so that the eigenvalues afe positive. We conclude then that
the C -matrix parameters ;,, £ 13jand £ ,3jcan be regarded as independent and can be used as an
alternative parameterization of the 2RHN model [233]. Tagewith the five moduli and the two phases

of the neutrino mass matrix, sum up to the eight moduli andhtee phases necessary to reconstruct the
high-energy Lagrangian of the 2RHN model.

3.2.3.2 Type |l seesaw
The type Il seesaw mechanism [210—-214] consists on additigeiBM particle content a Higgs triplet
|

TO BT
T = _pl_zT+ T+ : (3.60)

Here we are assuming a neutrino spectrum with normal hieyartn the case with inverted hierarchy, the analysis is
similar, usingm 5 = 0.
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Then, the leptonic potential compatible with the SM gaugermsetry reads

Lip= €5 Y LH + Y LiTL4+ hx: (3.61)
From this Lagrangian, it is apparent that the triptetarries lepton number 2. If the neutral compo-
nent of the triplet acquires a VEV and breaks lepton numbentsmeously as happens in the Gelmini-
Roncadelli model [214], the associated massless Majoles aut the model. Therefore phenomenology
suggests to break lepton number explicitly via the tripletigling to the SM Higgs boson [234]. The
most general scalar potential involving one Higgs doulhet ene Higgs triplet reads

1 1
V=m2HH + L(HYH )2+MT2TYT+5 J(TYT )P+ sHEYH )NTYT)+ HYTHY; (3.62)

where the term proportional to° breaks lepton number explicitly. The type Il seesaw mecmaris
implemented when 1 1 i Then, the minimization of the scalar potential yields:
m? 0 %y 042

i (3.63)

W 042 7
2 2 2
1 227 M

that produce Majorana masses for the neutrinos given by

%y 032

m =Y
T MT2

(3.64)
The Yukawa matrixy T has the same flavour structure as the non-renormalizabletope defined in

Eq. (3.36) for the effective Lagrangian of Majorana neutsin Therefore, the parameterization of the
type Il seesaw model is completely identical to that case.

Supersymmetric models with low scale triplet Higgses haenkextensively considered in studies
of collider phenomenology [235—-237]. The model [234] wastfaupersymmetrised in Ref. [238] as a
possible scenario for leptogenesis. The requirement ofararphic superpotential implies introducing
the triplets in a vector-likesu (2)y U (1) representation, as (3;1) andT (3; 1). The
relevant superpotential terms are

1 i 1 1
?—EYleLiTLj+ p—é H.TH, + p—z JHoTHo+ MTT + HoH (3.65)

whereL; are thesU (2); lepton doublets and ; (H ,) is the Higgs doublet with hypercharge =
1=2(1=2). Decoupling the triplet at high scale at the electrowealtesttee Majorana neutrino mass
matrix is given by ¢, = Hi ,1):
n oy V% 2,
T M . °
Note that in the supersymmetric case there is only one maasng#erM -, while the mass parameter
Oof the non-supersymmetric version is absent.

The couplingsy; also induce LFV in the slepton mass mam'% through renormalization group
(RG) running fromv y to the decoupling scale ; [239]. In the leading-logarithm approximation those
are given by {& J):

(3.66)

1 M
2 2 2 X
(m 7 )i g7 Omo+ 30 Yr )y =iyt
m 2 )i 0;
9 M
(B o) — Ao (YY Yy )iy og —: (3.67)
16 Mt

Phenomenological implications of those relations will besgnted in Section 5.
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3.2.3.3 Renormalization of the neutrino mass matrix

To make connection between high scale parameters and |der slbaervables one needs to consider
renormalization effects on neutrino masses and mixingoB¢he scale where the dimension five opera-
tor is generated, the running of the neutrino mass matrixi@med by the renormalization group (RG)

equation of the coupling matrix , given by [240—243]
i~

—— = (4 YAy +Ce (YY) o+ YIY. ; (3.68)

4
( dIn c

wherec. =  3=2for the SM andc. = 1 for the MSSM. The first term does not affect the running
of the neutrino mixing angles and CP-violation phases, wewd affects of course the running of the
neutrino mass eigenvalues. The flavour universal factois given by

8

< 3,0 )+ 42t 3YYY.+ 3YYq+ YY.  SM

Ag= ; (3.69)
12,4 ) 6,0l )+ tr YiY, MSSM

where denotes the Higgs self-coupling constant aneé: g?=(4 ), whereg; andg; are theu (1), and

SU(2) gauge coupling constants, respectively.

Due to the smallness of the tau-Yukawa coupling in the SMntineng angles are not affected
significantly by the renormalization group running belove theneration scale of the dimension five

operator. However, if the neutrino mass mattix = h2i2 is realized in the seesaw scenario (type 1),
running effects above and between the seesaw scales cdaado relevant running effects in the SM.
Note that in the MSSM case the running of the mixing angles @Reviolation phases can be large
even below the seesaw scales due to the possible enhanaatentau-Yukawa coupling by the factor
(1+ tan 2)1=2

In order to understand generic properties of the RG evaludiod to estimate the typical size of
the RG effects, it is useful to consider RGEs for the leptaniging angles, CP phases and neutrino
masses themselves, which can be derived from the RGE in E8)(3~or example, below the seesaw
scales, up t@ ( 13) corrections, the evolution of the mixing angles in the MSSMiven by [244] (see
also [245, 246])

d 12 vale , Jnietv+m,T

dn = W SN 2 12 823 m—gl ; (370)

d 13 yv? m 3

= sin 2 SN2 )3—————TIMm;mo; ; ; ; 3.71

dn 32 2 12 23 m %1 (1+ ) ( 1A% 27 v 7r v s )I ( )

d 23 ¥ sin2 o3 , : ~ , Mmiet" + m3F

in 322 m 2, Gyt +maett 482, . ; (3.72)
whereIm ;m2; w ; w i ) my Cos( ) 1+ ) gcos( y vt ) mcos
sij= sh i, ¢y = cos y,and = m 3=m 3.y denotes the tau-Yukawa coupling, and one can

safely neglect the contributions coming from the electramd muon-Yukawa couplings. For the matrix
P containing the Majorana phases, we use the convemtien diag (1;e* * =2;e' » =2). In addition to

the above formulae, formulae for the running of the CP phasee been derived [244]. For example,
the running of the Dirac CP-violating phaseobservable neutrino oscillation experiments, is given by

d Cy2 (Y Cy2 0)
= + + 0 : 3.73
i 22 o 52 (13) (3.73)

The coefficients ¢ ) and © are omitted here and can be found in [244], where also forenfdathe
running of the Majorana CP phases and for the neutrino mgsswalues (mass squared differences) can
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be found. From Eq. (3.73), it can be seen that the Dirac CPeppeserically becomes more unstable
under RG corrections for smaller .

In the seesaw scenario (type 1), the SM or MSSM are extenddteayy right-handed neutrinos
and their superpartners, which are SM gauge singlets. riatiag them out below their mass scales
yields the dimension five operator for neutrino masses inSkkor MSSM. AboveM ;, the neutrino
Yukawa couplings are active, and the RGEs in the MSSM abavedhles1 ; are

@ pd S @) 6,0 )+ 2t(YYY )+ 6LrYIYy)
dh 5 1 ’ o
S A S SR S BE (3.74)
g p e oL Ty, Ynyl- (3.75)
( )d]n - 2 ) R R( ) ’ .
(4 )Zdi - v 3 4 )+ 3 204 ) wBYY,+YYY)
i T 1 . 2 Y
3 YYY %yYe : (376)

For non-degenerate seesaw scales, a method for dealingheitbffective theories, where the heavy
singlets are partly integrated out, can be found in [247].alical formulae for the running of the
neutrino parameters above the seesaw scales are derivedi8i29]. The two loop beta functions can
be found in Ref. [250].

The running correction to the neutrino mass matrix and ifisct$ on the related issue have been
widely analyzed (see.qg.[240-269]). We will summarize below some of the features Gf fleRnning of
the neutrino mixing parameters in the MSSM (c.f. Eq. (3.78)R)).

— The RG effects are enhanced for relatively latge , because the tau-Yukawa coupling becomes
large.

— The mixing angles are comparatively stable with respett¢édRG running in the case abrmal
hierarchical neutrino mass spectrunm | m, m 3 even whentan is large [251-257].
Nevertheless, the running effects can have important captins facing the high precision of
future neutrino oscillation experiments.

— Form; &« 0:05eV andthe case abn & 10, the RG running effects can be rather large and the
leptonic mixing angles can run significantly. Particulathe RGE effects can be very large for the
solar neutrino mixing angle;, [251-257, 264, 265].

— The solar neutrino mixing angle, atM  depends strongly on the Majorana phase[244, 257,
258, 265], which is the relative phase between andm ,, and plays very important role in the
predictions of the effective Majorana mass(in decay. The effect of RG running for, is
smallest for the CP-conserving odd case = , While it is significant for the CP-conserving
evencase, = 0. For , = 0 andtan 50, for instance, we havearf , M) .

05 tarf 1M 5 )form; s 0:02eV.
— The RG running effect on;, due to the -Yukawa coupling always makes, (M ; ) larger than
12 M g ) [257]. This constrains the models which predict the valuesa@gr neutrino mixing
angleatMz, 1oMgz)> 12M 7 ) Forexample, the bi-maximal models are strongly resticte
However, the running effects due to the neutrino Yukawa toggp are free from this feature [247].
Thus, bi-maximal models can predict the correct value otnreumixing angles with the neutrino
Yukawa contributions [259-262].

— The RG corrections to neutrino mixing angles depend styoag the deviation of the seesaw
parameter matrir (3.43) from identity [264]. For hierarchical light neutag,m ; . 0:01 eV,
tan . 30 andR nontrivial, the correction to,; and ;3 can be beyond their likely future
experimental errors while,, is quite stable against the RG corrections [264].
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— The correction to ,3 can be large whem | and/ortan arefis relatively largee.g, (i) when
mi; & 02eViftan . 10, and (i) foranym; and , if tan & 40[264,265].

— The RG corrections tein ;3 can be relatively small, even for the largen if m; . 0:05eV,

and foranym; & 030eV,if sMz)= Oand , = 0(with y = = 0). For , =
and tan 50 one can havesin ;Mg ) & 0:10form,; & 0:08eV evenifsin 13(M ;) =
0[264,265].

— Fortan & 30, the value of m 2, (M ) depends strongly onm ; in the intervalm ; & 005 eV,
andon ,, ,, ,andssform; & 0: eV. The dependence ofn 5, (M z )onm ; and the CP
phases is rather weak, unless: & 40,m, & 0:10eV, ands;3  0:05][265].

— Some products of the neutrino mixing parameters, such as,c;3 (m 1=m , & * ) are practi-
cally stable with respect to RG running if one neglects th&t find second generation charged-
lepton Yukawa couplings angl ; [258, 263, 265].

3.2.4 Quark-lepton complementarity
3.2.4.1 Golden complementarity

Quark-lepton complementarity [270,271] is based on thelagion that 1, +  is humerically close
to =4. Here ., is the solar neutrino mixing angle and is the Cabibbo angle. For hierarchical light
neutrino masses this result is relatively stable agairestenormalization effects [264]. To illustrate the
idea we first review the model of exact golden complementarit

Consider the following textures [272] for the light neutsiMajorana mass matrix and for the
charged lepton Yukawa couplings:

0 1 0 1
0 m 0 e Op_ Op_
m =@ m m o A; y.=€@o0 =p2_ =pgA: (3.77)
0 0 mam 0 = 2 = 2
It just assumes some texture zeroes and some strict egaaitnong different entries. The mass eigen-
states of tq)e neutrino mass matrix are givenrby = m=';my, = m’, m3 = m,qm ; Where
= 1+ 5)=2= 1+ 1= 162 is known as the golden ratio [273]. Thanks to its peculiar
mathematical properties this constant appears in variafisral phenomena, possibly including solar
neutrinos. The three neutrino mixing angles obtained fram B.77) are .., = =4, 3 = 0and,

more importantly,
tan? 1, = 1='°= 0382; ie.  sih?2.,= 4=5; (3.78)

in terms of the parametetin® 2 |, directly measured by vacuum oscillation experiments, siscKam-
LAND. This prediction for 1, is 1.4 below the experimental best fit value. A positive measurdgragn
13 might imply that the prediction for,, suffers an uncertainty up tos:

Those properties follow from the ,Z 7z symmetry of the neutrino mass matrix. Explicitly
Rm RT =m where

_ - 1 0 1
1§p5 2=§5 0 1 0 0
R=€e 225 1=5 )A; R’=€o0 1 0A; (3.79)
0 0 1 0 0 1
and the rotations satisfyjetR = 1,R  R= landrR R = 1. The first,4s a reflection along
the diagonal of the golden rectangle in ttig2) plane, see Fig. 3.1. The secon@i& theL ! Is

symmetry. Those symmetries allow contributions propodiao the identity matrix to be added o :
This property allows to extend this type symmetries to tharkjsector.

A seesaw model with singlet neutrinos satisfying the Zz symmetry and giving rise to the mass
matrix (3.77) is presented in [272].
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Noticing that the golden prediction (3.78) satisfies witghhaccuracy the quark-lepton comple-
mentarity motivates one to give a golden geometric explanatlso to the Cabibbo angle. SU(5) uni-
fication relates the down-quark Yukawa matyix to Y. and suggests that the up-quark Yukawa matrix
Y, is symmetric, likem . One can therefore assume thatis diagonal in the two first generations and
thaty, is invariant under a Zreflection described by a matrix analogou®tin Eq. (3.79), but with the
factors1 ¢ 2 exchanged. Figure 3.1 illustrates the geometrical meamiitigyo reflection axis (dashed
lines): the up-quark reflection is along the diagonal of tbhielgn rectangle tilted by =4; note also the
connection with the decomposition of the golden rectanglarainfinite sum of squares (‘golden spiral’).
Similarly to the neutrino case, this symmetry allows for timdependent terms that can be tuned such

thatm u m .. 0 1 0 1
1 0 0 2 1 0
Yo= @0 1 0RA+p=0C 1 2 0A: (3.80)
00 1 > 0 0 c
The second term fixesot - = 2, as can be geometrically seen from Fig. 3.1. We therefore hav
sh?2 c=1=5 ie. 1.+ c= =4 ie Vys=sn c= (1+ % ¥2=0229: (3.81)

This prediction is1:9 above the present best-fit valuen - = 02258 0:0021. However, as the
basic elements of flavour presented here follow by constmudtom the 2x2 submatrices, one naturally
expects that the golden prediction far, has an uncertainty at least comparablejtg, a3
few 10°. Thus the numerical accuracy is amazing. Shoulditide discrepancy between the golden
prediction (3.78) and the experimental measurement hodd fihal SNO and KamLAND results, anal-
ogy with the quark sector would allow one to predict the oroemagnitude of neutrino mixing angle
13+

Interestingly, similar predictions on the mixing angles abtained if some suitably chosen as-

sumptions are made on the properties of neutral currentaarkg and leptons [274].

3.2.4.2 Correlation matrix frong ; flavor symmetry in GUT

On more general phenomenological ground the quark-leptmmptementarity [270, 271] can be de-
scribed by the correlation matrix™ between the CKM and the PMNS mixing matrices,

yM — yCKM PMNS, (3.82)

Fig. 3.1: Geometrical illustration of the connection be-
tween the predictions for;, and . and the golden
rectangle. The two dashed lines are the reflection axis
of the z, symmetry for the neutrino mass matrix and
for the up-quark mass matrix.
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where = diag(e''t)is a diagonal matrix. In the singlet seesaw mechanism threlation matrixv ™
diagonalizes the symmetric matrix

. 1 .
d > d
C = m; vy YM—VR m 5P (3.83)

whereM is the heavy neutrino Majorana mass matrix apddiagonalizes the neutrino Dirac matrix;
from the right. In GUT models such ao (10) or E ; we have intriguing relations between the Yukawa
coupling of the quark sector and the one of the lepton seé&tor.instance, in minimal renormalizable
SO (10) with Higgs in the10, 126, and120, we havey. v . In fact the flavor symmetry implies
the structure of the Yukawa matrices: the equivalent entofer. andy, are usually of the same order
of magnitude. In such a case one gets

UPMNS _ (UCKM )yVM .

As a consequence of thatsa flavor permutation symmetry, softly broken irgg, gives us the prediction
of v/1 = 0[275] and the correlations between CP-violating phasegtaadhixing angle ;, [276].

The six generators of the; flavor symmetry are the elements of the permutation groujhrefet
objects. The action ofs; on the fields is to permute the family label of the fields. In fokow-
ing we will introduce thes, symmetry with respect the 2nd and 3rd generations. JTheroup is
an Abelian one and swap the second fanfily, ; (). ;s.;a; =r7( )= isr ;e g With the third one
foi( nibiwiri( RixiRG

Let us assume that there is an flavor symmetry at high energy, which is softly broken into

S, [80]. In this case, before the; breaking all the Yukawa matrices have the following struetu

0 1
a b b

Yy=Cp a pA; (3.84)
b b a

. — P- _ P-_P_—_. :
wherea andbindependent. The; symmetry implies that1= 3;1= 3;1= 3)is an eigenvector of
our matrix in Eqg. (3.84). Moreover these kind of matriceséhewo equal eigenvalues. This gives us an
undetermined mixing angle in the diagonalizing mixing rices.
Whenss is softly broken intas ;, one gets

0 1
a b b
y=0@p ¢ @A ; (3.85)
b d c
with ¢ a and b \grleng is broken the degeneracy is removed. In generalstheymmetry

implies that (0;1= 2; 1= 2)is an exact eiggrlvecg)r_of ur matrix (3.85). The fact thats only
softly broken intos, allows us to say thatl= 3;1= 3;1= 3)is still in a good approximation an
eigenvector of Y in Eq. (3.85). Then the mixing matrix thaaginalize from the right the Yukawa
mixing matrix in Eq. (3.85) is given in good approximation tine tri-bi-maximal mixing matrix (2.11).

Let us now investigate thie™ in this model. The mass matrix, will have the general structure
in Eqg. (3.85). To be more defined, let us assumed that thereagtaa softly brokerz. , symmetry under
which the 1st and the 2nd families are even, while the 3rdlfaimiodd. This extra softly broken ,
symmetry gives us a hierarchy between the off-diagonal hedliagonal elements of , , i.e. b;d < <
ajc. Infact if 7z, is exact botho andd are zero. For simplicity, we assume also a quasi-degenerate
spectrum for the eigenvalues of the Dirac neutrino matrimd277].

The right-handed neutrino Majorana mass matrix is of thenfor

0 1
a b 1

M =Ep ¢ dA: (3.86)
¥ d e
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Becauses; is only softly broken intas, we havethat ¢ e andb % d. Inthis approximation
theM matrix is diagonalized by & of the form in Eq. (2.11). In this case we have that is near to be
S ands, symmetric, then it is diagonalized by a mixing mattix near the tri-bi-maximal one given
in Eq. (2.11). Thec matrix is diagonalized by the mixing matrix, = U U :We obtain thaty, is a
rotation in the(1;2) plane, i.e. it contains a zero in the;3) entry. As shown in [277], it is possible to
fit the CKM and the PMNS mixing matrix within this model.

3.3 Leptogenesis and cosmological observables
3.3.1 Basic concepts and results

CP-violation in the leptonic sector can have profound cdegical implications, playing a crucial rble
in the generation, via leptogenesis, of the observed bamyomber asymmetry of the Universe [278]:

ZE o 6a93) 1010 (3.87)
0 :
In the original framework a CP asymmetry is generated thinooigt-of-equilibrium L-violating decays
of heavy Majorana neutrinos [279] leading to a lepton asytnyrie & 0. In the presence of sphaleron
processes [280], which arg + L )-violating and(® L )-conserving, the lepton asymmetry is partially
transformed to a baryon asymmetry.

The lepton-number asymmetry resulting from the decay ofyiédajorana neutrinosyy ., was

computed by several authors [281-283]. The evaluatioh ofinvolves the computation of the interfer-
ence between the tree level diagram and one loop diagrantisefalecay of the heavy Majorana neutrino

N 5 into charged leptons ( =e, , ). Summing the asymmetrie§j over charged lepton flavour,
one obtains:
2 X p—
g 1 X 1
"= m @Y) @mp)ym@imp )y — Tlxe)+ —— #(3.88)
j M 2 16 1 y
W 6 5 % (mymp )44

whereM , denote the heavy neutrino masses, the variahlés defined asx, = ﬁkj and I (xy) =

px_k(l + (1+ x¢)Iog(==:-)). From Eg. (3.88) it can be seen that, when one sjums over aljetha

1+ xy

leptons, the lepton-number asymmetry is only sensitivé¢odP-violating phases appearinguir m p
in the basis wher#& 3 is diagonal. Note that this combination is insensitive tiations of the left-hand
neutrinos.

If the lepton flavours are distinguishable in the final stts,the flavoured asymmetries which are
relevant [284—287]. Below 10 GeV, the Yukawa interactions are fast compared to the Hubble
rate, so at least one flavour may be distinguishable. Them&fm in family , generated from the decay
of thekth heavy Majorana neutrino depends on the combination [R88fn /) m p )xxom , ) « (M p ) ko)
as well as on Imm g mp k(M) xmp) ko). Summing over all leptonic flavours the second
term becomes real so that its imaginary part vanishes anéirgt@éerm gives rise to the combination
Im(m?mp ) @mmp ))that appears in Eq. (3.88). Clearly, when one works with sepdlavours
the matrixUsy s does not cancel out and one is lead to the interesting ptigsiti having viable
leptogenesis even in the caserobeing a real matrix [289—-292].

The simplest leptogenesis scenario corresponds to theotasavy hierarchical neutrinos where
M 1 is much smaller tham , andM s. In this limit, the asymmetries generated ¥y andN ; are fre-
qguently ignored, because the productiorNof andN 5 can be suppressed by kinematics (for instance,
they are not produced thermally, if the re-heat temperadtter inflation is< M ,;M 3), and the asym-
metries from their decays are partially washed out [284,298]. In this hierarchical limit, the, can
be simplified into:
3 M q M

n 4
N Liy—+ I3

— 3.89
16 V2 M 2 M 3 ( )
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where h i

5 (3.90)
My mp i

The flavour-summed CP asymmethy, can be written in terms of the parameterization Eq. (3.44) as

P 2 2
" 3M1 imilm Rli . 391
e 8 v2 2 - (3.91)
smos R

In this case, obviously, leptogenesis demands non-zergiimagy parts in the&k matrix. It has an upper
boundJ'y, j< " | where [295]

wi_ S M3 myM,

Ni ™ 3 v2
which is proportional ta1 ;. So the requirement of generating a sufficient baryon asyimngaves a
lower bound oM ; [295, 296]. Depending on the cosmological scenario, thgeador minimalM ;
varies from order o’ GeV to 10° GeV [297,298]. This bound does not move much with the inolusi
of flavour effects [285, 299, 300]. In supersymmetric woHdre is an upper bourm; ; < 10°® GeV on
the re-heating temperature of the Universe from the passibérproduction of gravitinos, the so called
gravitino problem [301-304]. Together with the lower bowrdM , the gravitino problem puts severe
constraints on supersymmetric thermal leptogenesis gosna

However, the upper bound (3.92) is based on the (naturaljgsson that higher order corrections
suppressed by =M ,;M ;=M 3 in EqQ. (3.88) are negligible. This may not be true as expyicdemon-
strated in Ref. [305] in which neutrino mass model is presgm¢alizing™y , " 11 :In such a case low
scale standard thermal leptogenesis consistent with #hatigio bound is possible also for hierarchical
heavy neutrinos.

; (3.92)

Thermal leptogenesis is a rather involved thermodynanmioalequilibrium process and depends
on additional parameters and on the proper treatment afnlesffects [298]. In the simplest case, the
N ; are hierarchical, and ; decays into a combination of flavours which are indistingaige!?. In this
case, the baryon asymmetry only depends on four param@@ss497, 307, 308]: the mass, of the
lightest heavy neutrino, together with the correspondifgaSymmetry"y , in its decay, as well as the
rescaledV ; decay rate, or effective neutrino mass defined as

X
mi=  (mj) Mmp) 1= Mq; (3.93)

in the weak basis where 3 is diagonal, real and positive. Finally, the baryon asymyneéepends also
on the sum of all light neutrino masses squared,= m ? + m 4 + m 2, since it has been shown that this
sum controls an important class of washout processes. tififieflavours are distinguishable, the final
baryon asymmetry depends on partial decay ratesand CP asymmetries .

The N ; decays in the early Universe at temperatures M, producing asymmetries in the
distinguishable final states. A particular asymmetry wilhgve once washout by inverse decays go out
of equilibrium. In the unflavoured calculation (where lapftavours are indistinguishable), the fraction
of the asymmetry that survives is of ordefnf1;H = g, where the Hubble rate and thex , total decay

rate are evaluated at = M ;. This is usually writteri = = m =, where [309-311]:
16 5=2 _ 2
no= Zp—g P 110 3%eV; (3.94)
35 M Pplanck

: P .
andM pjanckis the Planck mas$i(pjanck= 12 10° GeV),v= h %= 2’ 174GeV is the weak scale
andg is the effective number of relativistic degrees of freedonthie plasma and equals 106.75 in the

12This can occur above 10*2GeV, before the Yukawa interaction becomes fast compared to the Hubble cate the
case where tha ; decay rate is faster than the charged lepton Yukawa interacf306].

AR



SM case. In a flavoured calculation, the fraction of a flavaymametry that survives can be estimated
in the same way, replacingby the partial decay rate.

3.3.2 Implications of flavour effects

For a long time the flavour effects in thermal leptogenesisawaown [284] but their phenomenological
implications were considered only in specific neutrino flavmodels [225]. As discussed, in the single-
flavour calculation, the most important parameters forrarleptogenesis fromv ; decays are1 1,
m1, v, and the light neutrino mass scale. Including flavour effgives this parameter space more
dimensions ,; ;m ), butit can still be projected onte ;, m space. For the readers convenience
we summarize here some general results on the implicatibitevoured leptogenesis.

In the unflavoured calculation, leptogenesis does not worldégenerate light neutrinos with a
mass scale above 0:eV [312-315]. This bound does not Slgvive in the flavouredudation, where
models with a neutrino mass scale up to the cosmologicaldyjourm < 0:68eV [316], can be tuned
to work [285, 306].

Considering the scale of leptogenesis, flavoured leptaiemerks fonv ; a factor of 3 smaller
in the “interesting” region ofr < m 4, . Butthe lower bound om 1, in the optimizedr region, remains
10 GeV [299, 300]. A smaller ; could be possible for very degenerate light neutrinos [285]

An important, but disappointing, observation in single«flar leptogenesis was the lack of a
model-independent connection between CP-violation fotoigenesis and PMNS phases. It was shown
[317,318] that thermal leptogenesis can work with no CRation inUs y 5, and conversely, that lep-
togenesis can fail in spite of phasegJipy 5. In the “flavoured” leptogenesis case, it is still true thne t
baryon asymmetry is not sensitive to PMNS phases [319, 328fagenesis can work for any value of the
PMNS phases). However, interesting observations can be madhsses of models [286,289, 291, 320].

3.3.3 Other scenarios

We have presented a brief discussion of minimal thermabtpgesis in the context of type | seesaw
with hierarchical heavy neutrinos. This scenario is thetrpopular one because it is generic, supported
by neutrino mass mechanism and, most importantly, it hadigiiens for the allowed seesaw parameter
space, as described above. There are many other scenanbichnleptogenesis may also be viable.

Resonant leptogenesis [282,321] may occur when two or meaeyhneutrinos are nearly degen-
erate in mass and in this scenario the scale of the heavyimeutasses can be lowered whilst still being
compatible with thermal leptogenesis [321-324]. Heawytrirgas of TeV scale or below could in prin-
ciple be detected at large colliders [325]. In the seesawexbfow scale heavy neutrinos may follow
from extra symmetry principles [323, 326—328]. Also, the 8kensions with heavy neutrinos at TeV
scale or below, include Kaluza—Klein modes in models witlieedtimensions or extra matter content of
Little Higgs models.

Leptogenesis from the out-of-equilibrium decays of a Hitrgset [234, 329, 330] is another vi-
able scenario but requires the presence of at least twetsipbr non-zero CP asymmetry. Despite the
presence of gauge interactions the washout effects in ¢leisasio are not drastically larger than those
in the singlet leptogenesis scenario [330]. Hybrid leptmsges from type | and type Il seesaw can for
instance occur irs 0 (10) models [331, 332]. In that case there are twelve indepen@énviolating
phases.

“Soft leptogenesis” [333, 334] can work in a one-generaid®USY seesaw model because CP-
violation in this scenario comes from complex supersymyngteaking terms. If the soft SUSY-breaking
terms are of suitable size, there is enough CP-violatiaxr in N*  mixing to imply the observed asym-
metry. Unlike non-supersymmetric triplet Higgs leptogese soft leptogenesis with a triplet scalar
[330, 335] can also work in the minimal supersymmetric madéy/pe 11 seesaw mechanism.
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A very predictive supersymmetric leptogenesis scenarabtained if the sneutrino is playing the
role of inflaton [296, 336—339]. In this scenario the Unieeis dominated by : RelatingN™ properties
to neutrino masses via the seesaw mechanism implies a lemadh; ; > 10° GeV on the re-heating
temperature of the Universe [338]. A connection of this seenwith LFV is discussed in Section 5.2.

Dirac leptogenesis is another possibility considered @ literature. In this case neutrinos are
of Dirac type rather than Majorana. In the original paperJpB#vo Higgs doublets were required and
their decays create the leptonic asymmetry. Recently sanf®es have studied the connection between
leptogenesis and low energy data with two Higgs doublet§][34

Finally, let us mention that right-handed neutrinos cowsiehbeen produced non-thermally in the
early Universe, by direct couplings to the inflation field.thfs is the case, the constraints on neutrino
parameters from leptogenesis depend on the details offladi@mary model [342—344].

For a recent overview of the present knowledge of neutringsas and mixing and what can be
learned about physics beyond the Standard Model from tHeusproposed neutrino experiments see
Ref. [345] and references therein.
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4 QOrganizing principles for flavour physics
4.1 Grand Unified Theories

Grand unification is an attempt to unify all known interangobut gravity in a single simple gauge
group. It is motivated in part by the arbitrariness of eleoctagnetic charge in the standard model. One
has charge quantization in a purely non-Abelian theonhaeit an U(1) factor, as in Schwinger’s original
idea [346] of a SU(2) theory of electroweak interactionse Tinimal gauge group which unifies weak
and strong interactionssU (5) [347], automatically implies a quantized (1) piece too. While Dirac
needed a monopole to achieve charge quantization [348]dgraification in turn predicts the existence
of magnetic monopoles [349, 350]. Since it unifies quarks laptbns [351], it also predicts another
remarkable phenomenon: the decay of the proton. Here we asdyninterested in GUT implications
on the flavour structure of Yukawa matrices.

4.1.1 SU(5): the minimal theory

The 24 gauge bosons reduce to the ones of the SM plus a SU(2) doublet, color triplet pair ;Y )
(vector leptoquarks), withy = 5=6 (charges+ 4=3;+ 1=3) and their antiparticles. The5 fermions of
a single family in the SM fit in theés; and 10 anomaly-free representations ®f (5), and the new
super-weak interactions of leptoquarks with fermions are (and are colour indices):

LX;Y) = g%x“‘:” e d&°+d & u®  u (4.1)
%Y(lza d+u €+ u* d + hor;

where all fermions above are explicitly left-handed arfd ¢ *.

The exchange of the heavy gauge bosons leads to the eff@ui@ractions suppressed by two
powers of their massi x (mx ' my duetosSU (2), symmetry), which preserves 1, but breaks
both B and L symmetries and leads tb< 6) proton decay [204,352]. From: > 6  1G° yr [353],
my > 10°° GeV.

The Higgs sector consists of an adjoidt; and a fundamental; , the first breaksu (5) ! sM
the latter completes the symmetry breaking a la WeinlSaigm. Nows; = (T ;D ), whereT is a color
triplet andD the usual Higgs U (2);, doublet of the SM and so the Yukawa interactions in the matrix
form

Ly = 10r vy 10r 55 + 5¢ va10r 54 ; 4.2)

give the quark and lepton mass matrices
my=yDi;mg=m_ = ygDi: (4.3)

Note the correlation between down quarks and charged Is8%4], valid at the GUT scale, and
impossible to be true for all three generations. Actualiythe SM it is wrong for all of them. It can be
corrected by an extra Higggsy [2], or higher dimensional non-renormalizable interaatj8].

From (4.2), one gets also the interactions of the tripletictvtiead to proton decay and thus the
triplet T must be superheavy, ; > 10'2GeV. The enormous split between: andm , ’ m can be
achieved through the large scale of the breakingof(5)

W4y i= vy diag(2;2;2; 3; 3); (4.4)

withm 2 = m = 2qgZvZ . This fine-tuning is known as the doublet-triplet problemhatéver solution
one may adopt, the huge hierarchy can be preserved in patitnmitheory only by supersymmetry with
low scale breaking of order TeV.
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The consistency of grand unification requires that the gaogelings of the SM unify at a single
scale, in a tiny windowL0'°® GeV < M gy < 10**GeV (lower limit from proton decay, upper limit
from perturbativity, i.e. to stay below ;). Here the minimal ordinang U (5) theory described above
fails badly, while the version with low energy supersymmaetioes great [355-358]. Actually, one
needed a heavy top quark [358], with. / 200 GeV in order for the theory to work. The same is
needed in order to achieve a radiative symmetry breakingi@f3M gauge symmetry, where only the
Higgs doublet becomes tachyonic [359, 360]. One can thenal#fie minimal supersymmetricu (5)
GUT with the three families of fermions0r and5:, and with24; and5; and5g; supermultiplets. It
predictsm 4 = m . atM ¢y which works well for the 3rd generation; the first two can berected
by higher dimensional operators. Although this theory ¢glly has a very fasti = 5 [145, 361-364]
proton decay [365], the higher dimensional operators cailyemake it in accord with experiments
[366—368]. The main problem are massless neutrinos, uolesdreaks R-parity (whose approximate
or exact conservation must be assumed in supersymmetri)Stifntrary to some supersymmetric
SO(10)). Other ways out include adding singlets, rightdehneutrinos (type | see-saw [205-209]),
or a15; multiplet (type Il see-saw [210-213]). In both cases theikafva are not connected to the
charged sector, so it is much more appealing to go to SO(Hdrghwhich unifies all fermions (of a
single family) too, besides the interactions.

Before we move to SO(10), what about ordinary non-supersgmenSU(5)? In order to have
m & 0 and to achieve the unification of gauge couplings one can ilder €a) 155 Higgs multiplet
[369] or (b) 24¢ fermionic multiplet [370]. The latter one is particularlyteresting, since it leads to the
mixing of the type | and type lll see-saw [215, 216], with tleenarkable prediction of a lighdu (2)
fermionic triplet below TeV anth ¢y ¢ 10° GeV, which offers hope both for the observable see-saw
at LHC and a detectable proton decay in a future generatiexmdriments now planned [371].

These fermionic triplets: would be produced in pairs through a Drell-Yan process. Troeymc-
tion cross section for the sum of all three possible finakstat, T, , T, T and T, T., can be read
from Fig.2 of Ref. [372]: it is approximately 20 pb for 100 GéNplet mass, and around 40 fb for 500
GeV triplets. The triplets then decay irto or z and a light lepton through the same Yukawa couplings
that enter into the seesaw.

The clearest signature would be the three charged leptoaydacthe charged triplet, but it has
only a3% branching ratio. A more promising situation is the decay ito jets with SM gauge boson
invariant mass plus a charged lepton: this happens in appabely 23% of all decays. The signatures
in this case is two same charge leptons plus two pairs of gt the W or Z mass and peaks in the
lepton-dijet mass. From the above estimates the cros®adoti such events is around 1pb (2fb) for 100
(500) GeV triplet mass. Such signatures were suggestenhaifigin L-R symmetric theories [373], but
are quite generic of the seesaw mechanism.

4.1.2 SO(10): the minimal theory of matter and gauge couginnification
There are a number of features that make SO(10) special:

- a family of fermions is unified in a 16-dimensional spinbriepresentation; this in turn predicts
the existence of right-handed neutrinos, making the implaation of the see-saw mechanism
almost automatic;

- L R symmetry [351,374-376] is a finite gauge transformatiomeiform of charge conjugation.
This is a consequence of both left-handed fermisnsand its charged conjugated counterparts

(£°) c_fi residing in the same representatiosy ;

- in the supersymmetric version, the matter parity = ( 17® ), equivalent to the R-parity
R = M ( 1¥%, is a gauge transformation [377-379], a part of the centgeof SO(10). In
the renormalizable version of the theory it remains exa&llagnergies [380—382]. The lightest
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supersymmetric partner (LSP) is then stable and is a nataralidate for the dark matter of the
universe;

- its other maximal subgroup, besides (5) U (1), iSGpg = SU (2) SU (2% SU (4)
quark-lepton symmetry of Pati and Salam, which plays an mapo role in relating quark and
lepton masses and mixings;

- the unification of gauge couplings can be achieved everowiteupersymmetry (for a recent and
complete work and references therein see [383, 384])).

Fermions belong to the spinor representatiép (for useful reviews on spinors and SO(2N) group
theory in general see [385—-389]). From

16 16= 10+ 120+ 126 ; (4.5)

the most general Yukawa sector in general contaips, 120; and126y , respectively the fundamental
vector representation, the three-index antisymmetricesgntation and the five-index antisymmetric
and anti-self-dual representation26; is necessarily complex, supersymmetric or riat; and 126y
Yukawa matrices are symmetric in generation space, whle 2, one is antisymmetric.

The decomposition of the relevant representations uader gives

16 = (2;1;4)+ (1;2;4);

10 = (Z;2;1)+ (1;1;6);

120 = (2;2;1)+ (3;1;6)+ (1;3;6) + (2;2;15)+ (1;1;10) + (1;1;10);

126 = (3;1;10)+ (1;3;10)+ (2;2;15)+ (1;1;6): (4.6)

The see-saw mechanism, whether type | or Il, requitgs it contains both(1;3;10) whose VEV
gives a mass toy (type 1), and(3;1;10), which contains a color singlet, L = 2field |, that can
give directly a small mass to, (type Il). In SU(5) language this is seen from the decommosit

126

1+ 5+ 15+ 45+ 50: 4.7)

The 1 of SU(5) belongs to the1;3;10) of G- 5 and gives a mass for , while 15 corresponds to the
(3;1;10) and gives the direct mass t@.

126 can be a fundamental field, or a composite of tvég fields (for some realistic examples see
for example [390—392]), or can even be induced as a two-|ffepteve representation built out of &y
and two gauge>-dim representations [393—-395].

Normally the light Higgs is chosen to be the smallest artg,. Sincehl0y i = h(2;2;1)iis a
SU (4)c singlet,m 4 = m . follows immediately, independently of the numberiaf; . Thus we must
add either120; or 126y or both in order to correct the bad mass relations. Both cfelfelds contain
(2;2;15), which VEV alone gives the relatian . = 3m/.

As 126 is needed anyway for the see-saw, it is natural to take ttsis firhe crucial point here
is that in general2;2;1) and (2;2;15) mix throughh(1;3;10)i[212, 396] and thus the light Higgs is a
mixture of the two. In other word$y(2;2;15)iin 126y is in general non-vanishing (in supersymmetry
this is not automatic, but depends on the Higgs superfielddatto break SO(10) &ty r or on the
presence of higher dimensional operators).

If one considers all the operators allowed by SO(10) for thka¥a couplings, there are too many
model parameters, and so no prediction is really possiblee @ption is to assume that the minimal
number of parameters must be employed. It has been showr tf8&abf them non-renormalizable)
operators are enough in models with and 45 Higgs representations only [4]. Although this is an
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important piece of information and it has been the startioigtpof a lot of model building, it is difficult
to see a reason for some operators (of different dimensionisg present and other not, without using
some sort of flavour symmetry, so these type of models willb@tonsidered in this subsection. On
the other hand, a self consistent way of truncating the latgeber of SO(10) allowed operators without
relying on extra symmetries is to consider only the renoimahle ones. This is exactly what we will
assume.

In this case there are just two ways of giving massgo by a nonzero VEV of the Higgs26,
or generate an effective non-renormalizable operatoatagily [393]. We will consider in turn both of
them.

4.1.2.1 Elementary26y

It is rather appealing thato; and126; may be sufficient for all the fermion masses, with only twesset
of symmetric Yukawa coupling matrices. The mass matrices at - are

mg = V?OYIO + V(f%-lea ; (4.8)
my = VllloYlo + V11126Y126 7 (4.9)
Me = V?OYIO 3‘%126Y126 i (4.10)
m = mDMleD+mL; (4.12)
where

mp = VioYio 3¥ysYi26 ; (4.12)
Mr = VY12 ; (4.13)
m L = VLY]_26 : (414)

These relations are valid Bty 1, SO it is there that their validity must be tested. The anslglsne so
far used the results of renormalization group running frorm toM ¢+ from [397,398].

The first attempts in fitting the mass matrices assumed theénddion of the type | seesaw. It
was pioneered by treating CP-violation perturbatively inca-supersymmetric framework [396], and
later improved with a more detailed treatment of complexapeters and supersymmetric low-energy
effective theory [399-401]. Nevertheless, these fits haiblpms to reproduce correctly the PMNS
matrix parameters.

A new impetus to the whole program was given by the obsematiat in case type Il seesaw
dominates (a way to enforce it is to uséadimensional Higgs representation [402]) the neutrino mass
an interesting relation in these type of models betwieen unification and large atmospheric mixing
angle can be found [403—-405]. The argument is very simplédtagah be traced to the relation [406]

mo/mg me; (4.15)

which follows directly from (4.8), (4.10) and (4.14), if gnthe second term (type Il) in (4.11) is consid-
ered. Considering only the heaviest two generations asamjgbe and taking the usually good approx-
imation of small second generation masses and small mixigies, one finds all the elements of the
right-hand-side small except tl#e element, which is proportional to the difference of two bignbers,
my m . Thus, a large neutrino atmospheric mixing angle is linkethe smallness of thig2 matrix
element, and so to unification. Note that in these types of models unification is no more
automatic due to the presence of tts, which breaks SU(4). It is however quite a good prediction of
the RGE running in the case of low-energy supersymmetry.

The numerical fitting was able to reproduce also a large suolaing angle both in case of type
11 [407,408] or mixed seesaw [409], predicting also a quitgé .37 0:16 mixing element, close to
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the experimental upper bound. The difficulty in fitting the KBKCP-violating phase in the first quadrant
was overcome by new solutions found in [410, 411], maintgjrthe prediction of largejj.s§  0:1
matrix element.

All these fittings were done assuming no constraints contoign fthe Higgs sector. Regarding it,
it was found that the minimal supersymmetric model [4124446 only 26 model parameters [415], on
top of the usual supersymmetry breaking soft terms, as iMB&M. When one considers this minimal
model, the VEVs in the mass formulae (4.8)-(4.14) are notgetely arbitrary, but are connected by the
restrictions of the Higgs sector. This has been first notindd16—418] showing a possible clash with
the positive results of the unconstrained Yukawa sectaliestiin [410,411]. The issue has been pursued
in [419], showing that in the region of parameter space whieeefermion mass fitting is successful,
there are necessarily intermediate scale thresholds veipigih perturbativity of the RGE evolution of the
gauge couplings.

To definitely settle the issue two further checks should beeda) the 2 analysis used in the
fitting procedure should be implementedva , not atM ¢y r. The point is in fact that while the errors
atM , are uncorrelated, they become strongly correlated aftering toM ¢ ¢, due to the large Yukawa
coupling of top and possibly also of bottom, tau and neutrippAnother issue is to consider also the
effect of the possible increased gauge couplings on thewaga Only after these two checks will be
done, this minimal model could be ruled out.

A further important point is that in the case of VEVs consteal by the Higgs sector one finds
from the charged fermion masses that the model predicte targ 40, as confirmed by the last fits
in [419]. In this regime there may be sizeable correctionthéo“down” fermion mass matrices from
the soft SUSY breaking parameters [420]; this brings ineoghme also the soft SUSY breaking sector,
lowering somewhat the predictivity but relaxing the diffiguin fitting the experimental data. In this
scenario predictions on masses would become predictiotiseosoft sector.

Some topics have to be still mentioned in connection withaheve: the important calculation
of the mass spectrum and Clebsch-Gordan coefficients in §(Q889, 421-429], the doublet-triplet
splitting problem [430,431], the Higgs doublet mass md889,423], the running of the gauge couplings
at two loops together with threshold corrections [424], g study of proton decay [425, 432, 433].

What if this model turns out to be wrong? There are other nwdel the market. The easiest
idea is to add a 20 dimensional Higgs, that may also appear as a natural chba&ag the last of
the three allowed representations that couple with fersiicrhere are three different ways of doing it
considered in the literature: a) takeo as a small, non-leading, contribution, i.e. a perturbatmthe
previous formulae [434-436]; b) considez0 on an equal footing asd and126, but assume some extra
discrete symmetry or real parameters in the superpotettiabking CP spontaneously [437—-440] (and
suppressing in the first two references the dangetbsass proton decay modes); ¢) assume smah
contributions to the charged fermion masses [441-444].

Another limit is to forget thel0y altogether, as has been proposed for non-supersymmegioe th
ries [445]. The two generation study predicts a too smaib rat,=m 0:3, instead of the valué
that one gets by straight running. The idea is that this cgeldarge corrections due to Dirac neutrino
Yukawas [446] and the effect of finite second generation smsss well as the inclusion of the first gen-
eration and CP-violating phases. This is worth pursuingtfprovides an alternative minimal version of
SO(10), and after all, supersymmetry may not be there.

4.1.2.2 Radiative 26y

The original idea [393] is that there is @6, representation in the theory, but the same operator is
generated by loop corrections. The representation thatkbréhe rank of SO(10) is nowsy , which
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VEV letus callMm . Generically there is a contribution to the righthandedtriea mass at two loops:

2
2 M M susy

M r —_—
4 Mcur Mgur

YlO H (416)

which is too small in low-energy supersymmetry (low bregiscaleM sy sy ) as well as non-supersymmetric
theories¥1 sysy = M gy, butlow intermediate scale required by gauge coupling unification). The
only exception, proposed in [394], could be split supersyaimn[447,448].

In the absence af26y , the charged fermion masses must be given by anly and 120, [394],
together with radiative corrections. The simplest analysithe tree order two generation case gives
three interesting predictions-relations [395, 449]: hast exacb unification; 2) large atmospheric
mixing angle related to the small quark. mixing angle; 3) somewhat degenerate neutrinos. For a
serious numerical analysis one needs to use the RGE for ffieeafaplit supersymmetry, taking a very
smalltan < 1to get an approximate unification [448]. One needs also some fine-tuning of the
parameters to account for the small ratic;y sv =M gu 10 © %) required in realistic models to
have gluinos decay fast enough [450].

4.2 Higher-dimensional approaches

Recently, in the context of theories with extra spatial disiens, some new approaches toward the ques-
tion of SM fermion mass hierarchy and flavour structure haveea [451-458]. For instance, the SM
fermion mass spectrum can be generated naturally by pergitte quark/lepton masses to evolve with
a power-law dependence on the mass scale [455, 456]. Thestuolstd and probably most attractive
idea for generating a non-trivial flavour structure is thepticement of various SM fermions along extra
dimension(s). This approach is totally different from theealiscussed in Section 2 as it is purely geo-
metrical and thus does not rely on the existence of any ngwehtetry in the short-distance theory. The
displacement idea applies to the scenarios with large fiat][dr small warped [458] extra dimension(s),
as we develop in the following subsections.

4.2.1 Large extra dimensions

In order to address the gauge hierarchy problem, a scenaittiolavge flat extra dimensions has been
proposed by Arkani-Hamed, Dimopoulos and Dvali (ADD) [4884], based on a reduction of the
fundamental gravity scale down to the TeV scale. In thisagengravity propagates in the bulk whereas
SM fields live on a 3-brane. One could assume that this 3-drase certain thicknessalong an extra
dimension (as for example in [462]). Then SM fields would feelextra dimension of size, exactly
as in a Universal Extra Dimension (UED) model [463] (where s propagate in the bulk) with one
extra dimension of size 13,

In such a framework, the SM fermions can be localized at wiffe positions along this extra
dimensionL. Then the relative displacements of quark/lepton wavetiangeaks produce suppression
factors in the effective 4-dimensional Yukawa coupling$e3e suppression factors being determined
by the overlaps of fermion wave functions (getting smalkettee distance between wave function peaks
increases), they can vary with the fermion flavours and thdsde a mass hierarchy. This mechanism
was first suggested in [457] and its variations have beenestud [464—-474].

Let us describe this mechanism more precisely. The fernuoaliization can be achieved through
either non-perturbative effects in string/M theory or fighedoretical methods. One field-theoretical pos-
sibility is to couple the SM fermion fields ; (x ;xs)[i= 1;::;3beingthe family indexand = 1;:::;4
the usual coordinate indexes] to 5-dimensional scalardiwith VEV ; (x5 ) depending on the extra di-

3The constraint from electroweak precision measurememts iss 2 5 TeV, the one from direct search at LEP collider
isL ' & 5TeVand the expected LHC sensitivity is abaut* 10 TeV.
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mension (parameterized by) 1. Indeed, chiral fermions are confined in solitonic backgisi[475].
If the scalar field profile behaves as a linear function of thvenf ;(x5)= 2 “xs m;around its zero-
crossing poink{ = m ;=2 2, the zero-mode of 5-dimensional fermion acquires a Gansgiae function
of typical width ' and centered at® along thexs direction: \*(x ;x5)= ae &= =7 (x ),

;(x ) being the 4-dimensional fermion field and= (2 %= )'~* a normalization factor. Then the 4-
dimensional Yukawa couplings between the 5-dimensionaHidds bosori and zero-mode fermions,
obtained by integration oRrs over the wall widthr. °:

v4 y4
B 5. P — . ), . O, 4 )
SYukawa = d'x L H (x ;xs5) ; (x ;xs5) j (x ;xs)= d'x¥ghx ) ix ) 5 );(4.17)

are modulated by the following effective coupling conssant

Z
0)2 2

2 0 042
Yij: dxs Aze (x5 x; e "

2
042
X5 %5)° 7 &5 %

e (4.18)

It can be considered as natural to have a 5-dimensional Yakawpling constant equal ]tpof , Where
the dimensionless parameteris universal (in flavour and nature of fermions) and of ordeity) so
that the flavour structure is mainly generated by the fieldliaation effect through the exponential
suppression factor in Eq. (4.18). The remarkable featutbas due to this exponential factor, large
hierarchies can be created among the physical fermion masgen for all fundamental parameters

of order of the same energy scale

This mechanism can effectively accommodate all the datavamkgand charged lepton masses
and mixings [476—-478]. In case where right-handed neudrare added to the SM so that neutrinos ac-
quire Dirac masses (as those originating from Yukawa cagpli4.17)), neutrino oscillation experiment
results can also be reproduced [462]. The fine-tuning,rayidiere on relative: parameters, turns out
to be improved when neutrinos get Majorana masses inst@&{ (dee also [225, 480]).

4.2.2 Small extra dimensions

An other type of higher-dimensional scenario solving thaggahierarchy problem was suggested by
Randall and Sundrum (RS) [481, 482]. There, the unique ekirension is warped and has a size of
orderM , | (M 1 being the reduced Planck mass; = 2:44 10**GeV) leading to an effective gravity
scale around the TeV. In the initial version, gravity progi@s in the bulk and SM particles are all stuck
on the TeV-brane. An extension of the original RS model wagymssively proposed [483]- [487],
motivated by its interesting features with respect to theggecoupling unification [488]- [493] and dark
matter problem [494, 495]. This new set-up is characterlzgdhe presence of SM fields, except the
Higgs boson (to ensure that the gauge hierarchy problemrmmes-emerge), in the bulk.

In this RS scenario with bulk matter, a displacement of Shiiens along the extra dimension
is also possible [458]: the effect is that the effective dheinsional Yukawa couplings are affected by
exponential suppression factors, originating from theavianction overlaps between bulk fermions and
Higgs boson (confined on our TeV-brane). If the fermion l@zdlon depends on the flavour and nature
of fermions, then the whole structure in flavour space candmegated by these wave function overlaps.
In particular, if the top quark is located closer to the Te¥®e than the up quark, then its overlap with
the Higgs boson, and thus its mass after electroweak symroegaking, is larger relatively to the up
quark (for identical 5-dimensional Yukawa coupling comss.

More precisely, the fermions can acqyire d'gfgent loGians if each field ;(x ;xs)is coupled
to a distinct 5-dimensional mass;: d*x dxs G m; ; j; G being the determinant of the RS

HAlthough we concentrate here on the case with only one extnansion, for simplicity, the mechanism can be directly
extended to more extra dimensions.
Here, the factor T compensates with the Higgs component alaagsince the Higgs boson is not localized.
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metric. To modify the location of fermions, the masses must have a non-trivial dependence on
xs, like m ; = sign (x5 )cik, wherec; are dimensionless parameters drdt is the curvature radius of

Anti-de-Sitter space. Then the fields decompose asx ;jxs) = ._, *)(x )fl(xs) [n labeling

the tower of Kaluza-Klein (KK) excitations], admitting thelowing solution for the zero-mode wave
function, £} (x5) = ¢ @X¥siq & whereN { is a normalization factor.
The Yukawa interactions with the Higgs bosenread here as,
y4 b z
.(.5)H +i 4t hc: = d*x M i

SYukawa = d’x G Y3 OF O et 1as (4.19)

Li RJ

Thev " are the 5-dimensional Yukawa coupling constants and trestand for KK mass terms. The
fermion mass matrix is obtained after integrating:

7
P— 5
M= dxs GYij

H fl(xs)f (x5): (4.20)
The Yi;S) can be chosen almost universal so that the quark/lepton nnersgchies are mainly governed

by the overlap mechanism. Large fermion mass hierarchiaesbeaproduced for fundamental mass
parameters ; all of order of the unique scale of the thedty My ..

With this mechanism, the quark masses and CKM mixing anglesbe effectively accommo-
dated [496-498], as well as the lepton masses and PMNS naxiglgs in both cases where neutrinos
acquire Majorana masses (via either dimension five oper§480] or the see-saw mechanism [500]) and
Dirac masses (see [501], and, [502, 503] for order unity Vigkaouplings leading to mass hierarchies
essentially generated by the geometrical mechanism).

4.2.3 Sources of FCNC in extra dimension scenarios

GIM-violating FCNC effects in extra dimension scenariosyrappear both from tree level and from loop
effects.

At tree level FCNC processes can be induced by exchanges ax¢Kations of neutral gauge
bosons. The neutral current action of the effective 4-dsiaral coupling, between SM fermions

9z )and KK excitations of any neutral gauge bosofi’ (x ), reads in the interaction basis as,
Z ®
Sye = g ad'x ﬁoi) CL(nl; ﬁoj)A(“) + fL $ Rg; (4.21)
n=1

Therefore, FCNC interactions can be induced by the noneusality of the effective coupling constants

¢ ¢ between KK modes of the gauge fields and the three SM fermioifiés (which have
different locations alongs).

At the loop level, KK fermion excitations may invalidate tB&M cancellation, as discussed e.g.
in [501,504] for* ! “ . Indeed, these excitations have KK masses which are nopitegl(and
thus not quasi-degenerate in family space) compared,to . The GIM mechanism is also invalidated
by the loop contributions of the KK ) modes which couple (KK level by level), e.g. to leptons in
the 4-dimensional theory, via an effective mixing matriﬂyﬂevMefo ¢=70U LlycL(n)UL being non-unitary
due to the non-universality of

(n)

C. diag(Crﬁ (“);Crﬁ (“);Clﬁ 0y, (4.22)

In this diagonal matrix¢ - ©’ guantifies the wave function overlap along the extra dinenbetween

thew ©)[n 1] and exchanged (m-th level KK) fermiafi (x5)[i= f1;2;3g being the generation
index] (see later for more details).
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The GIM mechanism for leptons can be clearly restored if tieeetficientsc . ™’ as well as the
3 KK fermion masses ;(;“ " are equal to each other, i.e are universal with respecttari ;2;3g (KK
level by level) [505]. Within the quark sector, on the othant, the top quark mass cannot be totally
neglected relatively to the KK up-type quark excitationlssaleading to a mass shift of the KK top
quark mode from the rest of the KK up-type quark modes and vergdahe degeneracy among 3 family
masses of the up quark excitations at fixed KK level (with regam ,, «,). Moreover, this means that
the Yukawa interaction with the Higgs boson induces a salistamixing of the top quark KK tower
members among themselves [471, 506].

For example, the data on ! s (receiving a contribution from the exchange ofwa )
[n = 0;1:::] gauge field and an up quark, or its KK excitations, at one {leopl) can be accom-
modated in the RS model with w ) 1 TeV, as shown in [505] using numerical methods for the
diagonalization of a large dimensional mass matrix andhtakito account the top quark mass effects
described previously.

4.2.4 Mass bounds on Kaluza-Klein excitations

In this subsection we develop constraints on the KK gaugerbosasses derived from the tree level
FCNC effect described above. Our purpose is to determinghgh¢éhese constraints still allow the KK
gauge bosons to be sufficiently light to imply potentiallgikle signatures at LHC.

4.2.4.1 Large extra dimensions

Let us consider the generic framework of a flat extra dimemsiath a large size., along which gravity

as well as gauge bosons propagate. The SM fermions aredamiadéferent points of the fifth dimension,

so that their mass hierarchy can be interpreted in term oféoenetrical mechanism described in details
in Section 4.2.1. In such a framework the exchange of the Kdit&tions of the gluon can bring important
contributions tothe&x © K “mixing ( F = 2) attree level. Indeed, the KK gluon can couple the d quark
with the s quark, if these light down-quarks are displacemh@lthe extra dimension. The obtained KK
contribution to the mass splittingn x in the kaon system depends on the KK gluon coupling between
the s and d quarks (which is fixed by quark locations) and mainl the mass of the first KK gluon

M ") . Assuming that the s,d quark locations are such thainthen 4 mass values are reproduced, the

obtained m x and alsoj'x jare smaller than the associated experimental values &peatively,

(1)
KK

1)

(
& 25TeV; and M,

M s 300TeV; (4.23)

as found by the authors of [507]. The same bound coming fram thmeson system is weaker.

In the lepton sector the experimental upper limit on the bnémg ratioB (! eee) imposes

typically the constraint [507]
(1)

MKK

& 30TeV; (4.24)

since the exchange of the KK excitations of the electrowealtral gauge bosons contributes to the
decay ! eee

To conclude, we stress that if the extra dimensions treatliesmin a non-universal way (which
could explain the fermion mass hierarchy), the indirectrdmsufrom FCNC physics like the ones in
Eq.(4.23)-(4.24) force the mass of the KK gauge bosons taiedm the collider reach. As a matter of
fact, the LHC will be able to probe the KK excitations of gatigsons only upt@ 7 TeV [508-511]
in the present context.

4.2.4.2 Small extra dimensions

In the context of the RS model with SM fields in the bulk, ddsedi in Section 4.2.2, the exchange of
KK excitations of neutral gauge bosons (like e.g. the firsexcitation:z ') also contributes to FCNC
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processes at tree level [458, 497,512-516] since these &Ksspossess FC couplings if the different
families of fermions are displaced along the warped extraedision. There exist some configurations
of fermion locations, pointed out in [503], which simultausly reproduce all quark/lepton masses and
mixing angles via the wave function effedsd lead to amplitudes of FCNC reactions [! 111,
z%1 11,p% P%mixing of a generic meson, econversionk® ! 11 andk * ! * ]
compatible with the corresponding experimental constsagwen for light neutral KK gauge bosons:

M) g 1TeV: (4.25)

KK

The explanation of this result is the following. If the SMrf@ons with different locations are localized

typically close to the Planck-brane, they have quasi-usalecouplingsc ; ™’ [c.f. Eq.(4.21)] with the
KK gauge bosons which have a wave function almost constangdhe fifth dimension near the Planck-
brane. Therefore, small FC couplings are generated in theigdl basis for these fermions leading to the
weak bound (4.25). The fermions from the third family, asstea to heavy flavours, cannot be localized
extremely close to the Planck-brane since their wave fanaverlap with the Higgs boson [confined on
the TeV-brane] must be large in order to generate high éffedfukawa couplings. Nevertheless, this
is compensated by the fact that phenomenological FCNC reontst are usually less severe in the third
generation sector.

As a result, the order of lower limits an K(lK) coming from the considerations on both fermion

mass data and FCNC processes can be as low as TeV. From tie the@etical point of view, the

favored order of magnitude for K“; is O (1)TeV which corresponds to a satisfactory solution for the
gauge hierarchy problem. From the model building point @wione has to rely on an appropriate
extension of the RS model insuring that, for light KK mas#es deviations of the electroweak precision
observables do not conflict with the experimental resultge @xisting RS extensions, like the scenarios
with brane-localized kinetic terms for fermions [517] anauge bosons [518] (see [519, 520] for the
localized gauge boson kinetic terms and [521] for the fenmdaes), or the scenarios with an extended

gauge symmetry (see [522], [523] and [524] for differentriean charges under this broken symmetry),

allow M K(lé to be aslow as 3TeV.In such a case, one can expect a direct detection of thex¢ked

gauge bosons at LHC.

4.3 Minimal Flavour Violation in the lepton sector
4.3.1 Motivations and basic idea

Within the SM the dynamics of flavour-changing transitioascontrolled by the structure of fermion
mass matrices. In the quark sector, up and down quarks hass eigenvalues which are up t0°
times smaller than the electroweak scale, and mass matsibeh are approximately aligned. This
results in the effective CKM and GIM suppressions of chaiged neutral flavour-violating interactions,
respectively. Forcing this connection between the lowgnéermion mass matrices and the flavour-
changing couplings to be valid also beyond the SM, leads tapig/sics scenarios with a high level
of predictivity (in the flavour sector) and a natural suppres of flavour-changing transitions. The
latter achievement is a key ingredient to maintain a goodexgent with experiments in models where
flavoured degrees of freedom are expected around the Te¥. scal

This is precisely the idea behind the Minimal Flavour Vi@atprinciple [525-527]. It is a fairly
general hypothesis that can be implemented in stronggracting theories [525], low-energy supersym-
metry [526,527], multi Higgs [527,528] and GUT [529] models a model-independent formulation,
the MFV construction consists in identifying the flavour syetry and symmetry-breaking structure
of the SM and enforce it in a more general effective theoryit{em in terms of SM fields and valid
above the electroweak scale). In the quark sector this proeeis unambiguous: the largest group of
flavour-changing field transformations commuting with tlaeige group iS; = SU (3)g,  SU (3},

SU (3)g, ,» and this group is broken only by the Yukawa couplings. Thariance of the SM Lagrangian
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underG, can be formally recovered elevating the Yukawa matricesptarien fields with appropriate
transformation properties undey. The hypothesis of MFV states that these are the only spaibogak-
ing G4 also beyond the SM. Within the effective theory formulatidhis implies that all the higher
dimensional operators constructed from SM and Yukawa figldst be (formally) invariant undeg.,.
The consequences of this hypothesis in the quark sector liese extensively analyzed in the litera-
ture (see e.g. Refs. [530,531]). Without entering into tetails, we can state that the MFV hypothesis
provides a plausible explanation of why no new-physicsodféave been observed so far in the quark
sector.

Apart from arguments based on the analogy with quarks, asgigethe scarce experimental
information, the definition of a Minimal Lepton Flavour Vailon (MLFV) principle [532] is demanded
by a severe fine-tuning problem in LFV decays of charged leptd/Nithin a generic effective theory
approach, the radiative decays! 1; proceed through the following gauge-invariant operator

RL

ij y 1
— H R L
LFV

F (4.26)

J
L
where fij are the generic flavour-changing couplings angy denotes the cut-off of the effective
theory. In absence of a specific flavour structure, it is retior expect lij = 0O (1). In this case the
experimental limit for ! e implies gy > 10° TeV, in clear tension with the expectation of new
degrees of freedom close to the TeV scale in order to stafitie Higgs sector of the SM.

The implementation of a MFV principle in the lepton sectonas as simple as in the quark sector.
The problem is that the neutrino mass matrix itself canncadmommodated within the renormalizable
part of the SM Lagrangian. The most natural way to descrihgrim® masses, explaining their strong
suppression, is to assume they are Majorana mass termssepgrby the heavy scale of lepton number
violation (LNV). In other words, neutrino masses are ddsmti by a non-renormalizable interaction of
the type Eq. (3.4) suppressed by the scalg+ v = FH ij This implies that we have to face a
two scale problem (presumably with the hierarchyyy Lrv) and that we need some additional
hypothesis to identify the irreducible flavour-symmetrgdking structures. As we will illustrate in the
following, we can choose whether to extend or not the fieldeanof the SM. The construction of the
effective theory based on one of these realizations of th&Wihypothesis can be viewed as a general
tool to exploit the observable consequences of a specifigifmalistic) hypothesis about the irreducible
sources of lepton-flavour symmetry breaking.

4.3.2 MLFV with minimal field content

The lepton field content is the SM one: three left-handed isib! and three right-handed charged
lepton singletsel . The flavour symmetry group is; = SU (3), SU (3}, and we assume the
following flavour-symmetry-breaking Lagrangian

Leymer, = Y&k ®L)) PR Seeaya’ ,Ll)+ he.
C
! vY ez el > Y2+ he. (4.27)

Here the two irreducible sources of LFV are the coefficierdiofension-five LNV operator () and the
charged-lepton Yukawa couplingJ), transforming respectively as;1)and (3;3)underG;. An explicit
realization of this scenario is provided by the so-callepdlét see-saw mechanism (or see-saw of type
I1). This approach has the advantage of being highly praicbut it differs in an essential way from the
MFV hypothesis in the quark sector since one of the basid@puariginates from a non-renormalizable
coupling.
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Having identified the irreducible sources of flavour symméireaking and their transformation
properties, we can classify the non-renormalizable opesasuppressed by inverse powers qfry
which contribute to flavour-violating processes. Theseaaipes must be invariant combinations of SM
fields and the spurions, and . The complete list of the leading operators contributing v decays
of charged leptons is given in Refs. [532,533]. The case @fr#diative decays: ! 1 is particu-
larly simple since there are only two dimension-six opasa{operators with a structure as in Eq. (3.4),
with ¥ replaced by the stress tensors of thel), andSU (2), gauge groups, respectively). The
MLFV hypothesis forces the flavour-changing couplings efsth operators to be a spurion combination
transforming ag3;3) underc;;

RL y /Y Yoo+ (4.28)
ij
where the dots denote terms with higher powersrofor . Up to the overall normalization, this

combination can be completely determined in terms of thdrimeumass eigenvalues and the PMNS
matrix. In the basis wherg, is diagonal we can write,

2

m LNV 2
Ye ' S 7 UPMNST ~ Ugyns
i j v v i6 3
, M1 ey 2 2
D5 (Upmns)z(Upmns)z M so  (UPmNs)s (UPMNS)js M atm (4.29)

where m 2, and m 2, denote the squared mass differences deduced from atmaspéued solar-
neutrino data, and =  correspond to normal/inverted hierarchy, respectivelye dverall factor 2y, =v*
implies that the absolute normalization of LFV rates swfef a large uncertainty. Nonetheless, a few
interesting conclusions can still be drawn [532]:

— The LFV decay rates are proportional t¢,, = (g, and could be detected only in presence of
a large hierarchy between these two scales. In particalar,! e ) > 10 P only if |y >
10° LFV-

— Ratios of similar LFV decay rates, suchmg ! e )=B( ! ), are free from the normaliza-
tion ambiguity and can be predicted in terms of neutrino reassid PMNS angles: violations of
these predictions would unambiguously signal the presehadditional sources of lepton-flavour
symmetry breaking. One of these prediction is tlie °>~10 ° enhancement of ( ! ) VS
B( ! e )shownin Fig. 4.1. Given the present and near-future exparial prospects on these
modes, this modest enhancement implies that the e search is much more promising within
this framework.

— Ratios of LFV transitions among the same two families (sagh ! e vs ! 3eor !
vs ! 3 and ! ee) are determined by known phase space factors and ratiosriolusa
Wilson coefficients. As data will become available on diigrlepton flavor violating processes,
if the flavour patter is consistent with the MLFV hypothesiom these ratios it will be possible
to disentangle the contributions of different operators.

— A definite prediction of the MLFV hypothesis is that the sater decays involving light hadrons
(°!" eKp.! ¢ ! 0::)areexceedingly small.

4.3.3 MLFV with extended field content

In this scenario we assume three heavy right-handed Majaraatrinos in addition to the SM fields. As
a consequence, the maximal flavour group becomes sU (3), . In order to minimize the number of
free parameters (or to maximize the predictivity of the mpdee assume that the Majorana mass term
for the right-handed neutrinos is proportional to the idgnmhatrix in flavour space g )i5= Mz ;5.
This mass term breaksu (3) , to0 (3) , and is assumed to be the only source of LNMx( $  (nv).
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Fig.41:By, , =B&L! 4 )=B@&! L, )for ! e and ! as a function okin ;5 in the MLFV

framework with minimal field content [532]. The normalizatiof the vertical axis corresponds teny= Lrv =
10'%. The shading is due to different values of the phasad the normal/inverted spectrum.

Once the field content of model is extended, there are in ipleenany alternative options to
define the irreducible sources of lepton flavour symmetnakireg (see e.g. Ref. [534] for an extensive
discussion). However, this specific choice has two imporémivantages: it is predictive and closely
resemble the MFV hypothesis in the quark sector. Thé& are the counterpart of right-handed up
quarks and, similarly to the quark sector, the symmetrgkirgy sources are two Yukawa couplings of
Eqg. (3.38). An explicit example of MLFV with extended fieldntent is the Minimal Supersymmetric
Standard Model with degenerate right-handed neutrinos.

The classification of the higher-dimensional operatorshim éffective theory proceeds as in the
minimal field content case. The only difference is that th&dspurions are now andy,, transforming
as (3;1;3) and (3;3;1) underG, O (3),, respectively. The determination of the spurion structure
in terms of observable quantities is more involved than & hinimal field content case. In general,
inverting the see-saw relation allows us to exprgssn terms of neutrino masses, PMNS angles and
an arbitrary complex-orthogonal matnix of Eq. (3.43) [222]. Exploiting the® (3) ., symmetry of the
MLFV Lagrangian, the real orthogonal part®fcan be rotated away. We are then left with a Hermitian-
orthogonal matrixd [535] which can be parameterized in terms of three real patars ( ;) which
control the amount of CP-violation in the right-handed sect

M 1=2
1=2
Y = 5 H()m o Upuns': (4.30)

With this parameterization far the flavour changing coupling relevant1to! 1; decays reads

m M _
RE /v yvy 1o—= 22 e
A\

2 1=2 y .
7UPMNSmdjagH mdiagUPMNS : (4.31)

In the CP-conserving limiz ! T and the phenomenological predictions turns out to be qirtéas to

the minimal field content scenario [532]. In particular,talk general observations listed in the previous
section remain valid. In the general case, i.e.Hors 1, the predictivity of the model is substantially
weakened. However, in principle some information aboutrttegrix H can be extracted by studying
baryogenesis through leptogenesis in the MLFV framewo86]5

4.3.4 Leptogenesis

On general grounds, we expect that the tree-level deggnefdteavy neutrinos is lifted by radiative
corrections. This allows the generation of a lepton asymyriatthe interference between tree-level and
one-loop decays of right-handed neutrinos. Following tla@dard leptogenesis scenario, we assume
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Fig. 4.2: Baryon asymmetry (; ) as a function of the right-handed neutrino mass saalg)for ¢ ; = 0 (dots)
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that this lepton asymmetry is later communicated to thedrasector through sphaleron effects and that

saturates the observed value of the baryon asymmetry ofrilverse.
The most general form of thex mass-splittings allowed within the MLFV framework has the

following form:

M g h

M r

h

1

i

h
=c YYY'+ @YY +cM v yYwvyY+ (v YYy yV)F
i h

i

h

i

i

+c? Yy yYy v 4+ B Y)Y YY o+ c Y YXYY Y4 (Y YT YY) o+ ok

Even without specifying the value of theg this form allows us to derive a few general conclusions [536

— The term proportional ta does not generate a CPV asymmetry, but sets the scale foradbe m
splittings: these are of the order of magnitude of the decilghs, realizing in a natural way the
condition of resonant leptogenesis.

— The right amount of leptogenesis can be generated everywitho, if all the ; are non vanishing.

However, sincey

M g, for low values ofv (. 10'? GeV) the asymmetry generated by the

c term dominates. In this casg is typically too small to match the observed value and has a

flat dependence om . At Mz & 10'2 GeV the quadratic terms'’ dominate, determining an
approximate linear growth ofg with M ;. These two regimes are illustrated in Fig. 4.2.

As demonstrated in Ref. [536], baryogenesis through leptegis is viable in MLFV models. In partic-
ular, assuming a loop hierarchy between théas expected in a perturbative scenario) and neglecting
flavour-dependent effects in the Boltzmann equations {@mveur approximation of Ref. [537]), the right
size of  is naturally reached fom ; & 10'? GeV. As discussed in Ref. [290] (see also [292]), this
lower bound can be weakened by the inclusion of flavour-degetneffects in the Boltzmann equations
and/or by theran -enhancement dof, occurring in two-Higgs doublet models.

From the phenomenological point of view, an important défee with respect to the CP-conser-
ving case is the fact that non-vanishingchange the predictions of the LFV decays, typically prodgci
102 GeV their effect is moderate
and the CP-conserving predictions are recovered. The athrtant information following from the
leptogenesis analysis is the fact that the latge regime is favored. Assuming_ry to be close to the
TeV scale, the1 ; regime favored by leptogenesis favors a e

an enhancement of the( !

experiment [538].

e
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rate within the reach of the MEG



4.3.5 GUT implementation

Once we accept the idea that flavour dynamics obeys a MFViplindoth in the quark and in the lepton
sector, it is interesting to ask if and how this is compatibith a grand-unified theory (GUT), where
guarks and leptons sit in the same representations of adigjfiege group. This question has recently
been addressed in Ref. [529], considering the exemplifga®e ofSU (5)gauge-

Within SU (5)gauge, the down-type singlet quarksi{, ) and the lepton doublets.(,) belong to
the 5 representation; the quark doublet i ), the up-type 5, ) and lepton singlets<{; ) belong to the
10 representation, and finally the right-handed neutrings)(are singlet. In this framework the largest
group of flavour transformation commuting with the gaugeugris Goy+ = SU (3)s  SU (3)p
SU (3)1, which is smaller than the direct product of the quark anddegroups discussed before,(

G1). We should therefore expect some violations of the MFV+MLUgfedictions either in the quark or
in the lepton sector or in both.

A phenomenologically acceptable description of the lowrggp fermion mass matrices requires
the introduction of at least four irreducible sources@afy r breaking. From this point of view the
situation is apparently similar to the non-unified case:fthe G; y + Spurions can be put in one-to-one
correspondence with the low-energy spuriansyy, Y., andy . However, the smaller flavour group
does not allow the diagonalization @f; and Y. (which transform in the same way undegy ) in
the same basis. As a result, two additional mixing matrices appear in the expressions for flavour
changing ratesc = v_ vy andG = V_ Vg . The hierarchical texture of the new mixing matrices
is known since they reduce to the identity matrix in the limit = v4. Taking into account this fact,
and analyzing the structure of the allowed higher-dimemi@perators, a number of reasonably firm
phenomenological consequences can be deduced [529]:

— There is a well defined limit in which the standard MFV scemdor the quark sector is fully
recovered:M 10'2 GeV and smallan  (in a two-Higgs doublet case). Forg 102
GeV and smaltan , deviations from the standard MFV pattern can be expectear@x decays
but not inB physics. Ignoring fine-tuned scenariosz 10'2 GeV is excluded by the present
constraints on quark FCNC transitions. Independently ftoenvalue ofv  , deviations from the
standard MFV pattern can appear bottxinand inB physics fortan & m =m .

— Contrary to the non-GUT MFV framework, the rate for! e (and other LFV decays) cannot
be arbitrarily suppressed by lowering the average mmagsof the heavy . This fact can easily
be understood by looking at the flavour structure of the aieeffective couplings, which now
assume the following form:

Bhr= c YYYY + oY Y¥Ye + oY Yy + i (4.32)
In addition to the terms involving P M r already present in the non-unified case, the GUT
group allows alsa1 ; -independent terms involving the quark Yukawa couplingbe Tatter be-
come competitive fom . 10'? GeV and their contribution is such that forz, . 10 TeV the

! e rateisabove0 '* (i.e. within the reach of MEG [538]).

— Improved experimental information on ! and ! e would be a powerful tool in discrim-
inating the relative size of the standard MFV contributimessus the characteristic GUT-MFV
contributions due to the different hierarchy patternamong , ! e and ! etransitions.
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5 Phenomenology of theories beyond the Standard Model
5.1 Flavour violation in non-SUSY models directly testableat LHC
5.1.1 Multi-Higgs doublet models

The arbitrariness of quark masses, mixing and CP-violatiahe Standard Model stems from the fact

that gauge invariance does not constrain the flavour steicfuyukawa interactions. In the SM neutrinos

are strictly massless. No neutrino Dirac mass term can bedated, due to the absence of right-handed
neutrinos and no Majorana mass terms can be generated, dyadioB-L conservation. Since neutrinos

are massless, there is no leptonic mixing in the SM, whichuim feads to separate lepton number
conservation. Therefore, the recent observation of newtiscillations is evidence for physics beyond

the SM. Fermion masses, mixing and CP-violation are closthted to each other and also to the Higgs
sector of the theory.

It has been shown that gauge theories with fermions, butowitscalar fields, do not break CP
symmetry [539]. A scalar (Higgs) doublet is used in the SM tealx both the gauge symmetry and
generate gauge boson masses as well as fermion massestividkayva interactions. This is known as
the Higgs mechanism, which was proposed by several autbdy,[[541], [542, 543]. It predicts the
existence of one neutral scalar Higgs particle - the Higg®ohboln the SM where a single Higgs doublet
is introduced, it is not possible to have spontaneous CR#on since any phase in the vacuum expecta-
tion value can be eliminated by rephasing the Higgs fieldtHfeumore, in the SM it is also not possible
to violate CP explicitly in the Higgs sector since gauge iiargce together with renormalizability restrict
the Higgs potential to have only quadratic and quartic team hermiticity constrains both of these to
be real. Thus, CP violation in the SM requires the introducif complex Yukawa couplings.

The scenario of spontaneous CP and T violation has the rateréeof putting the breakdown of
discrete symmetries on the same footing as the breakingeofdlnge symmetry, which is also sponta-
neous in order to preserve renormalizability. A simple asten of the Higgs sector that may give rise
to spontaneous CP-violation requires the presence of stttlwa Higgs doublets, and was introduced by
Lee [544].

If one introduces two Higgs doublets, it is possible to haibkee explicit or spontaneous CP
breaking. Explicit CP-violation in the Higgs sector ariskg to the fact that in this case there are gauge
invariant terms in the Lagrangian which can have complexffiobents. Note however that the presence
of complex coefficients does not always lead to explicit Céaking.

Extensions of the SM with extra Higgs doublets are very ratsince they keep the parameter
at tree level equal to one [545]. In multi-Higgs systemseéheme in general, additional sources of CP-
violation in the Higgs sector [546]. The most general reraizable polynomial consistent with the
SU (2) U (1) SU (33 model withng Higgs doublets, ;, may be written as:

L =Yg 2 o+ Zasd 3 b 2a (5.1)
where repeated indices are summed. Hermiticity. ofimplies:
Y= Y i 7y = Ziade : (5.2)
Furthermore, by construction it is obvious that:
Zaped = Zodab ¢ (5-3)

In models with more than one Higgs doublet, one has the freddanake Higgs-basis transfor-
mations (HBT) that do not change the physical content of tbdeh) but do change both the quadratic
and the quartic coefficients. Coefficients that are compiexnie Higgs basis may become real in another
basis. Furthermore, a given model may have complex quarétficients in one Higgs basis, while they
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may all become real in another basis, with only the quadraéfficients now complex, thus indicating
that in that particular model CP is only softly broken. Sudgds$-basis transformations leave the Higgs
kinetic energy term invariant and are of the form:

e AU T T e SO A (5.4)
wherev is anng  ry unitary matrix acting in the space of Higgs doublets. In [5d@nditions for
a given Higgs potential to violate CP at the Lagrangian leegpressed in terms of CP-odd Higgs-
basis invariants, were derived. These conditions are egptkin terms of couplings of the unbroken
Lagrangian, therefore they are relevant even at high eegrgihere thesU (2) U (1) symmetry is
restored. This feature renders them potentially usefultfier study of baryogenesis. The derivation
of these conditions follows the general method proposed48] and already mentioned in previous
sections. The method consists of imposing invariance ofLmgrangian under the most general CP
transformation of the Higgs doublets, which is a combimatid a simple CP transformation for each
Higgs field with a Higgs-basis transformation:

aCEiWaii ; XCE!)W. T (55)

air 1

herew isanng ny unitary matrix operating in Higgs doublets space.

A set of necessary and sufficient conditions for CP invagaincthe case of two Higgs doublets
have been derived [547]:
I, Ty Zy ® ®ZyY]=0
(5.6)
I2 TI‘I_YZz? ?ZzY]ZO;

where all matrices inside the parenthesisare2 matrices. In the general case theserare n; matrices,
and are defined by:

(Zvy )iy ZimnYmni %)ij Zisnm 7 (Z2)i5  Zipnm Zmnpis B Zimm 5 (5.7)

CP-odd HBT invariants are also useful [547] to find out whetimea given model, there is hard or soft CP
breaking. One may also construct CP-odd weak basis intariavolvingv; < 0379 >, i.e., after
spontaneous gauge symmetry breaking has occurred [544]].[3-urther discussions on Higgs-basis
independent methods for the two-Higgs-doublet model caiolned in [551], [552], [553], [554].

So far, we have considered CP-violation at the Lagrangie&l ia models with multi-Higgs dou-
blets, i.e., explicit CP-violation. It is also possible terigde criteria [555] to verify whether CP and T in
a given model are spontaneously broken. Under T the Higgisfieltransform as

T jT l:Ujk k7 (58)

whereuU is a unitary matrix which may mix the scalar doublets. If ntrassymmetries beyondu (2)
U (1) are present in the Lagrangiam, reduces to a diagonal matrix possibly with phases. Invedat
the vacuum under T leads to the following condition:

<03P>=Uy <0 LP> (5.9)

Therefore, a set of vacua lead to spontaneous T, CP-vinl#tibere is no unitary matrixy satisfying
Egs.(5.8) and (5.9) simultaneously.

Most of the previous discussion dealt with the general cdseHtiggs doublets. We analyze now
the case of two Higgs doublets, where the most general gaugaant Higgs potential can be explicitly
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written as:

_ v ir oy y
VHZ_ mi; 7 1+ p2€l 1 2t pe2 > 1tmz 5 ot
Y y y y 0o v y
+ ag 11 + ar 2 2 + Db 11 2 2 + Db 12 2 1 +
i y y i y y i y y
tae! 11 51 toae ! 11 12 toe? 3o 21+
2 2
i y y i y i y )
+ope T2 5 2 1 2 +de 1 2 +de* 51

(5.10)
wheren ;, p, a; , b I, ¢, andd are real and all phases are explicitly displayed. It is cteat this
potential contains an excess of parameters. With the agptepchoice of Higgs basis some of these
may be eliminated, without loss of generality, leaving elevndependent parameters [559-561]. The
Higgs sector contains five spinless particles: three neamida pair of charged ones, usually denoted by
h;H (CP-even)A (CP-odd) (or if CP is violated, , 5) andH

In general, models with two Higgs doublets have tree levghgdimediated flavour changing neu-
tral currents (FCNC). This is a problem in view of the presarnhgent experimental limits on FCNC. In
order to solve this problem the concept of natural flavourseovation (NFC) was introduced by impos-
ing extra symmetries on the Lagrangian. These symmetrigsticzon the Yukawa couplings of the neutral
scalars in such a way that the resulting neutral currentsliagonal. Glashow and Weinberg [556] and
Paschos [557] have shown that the only way to achieve NFCésnsare that only one Higgs doublet
gives mass to quarks of a given charge.

In the case of two Higgs doublets the simplest solution tada#&€NC is to require invariance of
the Lagrangian under the following transformation of thetype:

1o 2 ! 2 R ! & ug ! | (5.11)

wheredy (ur ) denote the right-handed down (up) quarks; all other fiedaisain unchanged.

It is clear from Eq. (5.10) that this symmetry eliminates leipCP-violation in the Higgs sec-
tor, since the only term of the Higgs potential with a phass gurvives is the one with coefficied
moreover a HBT ofthe form, ! & =2 ,, , ! ,, eliminates the phase from the Higgs potential.
Furthermore, it can be shown that this symmetry also elitesm#he possibility of having spontaneous
CP violation.

In conclusion, models with two Higgs doublets and exact NB@not give rise to spontaneous
CP-violation. Explicit CP-violation in this case requireemplex Yukawa couplings leading to the
Kobayashi-Maskawa mechanism with no additional sourceR¥iGlation through neutral scalar Higgs
boson exchange. An interesting alternative scenario ircéise of two Higgs doublets was considered
in [558] with no NFC. Here CP violating Higgs FCNC are natlyraluppressed through a permutation
symmetry which is softly broken, still allowing for spontwus CP violation.

Three Higgs doublet models have been considered in an attenmiroduce CP-violation in an
extension of the SM with NFC [556] in the Higgs sector. It waswn that indeed, in such models
it is possible to violate CP in the Higgs sector either at tlagrangian level [562] or spontaneously
[563-565].

It is also possible to generate spontaneous CP-violatidh @rly one additional Higgs singlet
[566], but in this case at least one isosinglet vectoriakkjisgrequired in order to generate a non trivial
phase at low energies in the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawexn&uch models may provide a solution
to the strong CP problem of the type proposed by Nelson [§688] and Barr [569] as well as a common
origin to all CP-violations [570] , [571] including the gemdion of the observed baryon asymmetry of
the Universe. The fact that the SM cannot provide the obsgepaeyon asymmetry [572], [573], [574],
[575], [576], [577], provides yet another reason to studgalarged Higgs sector.

A lot of work has been done by many authors on possible exieasdf the Higgs sector and
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their implications both for the hadronic and the leptonictees at the existing and future colliders, see
e.g. [578]. Among the simplest multi-Higgs models are the kggs Doublet Models (2HDM) which
have been analyzed in detail in many different realizatidriee need to avoid potentially dangerous tree
level Higgs FCNC has led to the consideration of differemtargs of this model with a certain discrete
7 , symmetry imposed.

In the Type-lI 2HDM thez , discrete symmetry imposed on the Lagrangian is such thataré
of the Higgs doublets couples to quarks and leptons. A verly kmewn fermiophobic Higgs boson
may arise in such model [579-581] . Another example is thet IDeublet Model, with an unbroken
discretez , symmetry which forbids one Higgs doublet to couple to femsi@nd to get a non-zero
VEV [582, 583]. Physical particles related to such doubbets called "inert” particles, the lightest is
stable and contributes to the Dark Matter density. In [5844, naturalness problem has been addressed
in the framework of an Inert Doublet Model with a heavy (SMeli Higgs boson. In this context Dark
Matter may be composed of neutral inert Higgs bosons. Riedgare given for multilepton events with
missing transverse energy at the LHC, and for the directotiete of dark matter.

The Type-Il 2HDM allows one of the Higgs doublet to coupleyotd the rigthanded up quarks
while the other Higgs doublet can only couple to right-hahdewn-type quarks and charged leptons.
This is achieved by the introduction of an appropriatesymmetry, analogous to the one in Eg. (5.11).
The Higgs sector of the MSSM model can be viewed as a parnticeitdization of Type-1lI models but
with additional constraints required by supersymmetryriddes scenarios are possible for these models
- with and without decoupling of heavy Higgs particles [5681, 585].

Type-lll 2HDM are models where, unlike in models of Type-Hdh NFC is not imposed on the
Yukawa interactions. This class of models has in generdasozediated FCNC at tree level. Various
schemes have been proposed to suppress these currentgjngdhe ad-hoc assumption that FCNC
couplings are approximately given by the geometric meamefMukawa couplings of the two genera-
tions [586]. A very interesting alternative [587] is to haae exact symmetry of the Lagrangian which
constrains FCNC couplings to be related in an exact way teliments of the CKM matrix in such a
way that FCNC are non-vanishing but naturally suppresseth@pmallness of CKM mixing. Another
example of Type Il 2HDM is the Top Two Higgs Doublet Model whiwas first proposed in Ref. [588],
and recently analyzed in detail in Ref. [589]. In this franoekva discrete symmetry is imposed allowing
only the top quark to have Yukawa couplings to one of the detshivhile all other quarks and leptons
have Yukawa couplings to the other doublet.

Lepton flavour violation is a feature common to many possixensions of the SM. It can occur
both through charged and neutral currents. The possilafityaving lepton flavour violation in exten-
sions of the SM, has been considered long before the discofereutrino masses [590]. For example,
in the case of multi-Higgs doublet models, it has been pdioté that even for massless neutrinos lepton
flavour can be violated [591], [592]. In the context of the inmal extension of the SM, necessary to ac-
commodate neutrino masses, where only right-handed nestare included LFV effects are extremely
small. It is well known that the effects of LFV can be large ipsrsymmetry.

CLEO submitted recently a paper [593] where the ratio of #ngohic and muonic branching
fractions is examined for the thred1s ;2s ;3s ) states. Agreement with expectations from lepton uni-
versality is found. The conclusion is that lepton univetgas respected within the current experimental
accuracy which is roughly0% . However there is tendency for the tauonic branching foactd turn out
systematically larger than the muonic at a few per cent level

5.1.2 Low scale singlet neutrino scenarios

In the pre-LHC era neutrino oscillations have provided sahée most robust evidence for physics
beyond the SM. Many open questions still remain in this figlly is the absolute mass scale for the
neutrinos so small with respect to the other SM particlesatwthis mass scale? why is the pattern of
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mixing so different from the quark sector? If nature has eimabe singlet seesaw scenario [205-209] as
an answer to those questions we face the prospect of nevey able to produce the heavy neutrinos at
a collider. Nevertheless, several extensions of this mahsee-saw scenario contain heavy neutrinos at
or around the TeV scale, these include models based aroargtdhpE s [594,595] and also in SO(10)
models [393].

Furthermore, even within the usual see-saw scenario, therobd nearly maximal mixing pattern
of the light neutrinos requires further explanation. Flaveymmetries are often invoked as possible
reasons for the almost tri-bi-maximal structure of the PMiK&ing matrix [596]. It is also possible
that the small magnitude of the light neutrino masses is dwntapproximate symmetry, allowing the
right-handed neutrinos to be as light@§200 GeV) [326].

TeV scale right-handed neutrinos can also arise in radiatiechanisms of neutrino mass gener-
ation. Generically, in these models a tree-level neutrirrssris forbidden or suppressed by a symmetry
but small neutrino masses may arise through loops sensttiggmmetry breaking effects [215, 597].
Indeed, several supersymmetric realizations of radiatiezhanisms contain TeV scale right-handed
neutrinos linked to the scale of supersymmetry breakin@®,[599].

5.1.2.1 Heavy neutrinos accessible to the LHC

A low, electroweak-scale mass is not sufficient to imply theavy neutrinos could be produced and
detected at the LHC. They must have a large enough couplingng with other SM fields so that ex-
periments will be able to distinguish their production amday from SM background processes. In this
review we concentrate on the case where heavy neutrino gtioduand decay occurs through mixing
with SM fields only. Quantitatively, we can consider a gelieation of the Langacker-London parame-
ters, 1p, defined as

%3 B¢ nr )

mw= P B 1iB p; = BB p; ; (5.12)

i=1 i=4
where;°= e; ; andByisthe full3 (3 + n: ) neutrino mixing matrix taking into account all (3
light andnyz heavy) neutrinos. The 33 matrix B;; wherei= 1 :::3is a good approximation to the
usual PMNS matrix and 1p essentially measures the deviation from unitarity of theNSvinatrix.

The p are constrained by precision electroweak data [600] andoll@ving upper limits have
been set at 90% C.L.

e 0:012; 0:0096 ; 0016 : (5.13)

In addition, the off-diagonal elements of;» are constrained by limits on lepton flavour violating pro-
cessessuchas; ! e and ; ! eecand ! econversion in nuclei [504,601]. These limits are
rather model dependent but fiary M andm p My (wherem  is the Dirac component of the
neutrino mass matrix), the present upper bounds are [175]

.9 00001; 4.9 002; 4 g 0D2: (5.14)

It has been pointed out that a heavy Majorana neutnind rhay be produced via a DY type of
mechanism at hadron colliders [597,602-6G%},! w * ! “*N,whereN ! “wW ,leading to
lepton number violation by 2. Most of the previous studiesensoncentrated on the= mode, which
would result in a too week signal to be appreciable due togbent very stringent boungfy, f=m y <
5 10 & GeV !, from the absence of the neutrinoless double beta decags Ibéen recently proposed
to search for the unique and clean signal, + 2 jets at the LHC [606]. It was concluded that a search
at the LHC with an integrated luminosity of 100 fbcan be sensitive to a mass rangengf 10 400
GeV ata 2 level, and up to 250 GeV at a Hevel. If this type of signal could be established, it would
be even feasible to consider the search for CP-violatioherhieavy Majorana sector [607].
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A recent analysis [608] studied more background processdsding some fast detector simu-
lations. In particular, the authors claimed a large backgdodue to the faked leptons ! * *.
The search sensitivity is thus reduced to 175 GeV at debel. However, the background estimate for
processes such @b+ n-jet has large uncertainties due to QCD perturbative tatioms and kinematical
acceptance. More studies remain to be done for a definitimelasion.

5.1.2.2 Low scale model with successful baryogenesis

As a more detailed example satisfying the constraints of5Etd) we consider a model potentially
accessible to colliders, wherey ’ 250 GeV which has been shown to successfully explain the baryon
asymmetry of the Universe [326].

Leptogenesis has been discussed in Section 3.3.1. Low legateyenesis scenario would be
possible with nearly degenerate heavy neutrinos, whefepelgy effects on the leptonic asymmetries
become relevant [282,283]. In this case the CP asymmethgihéavy neutrino decays can be resonantly
enhanced [321], to the extent that the observed baryon asymyican be explained with heavy neutrinos
as light as the electroweak scale [324, 326].

We will consider a model with right-handed neutrinos whiclnsform under an SO(3) flavour
symmetry. Ignoring effects from the neutrino Yukawa cong$ this symmetry is assumed to be exact
at some high scale, e.g. the GUT scalg ;. This restricts the form of the heavy Majorana neutrino
mass matrix atl ¢y ¢

Mg =1my + Mg ; (5.15)

where Mg = 0atM ¢y. This form has also been considered in a class of “minimabftlaviolating”
models of the lepton sector [532] and naturally providesigedegenerate heavy neutrinos compatible
with resonant leptogenesis.

All other fields are singlets under this SO(3) flavour symmeind so the neutrino Yukawa cou-
plings will break SO(3) explicitly. We can still choose hgaveutrino Yukawa couplings so that
a subgroup of the SO(3)U(1),. U(1) U() flavour symmetry present without the neutrino
Yukawa couplings remains unbroken. In this case a partiia@our direction can be singled out leaving
SO(2)" U(1) unbroken. This residual U(1) symmetry acts to prevhatlight Majorana neutrinos from
acquiring a mass. The form of the neutrino Yukawa couplireys lze written

0 . . 1
0 ae 174 aet =

Yy T =00 pet™ pet ™A + v : (5.16)
0 ce +7% et
The residual U(1) symmetry is broken both by small SO(3) kirepeffects in the heavy Majorana mass
matrix, Mg, and by small effects parameterized by in the Yukawa couplings. Although we will not
consider the specific origin of these effects} s could arise through renormalization group running for
example.

In [326], a specific model was considered wherg = 250 GeV and which successfully ex-
plained the baryon asymmetry of the Universe. One of eithes or c was constrained to be small
to allow a single lepton flavour asymmetry (and subsequemntharyon asymmetry) to be generated at
T 250 GeV. The other two parameters could be as large @0 ?). This scenario has the features
necessary for a model to be visible at the LHC; heavy newtnmith masses arourwl (1 TeV) and suffi-
cient mixing between these neutrinos and the light newrinallow them to be produced from a vector
boson. Specifically
33 V2 _ »iv _ ¥ 5.17)
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wherev = 246 GeV is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field.
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It should be noted that in this model the heavy neutrinos yed at the LHC would be linked
indirectly with the mechanism providing light neutrinostlwismall masses. The light neutrinos ac-
guire masses directly through the mechanism responsibleréaking the flavour symmetries. However,
studying the properties of the heavy neutrinos accessittleet LHC would allow us to better understand
the underlying symmetry protecting light neutrinos fromgk masses and may give us insight into the
observed pattern of large mixing. In addition, further kiegige of heavy neutrinos seen at the LHC, for
example small couplings with one or more lepton flavours aydaresonantly enhanced CP-violation,
would provide us with further information on possible exm#ions for the baryon asymmetry of the
Universe.

5.1.3 Lepton flavour violation from the mirror leptons in Lite Higgs models

Little Higgs models [609-613] offer an alternative routethie solution of the little hierarchy problem.
One of the most attractive models of this class is the Littidiggs model [614] with T-parity (LHT)
[615—-617], where the discrete symmetry forbids tree-leggtections to electroweak observables, thus
weakening the electroweak precision constraints [618].dddrthis new symmetry the particles have
distinct transformation properties, that is, they are agitli-even or T-odd. The model is based on a
two-stage spontaneous symmetry breaking occurring atdhle s and the electroweak scale Here
the scalef is taken to be larger than about 500 GeV, which allows to edpapressions in the small
parameter/=£. The additionally introduced gauge bosons, fermions amathss are sufficiently light
to be discovered at LHC and there is a dark matter candida@.[8Moreover, the flavour structure of
the LHT model is richer than the one of the SM, mainly due togtesence of three doublets of mirror
qguarks and three doublets of mirror leptons and their wegdractions with the ordinary quarks and
leptons, as discussed in [620-622].

Now, it is well known that in the SM the FCNC processes in thpda sector, like’s ! ‘5 and
! eee, are very strongly suppressed due to tiny neutrino masegsarticular, the branching ratio for
! e inthe SMamounts to at moso >*, to be compared with the present experimental upper bound,
12 10 [173], and with the one that will be available within the nexb years, 10 '° [623,624].
Results close to the SM predictions are expected within therlodel without T-parity, where the lepton
sector is identical to the one of the SM and the additianal’=f2) corrections have only minor impact
on this result. Similarly the new effects dg  2) turn out to be small [625, 626].

A very different situation is to be expected in the LHT modehere the presence of new flavour
violating interactions and of mirror leptons with masseswfer1 Tev can change the SM expectations
by up to 45 orders of magnitude, bringing the relevant brargchatios for lepton flavour violating (LFV)
processes close to the bounds available presently or ineuefuature.

5.1.3.1 The model

A detailed description of the LHT model can be found in [62¥here also a complete set of Feynman
rules has been derived. Here we just want to state brieflyniipedients needed for the analysis of LFV
decays.

The T-odd gauge boson sector consists of three heavy “pattobthe SM gauge bosons

Wy 7 Zu i Ay ; (5.18)
with masses given to lowest ordervaf by
qf
My, =9f; Mg, =gf; MAHZP_E: (5.19)

The T-even fermion sector contains, in addition to the SWhifens, the heavy top partner. . On
the other hand, the T-odd fermion sector [620] consists i@ktlyenerations of mirror quarks and leptons
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with vectorial couplings undesu (2);, U (1), that are denoted by

ui
diH ; A (1= 1;2;3): (5.20)
H
To first order inv=f the masses of up- and down-type mirror fermions are equdLlrhléy, their masses
are of ordert. In the analysis of LFV decays, exceptfor, s !| e Kpg ! © Bgs! ‘‘jand
't 4 ;* ;*% only mirror leptons are relevant.

As discussed in detail in [621], one of the important ingeads of the mirror sector is the existence
of four CKM-like unitary mixing matrices, two for mirror quigs (vVy ., ;Vy 4 ) and two for mirror leptons
(Va ;Vg +), that are related via

Ve Vaa=Vekm i Vi Vi = Vpynst (5.21)
An explicit parameterization of; 4 andvy - in terms of three mixing angles and three complex (non-

Majorana) phases can be found in [622].

The mirror mixing matrices parameterize flavour violatimgeiractions between SM fermions and
mirror fermions that are mediated by the heavy gauge bowons zy andAy . The matrix notation
indicates which of the light fermions of a given electric @i@participates in the interaction.

In the course of the analysis of charged LFV decays itis Wsefatroduce the following quantities
(i= 1;2;3) [628]:

(el iq, 1 (e) ig 7 1 ) ig,1d
i = Ve VL ;= Ve iy . =V, V5. (5.22)

thatgovern | ¢ | eand ! transitions, respectively. Analogous quantities in theroniquark
sector(i= 1;2;3)[627,629],

® ) is , id (@) ik, id (s) ik, i
i = VeaVygs i = VgaVaai i = VeaVygi (5.23)
are needed for the analysis of the decayss !| e Ki.s ! © eandBge! ‘i

As an example, the branching ratio for the! e decay contains thei © factors introduced in
(5.22) via the short distance function [628]

1
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“EQyi)  —ESED) (5.24)

D §(vs) c

0 e
D odd =

wherey; = m, My, )*; y)= ay;with a = 5=tan”® y , and explicit expressions for the functions
D J;E 2 can be found in [630].

The new parameters of the LHT model, relevant for the studyFf decays, are
£; mygy; Myoi Mys3i 127 137 237 127 137 23 (5.25)

and the ones in the mirror quark sector that can be probed byd-@rocesses ik andB meson
systems, as discussed in detail in [627,629]. Once the nawylgauge bosons and mirror fermions will
be discovered and their masses measured at the LHC, thereslyp&rameters of the LHT model will
be the mixing angles; and the complex phases; of the matrixvy -, that can be determined with the
help of LFV processes. Analogous comments apply to the miatation ofv; 4 parameters in the quark
sector (see [627,629] for details anandB physics in the LHT model).
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Fig. 5.1: Correlation betweeB ( ! e )andB ( ! Fig.5.2:R( Ti ! eTi)asafunctionoB ( ! e ),
eee) in the LHT model (upper dots) [628]. The lower after imposing the existing constraints on! e and
dots represent the dipole contributionto  eecesepa- ! eee[628]. The grey region is allowed by the

rately, which, unlike in the LHT model, is the dominant present experimental bounds.
contribution in the MSSM. The grey region is allowed
by the present experimental bounds.

5.1.3.2 Results

LFV processes in the LHT model have for the first time beenutised in [631], where the decays

‘s ' ‘5 have been considered. Further, the new contributiongyto 2) in the LHT model have

been calculated by these authors. In [628] the analysis ®¥fibEhe LHT model has been considerably

extended, and includes the decays ‘5 , ! eee the sixthree body leptonic decays ! “; ; L
the semi-leptonic decays ! “ ;* ;*®andthedecay&;s ! eKi.g ! © eandBgys ! ““;
that are flavour violating both in the quark and lepton seditoreover, e conversion in nuclei and

the flavour conservingg  2) have been studied. Furthermore, a detailed phenomenalagialysis
has been performed in that paper, paying particular atterit various ratios of LFV branching ratios
that will be useful for a clear distinction of the LHT modebfn the MSSM.

In contrast ta&k andB physics in the LHT model, where the SM contributions conggiia sizable
and often the dominant part, the T-even contributions to ldbgervables are completely negligible due
to the smallness of neutrino masses and the LFV decays evedidre entirely governed by mirror
fermion contributions.

In order to see how large these contributions can possiblyt i useful to consider first those
decays for which the strongest constraints exist. Theeefog. 5.1 show® ( ! eee) as a function
of B( ! e ) obtained from a general scan over the mirror lepton paransgace, withf = 1 Tev.

It is found that in order to fulfill the present bounds, eitliee mirror lepton spectrum has to be quasi-
degenerate or th&,; . matrix must be very hierarchical. Moreover, as shown in B, even after
imposing the constraintson ! e and ! eee, the e conversion rate in Ti is very likely to be
found close to its current bound, and for some regions of tlemniepton parameter space even violates
this bound.

The existing constraints on LFV decays are still relatively weak, so that they presently oo n
provide a useful constraint on the LHT parameter space. Mervas seen in Table 5.1, most branching
ratios in the LHT model can reach the present experimeniatiupounds, in particular for low values of
£, and are very interesting in view of new experiments takitag® in this and the coming decade.

The situation is different in the case ®f;, ! e K ! O eandBys ! ‘%, due to the
double GIM suppression in the quark and lepton sectors. E.@g.;, ! ) can reach values of at most
3 103 which is still one order of magnitude below the current bquaddx ;, ! ° eis even by
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Table 5.1: Upper bounds on LFV decay branching ratios in the LHT model, for two differentues of the
scalef, after imposing the constraintson! e and ! eee[628]. Forf = 500G eV, also the bounds on

! ;e have beenincluded. The current experimental upper bouedsso given. The bounds in [176] have
been obtained by combining Belle [634, 635] and BaBar [136] Gesults.

decay f = 1000G eV f = 500Ge&v exp. upper bound
' e g 16° 1 10 9:4 10°[176]
! g8 160 2 10 16 10°[176]
I e e'e 7 1090 2 1¢ 20 10’ [632]
! * 7 1090 3 1¢ 19 10'[632]
e ¥ 5 1090 2 1¢ 20 10 [633]
! e e 5 1090 2 10 19 10 [633]
! et 5 104 2 104 13  10[632]
l e Te 5 10t 2 10t 11 10'[632]
! 2 16 58 10° 58 10°[176]
I e 2 16 44 10° 44  10° [176]
! 6 1t 2 1¢ 51 10° [176]
S 6 160 2 10 45  10° [176]
0 7 1090 3 10 53  10°[176]
1 el 7 1090 3 1¢ 90 10°[176]
two orders of magnitude smaller. Still, measuring the rébes<, ! eandx, ! ° ewould be

desirable, as, due to their sensitivity to RE ') and Im( ') respectively, these decays can shed light
on the complex phases present in the mirror quark sector.

While the possible huge enhancements of LFV branchinggatiche LHT model are clearly
interesting, such effects are common to many other NP mgsiety as the MSSM, and therefore cannot
be used to distinguish these models. However, correlatimt@een various branching ratios should
allow a clear distinction of the LHT model from the MSSM. Wih the MSSM [163,169,232,637,638]
the dominant role in decays with three leptons in the finalestend in e conversion in nuclei is
typically played by the dipole operator, in [628] it is foutttht this operator is basically irrelevant in
the LHT model, wherez °-penguin and box diagram contributions are much more inapbrtAs can
be seen in Table 5.2 and also in Fig. 5.1 this implies a stikdifference between various ratios of
branching ratios in the MSSM and in the LHT model and shoulddxg useful in distinguishing these
two models. Even if for some decays this distinction is ldearcwhen significant Higgs contributions
are present [163, 169, 638], it should be easier than thrbigjirenergy processes at LHC.

Table 5.2: Comparison of various ratios of branching ratios in the LH@d=l and in the MSSM without and with
significant Higgs contributions [628].

ratio LHT MSSM (dipole) MSSM (Higgs)
B( ! eee)=B( ! e) 0.4-25 6 10 6 16
B( ! eee )=B( ! e) 04-23 1 B 1 16
B( ! To)=B( ! ) 0.4-2.3 2 10 0.06 -0.1
B( ! e * )=B( ! e) 0.3-1.6 2 10 0.02 -0.04
B( ! ete )=B( ! ) 0.3-1.6 1 B 1 16

B ( ! e e"e )=B( 1 e ° ) 1.3-1.7 5 0.3-0.5

B ( ! * =B ( ! ee ) 1.2-1.6 02 5-10
R(Ti! eli)=B( ! e) 0.01-100 5 19 0.08-0.15

Another possibility to distinguish different NP modelsdhgh LFV processes is given by the
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measurement of ! e with polarized muons. Measuring the angular distributidrth@ outgoing
electrons, one can determine the size of left- and righttadrcontributions separately [639]. In addi-
tion, detecting also the electron spin would yield inforimaton the relative phase between these two
contributions [640]. We recall that the LHT model is peculiathis respect as it does not involve any
right-handed contribution.

On the other hand, the contribution of mirror leptonsp 2), being a flavour conserving
observable, is negligible [628,631], so that the possiiderdpancy between SM prediction and experi-
mental data [641] can not be cured. This should also be iattavith the MSSM with largean  and
not too heavy scalars, where those corrections could béfisemt, thus allowing to solve the possible
discrepancy between SM prediction and experimental data.

5.1.3.3 Conclusions

We have seen that LFV decays open up an exciting playgrounte$ting the LHT model. Indeed,
they could offer a very clear distinction between this maaied supersymmetry. Of particular interest
are the ratios3 (“; ! eee)=B (‘; ! e )that areo (1) in the LHT model but strongly suppressed in
supersymmetric models even in the presence of significaggsicontributions. Similarly, finding the

e conversion rate in nuclei at the same levekas ! e )would point into the direction of LHT
physics rather than supersymmetry.

5.1.4 Low scale triplet Higgs neutrino mass scenarios intldgtHiggs models

An important open issue to address in the context of Littigddimodels is the origin of non-zero neutrino
masses [642—646]. The neutrino mass mechanism which Hgtocaurs in these models is the triplet
Higgs mechanism [234] which employs a scalar withghe(2);, U (1) quantum numbers (3;2).
The existence of such a multiplet in some versions of théellitiggs models is a direct consequence of
global symmetry breaking which makes the SM Higgs light. &ample, in the minimal Littlest Higgs
model [614], the triplet Higgs with non-zero hyperchargews from the breaking of globa u (5)
down toso (5) symmetry as one of the Goldstone bosons. Its mass gf;wheregs < 4 isa
model dependent coupling constant in the weak couplingimedb47], is therefore predicted to be below
the cut-off scale, and could be within the mass reach of LHC. The present lowend for the invariant
mass ofT is set by Tevatron tol ; 136 GeV [648, 649].

Although the triplet mass scale is of order1) TeV, the observed neutrino masses can be obtained
naturally. Due to the specific quantum numbers the triplgigdiboson couples only to the left-chiral
lepton doublets.;  (2; 1), i= e; ; ;viathe Yukawa interactions of Eq. (3.61) and to the SM Higgs
bosons via Eq. (3.62). Those interactions induce leptoontiaviolating decays of charged leptons which
have not been observed. The most stringent constraint oxiukewa couplings comes from the upper
limit on the tree-level decay ! eecandig® v °v° < 3 10°M™ =Tev )? [650,651]. Experimental
bounds on the tau Yukawa couplings are much less stringem¢ hierarchical light neutrino masses
imply Y.2%;v.° Y. consistently with the direct experimental bounds.

Non-zero neutrino masses and mixing is presently the orpgrxentally verified signal of new
physics beyond the SM. In the triplet neutrino mass mechafi&84] presented in Section 3.2.3.2 the
neutrino masses are given by

m )= YTijvT ; (5.26)

wherev: is the induced triplet VEV of Eq. (3.63). It is natural thaetemallness of neutrino masses is
explained by the smallness of :In the little Higgs models this can be achieved by requirimg Higgs
mixing parameter M -, which can be explained, for example, via shining of explegpton number
violation from extra dimensions as shown in Ref. [652, 658]f the triplet is related to the Dark Energy

18 Little Higgs models withT -parity there exist additional sources of flavour violatfasm the mirror fermion sector [628,
631] discussed in the previous subsection.
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of the Universe [654, 655]. Models with additional (approzaite) T -parity [615] make the smallness of
vr technically natural (if ther -parity is exactyr must vanish). In that case: v; 0 (0:1) eV while
the Yukawa couplingy can be of order charged lepton Yukawa couplings of the SM. Assalt, the
branching ratio of the decay ! w w is negligible. We also remind that. contributes to the SM
oblique corrections, and the precision dataffit 2  10* [656] sets an upper boung 12 GeVon
that parameter.

Notice the particularly simple connection between the flansiructure of light neutrinos and the
Yukawa couplings of the triplet via Eqg. (5.26). Thereforajépendently of the overall size of the Yukawa
couplings, one can predict the leptonic branching ratiaheftriplet from neutrino oscillations. For the
normally hierarchical light neutrino masses neutrino datplies negligibleT branching fractions to
electronsana (r** ! * *) BT ! * ) BTt ! * *) 1=3:Those are the final
state signatures predicted by the triplet neutrino massarésm for collider experiments.

AtLHC T** can be produced singly and in pairs. The cross section ofirlyéesr * * production
via thew w fusion process [6504g ! o%¢°T** scales as £ :In the context of the littlest Higgs
model this process, followed by the decays® ! w *w * ;was studied in Refs. [657-659]. The
detailed ATLAS simulation of this channel shows [659] thabrder to observe anTeV T ** ;one must
havev: > 29 GeV. This is in conflict with the precision physics bound 12 GeV as well as with
the neutrino data. Therefore tlew fusion channel is not experimentally promising for the disary
of doubly charged Higgs.

On the other hand, the Drell-Yan pair production proces$ [660—666]
pp! TYTT

is not suppressed by any small coupling and its cross seistiomown up to next to leading order [662]
(possible additional contributions from new physics sugh @ are strongly suppressed and we neglect
those effects here). Followed by the lepton number viojptiacaysr !+ | this process allows
to reconstructt  invariant mass from the same charged leptons rendering Mhb&tkground to be
very small in the signal region. If one also assumes thatrimeutnasses come from the triplet Higgs
interactions, one fixes the  leptonic branching ratios. This allows to test the tripleutrino mass
model at LHC. The pure Monte Carlo study of this scenario shf§65] thatT * * up to the mass 300
GeV is reachable in the first year of LHC = 1fb ') andT** up to the mass 800 GeV is reachable
for the luminosity. = 30 fb *:Including the Gaussian measurement errors to the Monteo Glael
corresponding mass reaches become [665] 250 GeV and 700r&spéctively. The errors of those
estimates of the required luminosity for discovery depeanohgly on the size of statistical Monte Carlo
sample of the background processes.

5.2 Flavour and CP-violation in SUSY extensions of the SM

Supersymmetric models provide the richest spectrum obteflavour and CP-violating observables

among all models. They are also among the best studied soemhmnew physics beyond the Standard

Model. In this Section we review phenomenologically mogtiiesting aspects of some of the supersym-
metric scenarios.

5.2.1 Mass insertion approximation and phenomenology

In the low energy supersymmetric extensions of the SM th@flaand CP-violating interactions would
originate from the misalignment between fermion and sferminass eigenstates. Understanding why
all these processes are strongly suppressed is one of tloe pnaplems of low energy supersymmetry,
thesupersymmetric flavour and CP problefirhe absence of deviations from the SM predictions in LFV
and CPV (and other flavour changing processes in the quatlrsexperiments suggests the presence
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of a quite small amount of fermion-sfermion misalignmentorf the phenomenological point of view
those effects are most easily described by the mass insagioroximation.

The relevant one-loop amplitudes can be exactly writtererms of the general mass matrix of
charginos and neutralinos, resulting in quite involvedregpions. To obtain simple approximate ex-
pressions, it is convenient to use the so-called mass imsertethod [140, 667]. This is a particularly
convenient method since, in a model independent way, teeateld deviation from alignment is quanti-
fied by the upper limits on the mass insertiois, defined as the small off-diagonal elements in terms of

which sfermion propagators are expanded, normalized witaveérage sfermion mass,;; =  ;5=m g .

They are of four types:“t, R RL gnd L% according to the chiralities of the corresponding partner
fermions. We shall adopt here the usual convention for teptsh mass matrix in the basis where the
lepton mass matrix - is diagonal:

- m?Z @+ b (a tan Jm.+ mpomg °F =
L R (a tan Jm.+ mymg "RV mZ(l+ £F) =

wherem ;, ;my ;are respectively the average real masses of the left-haaigdight-handed sleptons
anda contains only the diagonal entries the trilinear matridetha electroweak scale. Notice that these
flavour diagonal left—right mixing are always present in &a8SM and play a very important role in
LFV processes. In this way, ouf® contain only the off-diagonal elements of the trilinear neas.
This definition is then slightly different from the origindefinition in Refs [140, 668]. The deviations
from universality are then all gathered in the differenmatrices.

Each element in these matrices can be tested by experiment. Searches for the decay’;
provide bounds on the absolute values of the off-diagonaVdfir violating) 3 "3 35 3 3 i* jand
jlij 3 while measurements of the lepton EDM (MDM), parameterstaed CP-violating phases, also
provide limits on the imaginary (real) part of combinaticofsflavour violating 's, &~ I, % &7,

oo 5% and 1f LF. Many authors have addressed the issue of the bounds on rtiisaignment
parameters and phases in the sleptonic sector [668]. FHalip{t58] we present the current limits on
! e and we analyze the impact of the planned experimental ingonents on ! . In the basis
wherey. is diagonal, and in the mass insertion approximation, theding ratio of the process reads
M 4
B(4! “5)=10"B (4! “553) %tanz jjij FFsusy (5.27)
whereFsysy = O (1) is a function of supersymmetric masses including both ¢hargnd neutralino
exchange (see e.g., [158], and references therein). Ws focwefiniteness on the mSUGRA scenatrio,
also assuming gaugino and scalar universality at the gaogpeling unification scale and fixing as

required by the radiative electroweak symmetry breaking.

As for LFV, Figs. 5.3 and 5.4 display the upper bounds on-this in the ™ ; ;m » ) plane, where
M ; andm ; are the bino and right-slepton masses, respectively. Demgfrom the mSUGRA assump-
tions can be estimated by means of relatively simple armalyéxpressions. In Figs. 5.3 and 5.4 we can
see that the bounds o@iR depend strongly and are practically absent for some valfigs,;candm .
This fact is due to a destructive interference between the Ahd bino-Higgsino amplitudes [158]. On
the contrary, the limits on?iL are robust because of a constructive interference betweenhargino
and bino amplitudes. A weaker bound dif* on the cancellation regions can be obtained combining the
experimental information from the decays! e , ! eeeand —e conversion in nuclei [160, 669].
The present limits on ! e provide interesting constraints on the related. As will be discussed in
the following, the present sensitivity already allow tottdsese 's at the level of the radiative effects.
Such a sensitivity could hopefully be reached also in fuaxgeriments on !

Another issue is the origin of the CP-violating phases inlémtonic EDMs. Unless the spatrticle
masses are increased above several TeVs, the phases ivthe-tllagonal elements of the slepton left—
right mass matrices (in the lepton flavour basis), in thepatars anda ; of supersymmetric models,
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Fig. 5.3: Upper limits on ;,'s in mMSUGRA. Here1 ; andm ; are the bino and right-slepton masses, respectively.
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Fig. 5.4: Upper limits on ,5’'s in mMSUGRA. Herev ; andm ; are the bino and right-slepton masses, respectively.

have to be quite small, and this constitutes the so-callpdrsymmetric CP problem. For the bounds on
the sources of CPV also associated to FV, like &g.( %L fj?iR )ee @and so on, we refer to the plots in
Ref. [158].

5.2.2 Lepton flavour violation from RGE effects in SUSY seesmodel
5.2.2.1 Predictions from flavour models

Consider first the possibility that flavour and CP are exaatragtries of the soft supersymmetry breaking
sector defined at the appropriate cutoff scafto be identified with the Planck scale for supergravity, the
messenger mass for gauge mediation, etc). If below thig sleate are flavour and CP-violating Yukawa
interactions, it is well-known that in the running downroyy sy they will induce a small amount of
flavour and CP-violation in sparticle masses.

The Yukawa interactions associated to the fermion massgsnaxing of the SM clearly violate

any flavour and CP symmetries. However, with the exceptidhethird generation Yukawa couplings,

all the entries in the Yukawa matrices are very small and #uatively induced misalignment in the
sfermion mass matrices turns out to be negligible. The Yakateractions of heavy states beyond the
SM coupling to the SM fermions induce misalignments prdpasl to a proper combination of their
Yukawa couplings timesnm » = , wherem  represents the heavy state mass scale. This is the case
for the seesaw interactions of the right-handed neutria®89,[140] and/or the GUT interactions of the
heavy colored triplets [670,671] (those eventually exgjeahin diagrams inducing proton decay). Notice
that the observation of large mixing in light neutrino massmaay suggest the possibility that also the
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Fig. 5.5: Upper limit onC 5, andc ,; for the experimental sensitivities displayed [34].

seesaw interactions could significantly violate flavourd aotentially also CP, in particular in view of
the mechanism of leptogenesis. Remarkably, for spartieleses not exceeding the TeV, the seesaw and
colored-triplet induced radiative contributions to the\LBecays and lepton EDM might be close to or
even exceed the present or planned experimental limitari@Jehese processes constitute an important
constraint on seesaw and/or GUT models.

For instance, in a type | seesaw model in the low-energy basese charged leptons are diagonal,
the ij element of the left-handed slepton mass matrix provideglttoeinant contribution in the decay
‘s ' ‘5 . Assuming, for the sake of simplicity, an mSUGRA spectrum at M :,, one obtains at the
leading log [172]:

2
LL Yo 1 3m
ij 2 - 2
c 8

Az X U
Cj_j H Cj_j Y kiY k3 n M o H (528)

k

EREN
ol

wherem ; and 2, are respectively the universal scalar masses and triliceaplings atv p;, m ? is
an average left-handed slepton mass Endthe mass of the right-handed neutrino with k=1,2,3. An
experimental limitors (‘; ! ‘5 ) corresponds to an upper bound ¢n;j[34,223]. For ! e and

! this bound is shown in Fig. 5.5 as a function of the right-tethdelectron mass.

The seesaw model dependence resides;in Notice that in theundamentatheory at high en-
ergy, the size of ;5 is determined both by the Yukawa eigenvalues and the lasgeofthe mixing
angles ofvy ;v;, the unitary matrices which diagonalize (in the basis wher&l ; andy, are diago-
nal): vRY v, = Y @29 The left-handed misalignment between neutrino and clae@on Yukawa’s
is given byv;, and, due to the mild effect of the logarithman;, in first approximatior,, itself diago-
nalizesc ;5. If we consider hierarchicat eigenvaluesy; > v, > Y., the contributions fronk = 1;2
in Eq. (5.28) can in first approximation be neglected witlpees to the contribution from the heaviest
eigenvalue = 3):

£33 Ve pIYs ogM i 3) (5.29)
Taking supersymmetric particle masses around the TeV,5thbies been shown that many seesaw models
predict £ .jand/or{ Sclose to the experimentally accessible range. Let us cenglie predictions
for the seesaw-RGE induced contribution to ! and ! e in the flavour models discussed
previously.
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The present experimental bound on'! is not very strong but nevertheless promising. In
models with “lopsided™ , one has/;, 5,V 5,  1=2, hencef j= 0@ Yv?),forms’ 4 10°
GeV. This is precisely the case for the(1) flavor model discussed in Section 2.2, wharge "5 with

022 (the Cabibbo angle). For this model, planned! searches could thus be successful if
the heaviest right handed neutrino has null charges 0. On the contrary, in models with small, ,5
mixing, like in the non-abelian models discussed previguke seesaw-RGE induced effect is below the
experimental sensitivity.

The present experimental bound on! e is already very severe in constraining .3 For
instance, ifvy, Vxm , ONE obtaing .= 0 (10 ° ¥?). As can be seen from Fig. 5.5; could
in future be tested at a CKM-level if; = 0O (1) [159]. The predictions for ! e are however very
model dependent. For the simple(1) flavour model of Section 2.2, the mixings @f are of the same
order of magnitude as those©of ,, s and one expect§ .= 0 (8 2*:* 1) if n$ = 0the prediction
exceeds the experimental limit, which is respected onljhwwit 1 [672]. On the contrary, the non-
abelian models discussed previously have 1, but theyi, -mixings are sufficiently small to suppress
the seesaw-RGE induced effect below the present expemmenel [159].

5.2.2.2 Parameter dependence for degenerate heavy nesitrin

Eq. (5.28) indicates that LFV in the minimal supersymmeseesaw model depends on soft supersym-
metry breaking masses as well as on the seesaw parametengti€hcan be parameterized via the heavy
and light neutrino masses, the light neutrino mixing maduixd the orthogonal matrix of Eq. (3.43).
The three complex mixing angles parameterizingan be written a§j = x4+ dy5;j= 1;2;3:Forthe
following numerical examples we use the mSUGRA point SP8T8][for SUSY breaking masses.

In the case of degenerate heavy neutrino massess My (i = 1;2;3), and realr, theR
dependence in Eq. (5.28) and hence alsB in; ! 1; )drops out. However, iR is complex, the LFV
observables have more freedom since the dependengecan be as significant as tie; dependence,
as Fig. 5.6 shows. For smajl; j the change iry Yy is approximately

R(0YY ) Gy ysdiagC mD®RYR  1)diagl moUY, 4. (5.30)

while the renormalization effects on the soft supersymynieteaking masses can be estimated via [263]

m s O:SméMlZ:2 m?2+ O:6M12:2)2; (5.32)
whereM ,_, is the universal gaugino mass at high scale. In certain ctsekeading logarithmic approx-
imation fails, as pointed out in [228, 263, 265, 674].

Eq. (5.30) implies three features seen in Fig. 5.6:
(i) Compared to the case of degenerate light neutrino matseg dependence in the hierarchical case
is weaker. (ii) Observables like (5.27) are larger in theegafscomplexr than in the case of real. For
a givenM g, even small values of can enhance a process by orders of magnitude. (iii) In csinivgthe
realR case, wher@ (1 ! 1 )for degenerate light neutrinos is always larger than fordihical light
neutrinos, the relative magnitude can be reversed for cexipl

To examine the parameter dependence of rare decays atjarge 0:1, we extend the above
analysis to the case where theare independent of one another. For random values of alhpeteas in
their full ranges, the typical behavior

(
M 2(C1v2+ Coy2+ Csv?) deg.
iy VLY )jka / MR; 1Y71 2Y> 3Y3 g. L
R

. (J& k); (5.32)
hier. |

is found, withc ; = 0 (1), slightly dependent on;k. This behavior can be seen in Fig. 5.7 for degenerate
light neutrinos. Thus for largey; jall rare decays may be of a similar order of magnitude. Faahihical
light neutrinos, a similar behavior is observed, but versus only.
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5.2.2.3 Parameter dependence for hierarchical heavy meagr

Hierarchical spectrum of heavy Majorana neutrinas, M , M 3, is well motivated by the argu-
ments of light neutrino mass and mixing generation and ggaesis. Requiring successful thermal lep-
togenesis puts additional constraints on the seesaw paeaad constrains the LFV observables [318].
This is the approach we take in this subsection. In particthe relation (3.91) implies a lower bound
onM ; [295], e.g.,if 1 > 10 ¢, thenm ; > 5 T0GeV. Furthermore, to allow for thermal production of
right-handed neutrinos after inflation, one has to excude> 10'* GeV, at least in simple scenarios.
Otherwise atoo high re-heating temperature would lead twvarabundance of gravitinos, whose decays
into energetic photons can spoil big bang nucleosynthé&sgtails of leptogenesis have been described
in Section 3.3.1. q

Assuming hierarchical light neutrinos with m 2 < m 5 < m 2., the condition to repro-

duce the experimental baryon asymmetry,= (6:3 0:3) 106° puts constraints om ; and ther
matrix [675]. This is illustrated in Fig. 5.8 inthe ; x plane. FonM ; < 10! GeV, x, has to approach
the valuesd; ;2 . A similar behavior is observed inthe; x plane.

TakingM ; = 10'1°GeVandx, x n , experimental boundsan( ! e )canbe used to
constrain the heavy neutrino scale, here represented Hyethdest right handed neutrino mass, as
shown in the right plot of Fig. 5.8. Quantitatively, the pgasbound ore ( ! e ) already constrains
M ;to be smallerthan 1033 GeV, while the MEG experiment at PSl is sensitiveita 0 (13?) GeV.

If no signal is observed it will be difficult to test the type éesaw model considered here at future
colliders.
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Fig. 5.9: The branching ratios of the LFV decays! e+ and ! + versusw in the cases of complex

and real matrib® with = 0; =2; . The three parameters describing the mawi¥265, 535] are generated
randomly. The SUSY parameters aten 10, m 100 GeV,m,_, = 250 GeV,A, = 100 GeV, and
the neutrino mixing parameters aret > = 80 10° eV, m 2, = 22 10° eV’ tan? 014,
tan? .m = 1,andsin ;3 = 0:0. The neutrino mass spectrumiat, is assumed to be with normal hierarchy,
miM;z)<m,Mjz)< ms3M ;) The right-handed neutrino mass spectrum is taken to bendegie as1 ; =
M,=Ms= 2 10 GeV [265].

5.2.2.4 Effects of renormalization of light neutrino masse LFV

The RG running of the neutrino parameters can have an imputartgact on lepton flavour violating
processes in MSSM extended by right-handed neutrinosidreiample we assume universal soft SUSY
breaking terms at GUT scale and degenerate heavy neutritosnass y : The running effects below
M y are relatively small wheman is smaller than 10 and/er ; is much smaller than:05 eV. Because
the combinations;,cioco3m 1 moet ¥ ), where we use the notation of Section 3.2.3.3, is pracgicall
stable against the RG running, and this combination is timeimant term of(y ¥y ),; when , = 0,

13 = 0andr R are satisfied, the running effect on LFV can be neglectedighdase [265]. In
general, (Y'Y ),; andB ( ! e+ )can depend strongly ons; and RG running has to be taken into
account [674,676]. Note that due to RG running, the value oatM  differs from 0, even if 3= 0
is assumed at low energy [265].

In many cases, the running of the neutrino parameters caifisantly affect the prediction of
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Fig. 5.10: B (! yversusB (! e ), in MSUGRA scenario SPS1a with neutrino parameters sedtter

within their experimentally allowed ranges [677]. For gudsgenerate heavy neutrino masses, both hierarchical
(triangles) and quasi-degenerate (diamonds) light neutmasses are considered with reabnd 10'* Gev <

My < 10**® Gev. Inthe case of hierarchical heavy and light neutrino maéstess), thex; are scattered over
their full ranges0 < x; < 2 and they; andM ; are scattered within the bounds demanded by leptogenesis an
perturbativity. Also indicated are the present experimebbundss ( ! e )< 12 10! andB ( ! ) <

68 10 °® [184,678].

the LFV branching ratios. In particular, far05 . m; . 030eV,30 . tan . 50, the predicted

! e+ and ! e+ decaybranching ratiog ( ! e+ )andB( ! e+ ) canbe enhanced
by the effects of the RG running of; andm ; by 1 to 3 orders of magnitude if=4 . , . , while
B( ! + )canbeenhanced by up to a factor of 10 [265]. The effects afutheing of the neutrino
mixing parametersag ( ! e+ )andB( ! e+ )areillustrated in Fig. 5.9.

5.2.3 Correlations between LFV observables and collideygpics
5.2.3.1 Correlations of LFV rare decays

Eq. (5.27) and Eq. (5.28) imply correlations between ddif¢ri_FV observables. In addition to the corre-

lations between different classes of LFV observables irsttmae flavour mixing channels, the assumed
LFV mechanism induces also correlations among fhe;, )fjf and hence among observables of dif-

ferent flavour mixing channels. In this framework, the ratad the branching ratios are approximately

independent of SUSY parameters:

B( ! ) HYYLY )sF .
B( ! e) JY'LY )7

(5.33)

Thus the measurement of the ratio between the decay ratbe dlifferent LFV channels can provide
unique information on the flavour structure of the leptortsed he ratios of interest, such as Eq. (5.33),
can exhibit, for instance, strong dependence on CP-viggiarameters in neutrino Yukawa couplings
[679] especially in the case of quasi-degenerate heavy RHines. As a consequence such correlations
have been widely studied (seeg, [34,172, 228, 232,239, 318, 323,637,679, 680] and theertes
guoted therein). Consequently, bounds on one LFV decaynehdprocess) will limit the parameter
space of the LFV mechanism and thus lead to bounds on theld@edecay channels (processes). In
Fig. 5.10, the correlation induced by the type | seesaw nrésimabetweers ( ! e )ands ( ! )

is shown, and the bounds induced by the former on the latterbeaeasily read off. Interestingly,
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Fig. 5.11: The correlation between ( ! e )andB ( ! ) for quasi-degenerate heavy neutrinos and light

neutrino mass spectrum of normal hierarchical (left paarf) inverted hierarchical (right panel) type.

these bounds do not depend on whether hierarchical or gegsnerate heavy and light neutrinos are
assumed. The present and future prospective bounds areaimachin Table 5.3. Note that the present

upper boundom ( ! e )implies a stronger constraint an( ! ) than its expected future bound.
Table 5.3: Present and expected future boundson ! e )from experiment, and bounds en( ! ) from
(i) experiment (ii) the bound ob ( ! e )together with correlations from the SUSY type | seesaw meisina.
B( ! e )(exp.) B( ! ) (exp.) B( ! 3
Present 12 10 68 10°8 10 °
Future 10 4 10 ° 10 12
romB ( ! e )(exp.) and SUSY seesaw

The above results were derived in the simplifying case ofeéhwematrix. For complexk with
:13< 1 there is no significant change with respect to the resultabiels.3 in the case of hierarchical
heavy and hierarchical light neutrinos due to the weaklependence o8 ( ! e )andB ( !

). However, for quasi-degenerate light neutrines| ! ) is lowered by roughly one order of
magnitude, somewhat spoiling the overlap of all scenarisenred in Fig. 5.10.

In Fig. 5.11, we display the correlation between ! < )andB ( ! ) for complexr and
some fixed values of ; in the case of quasi-degenerate RH neutrino masses and alrarchinverted
hierarchical light neutrino mass spectrum. We note thatigs5.11 suggestss (! ) is almost
independent of the CP violating parameters and phasesctegbe in R andU, while the dependence
of B( ! e )onthe CP-violating quantities is much stronger. This iseéd, in particular, in the fact
that for a fixedv , B (! ) Is practically constant whilge ( ! ) can change by 2-3 orders of
magnitude.

Ifthe ! e and ! decays will be observed, the ratio of interest can give umigéorma-
tion on the origin of the lepton flavour violation.

5.2.3.2 LFV rare decays and linear collider processes

At high energies, feasible tests of LFV are provided by thecpssess'e ! T T ! 1 Jg + 2~
Analogously to (5.27), one can derive the approximate esgioa [682]

+ i m )fjg + +
(e ! LI +20) 2 0Z (@e 1 LT+ 2:0); (5.34)
I T
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Fig. 5.13: Contours of the polarized cross sectione'e | *e + 2-~{)(solid)ands( ! e )(dashed)in
them ; m,_, plane. The remaining MSUGRA parametersiare= 0GeV,tan = 5,sign( )= +. The energy
and beam polarizations arg:éee 15TeV,P, = +09;P.. = +0:7. The neutrino oscillation parameters are
fixed at their central values as given in [677], the lightesiitnno mass ; = 0 and all complex phases are set to
zero, and the degenerate right handed neutrino mass scale is 10** GeV. The shaded (red) areas are already
excluded by mass bounds from various experimental spagi&arches.

for the production cross section in the limit of small sleptoass corrections. By comparing Eq. (5.27)
with Eq. (5.34), itis immediately apparent that the LC ps®s are flavor-correlated with the rare decays
considered previously. These correlations are shown inFif for the two most important channels.

This observation implies that once the SUSY parameters aosvik, a measurement of, e.g.,
B( ! e )willlead to a prediction for (€ e ! e+ 2~8 ). Quite obviously, this prediction will
be independent of the specific LFV mechanism (seesaw or)otkegure 5.12 also demonstrates that
the uncertainties in the neutrino parameters nicely drdpercept at large cross sections and branching
ratios.
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In the previous results we have assumed a specific choiceeagtyet unknown mSUGRA pa-
rameters. The results of a more systematic study of the migeindence are visualized in Fig. 5.13 by
contour plotsfor (¢fe ! *e + 2~§ yandB ( ! e )inthem, m,_, plane with the remaining
MSUGRA parameters fixed.

5.2.3.3 LFVrare decays and LHC processes

At the LHC, a feasible test of LFV is provided by squark andigbuproduction, followed by cascade
decays of squarks and gluinos via neutralinos and slep&8% $84]:

pp ! @99 ;99
aml@ ! ~aa(@);
S 11
T v M (5.35)

where a;b run over all squark mass eigenstates, including antipesticand ; are slepton (lepton)
mass (flavour) eigenstates, including antiparticles. LY occur in the decay of the second lightest
neutralino and/or the slepton, resulting in different Gapflavors, & . The total cross section for the
signatureT’ 1 + X can then be written as

X
Pp! I'l +X) = [ P! @x) Bl@! ~ja)
ab
X
+ P! @g) B! ~Jw)+ B! ~39)
+ @Ep! g9) B! I9)]
B(J! 11 ~9); (5.36)

wherex can involve jets, leptons and LSPs produced by lepton flawoserving decays of squarks
and gluinos, as well as low energy proton remnants. The LR¥iditing ratios (~3 ! 1" 1 ~?)is for
example calculated in [685] in the framework of model-inelegent MSSM slepton mixing. In general,
it involves a coherent summation over all intermediatetslestates.

Just as for the linear collider discussed in the previoui@®one can correlate the expected LFV
event rates at the LHC with LFV rare decays. This is shown @ Bil4 for the event rates (~9 !

e ~Yyandn (- 't ~0) respectively, originating from the cascade reaction856. Both
are correlated witlB (! e ), yielding maximum rates of arount? ° per year for an integrated
luminosity of (100fb 1) in the mSUGRA scenario C’, consistent with the currentiioria ( ! e ).

As in the linear collider case, the correlation is approxehaindependent of the neutrino pa-
rameters, but highly dependent on the mSUGRA parameteris.iFbontemplated further in Fig. 5.15,
comparing the sensitivity of the signature(~y ! e ~?)at the LHC withB ( ! e )in the
mo mi_, plane. As for the linear collider, LHC searches can be coitipetwith the rare decay ex-
periments for smallh , 200 GeV. Tests in the largey, region are again severely limited by collider
kinematics.

Up to now we have considered LFV in the class of type | SUSY ageasodel described in
Section 3.2.3.1, which is representative of models of flanoting in the left-handed slepton sector
only. However, it is instructive to analyze general miximgthe left- and right-handed slepton sector,
independent of any underlying model for slepton flavor viola The easiest way to achieve this is
by assuming mixing between two flavors only, which can be rpatarized by a mixing angle;
and a mass differencem ) ; _; between the sleptons, in the case of left-/right-handept@iemixing,
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Fig. 5.15: Contours of the numberof] |  *e ~U events at the LHC with an integrated luminosityiobfb *
(solid)andofB ( ! e )inthem, m,_,plane. The remaining MSUGRA and neutrino oscillation patens
are as in Fig. 5.13. The shaded (red) areas are already extiydnass bounds from various experimental sparticle
searches.

respectively*’. In particular, the left-/right-handed selectron and smsector is then diagonalized by

Loy &= githy = S = SBaiw (5.37)
L ~L=R S ;g COS =R
and a mass difference p My = (m)pog between the slepton mass eigenvalfesThe LFV
branching rati®® (~) ! *e ~¥)can then be written in terms of the mixing parameters and #veffl

"Note that this is different to the approach in [685], where stepton mass matrix elements are scattered randomly.
8In case of left-handed mixing, the mixing angle and the mass differencem ) ., are also used to describe the sneutrino

sector.
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bounds from various experimental sparticle searches.

conserving branching ratie (~) ! e'e ~{)as

B ("‘g ' +e "g): 28:11’12 L =R COSZ L=R B ("g ! e+e "8); (538)

(m) 2 + 2
where . is the average width of the two sleptons involved. MaximaVlig thus achieved by choosing
Lsr = =dand(m)_y - For definiteness, we usem ),z = 0:5 GeV. The results of this
calculation can be seen in Fig. 5.16, which shows contousmén (~) !  *e ~9)inthem
m ;_, plane for maximal left- and right-handed slepton mixingspectively. Also displayed are the
corresponding contours &f ( ! e ). We see that the presentbourd ! e )= 10 ! still permits
sizeable LFV signal rates at the LHC. However, ! e )< 10 '* would exclude the observation of
such an LFV signal at the LHC.

5.2.4 Impactof ;5 on LFVin SUSY seesaw

In this subsection we present the results of the LFV tau amahndecays within the SUSY singlet-seesaw
context. Specifically, we consider the Constrained MiniBapersymmetric Standard Model (CMSSM)
extended by three right handed neutrings, and their corresponding SUSY partners,, (i= 1;2;3),
and use the seesaw mechanism for the neutrino mass generale include the predictions for the
branching ratios (BRs) of two types of LFV channels,! 1 andl ! 3L, and compare them with
the present bounds and future experimental sensitiviti¥s. first analyze the dependence of the BRs
with the most relevant SUSY-seesaw parameters, and we diceis bn the particular sensitivity tas,
which we find specially interesting on the light of its poiahfuture measurement. We further study
the constraints from the requirement of successfully pcodythe Baryon Asymmetry of the Universe
via thermal leptogenesis, which is another appealing feaifithe SUSY-seesaw scenario. We conclude
with the impact that a potential measurement of the leptomigng angle |5 can have on LFV physics.

Regarding the technical aspects of the computation of twedbing ratios, the most relevant points
are (for details, see [637,674]:

— ltis a full one-loop computation of BRs, i.e., we includeantributing one-loop diagrams with
the SUSY particles flowing in the loops. For the caseasof 1 the analytical formulas can be
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Fig. 5.17: On the left,B ( ! e ) as a function ofm, . for SPS 1a, withm = 10° eV andm =
3 1 1

10 3 eV (times, dots, respectively), and; = 0 ;5 (blue/darker, green/lighter lines). Baryogenesis is ¢athb
by the choice , = 0:05&°#*( ; = 3 = 0). On the upper horizontal axis we display the associategevaf

(Y )33. Adashed (dotted) horizontal line denotes the presentrarpatal bound (future sensitivity). On the right,
B( ! ) as a function ofny . for SPS5, withm | = 10 ° eVand , = 0:05e°2?:( ;= 3= 0). The
predictions for 15 = 0 ;5 are superimposed one on the top of the other. The upper csinlatained using the
LLog approximation and the lower one is the full RGE predinti The dashed (dotted) horizontal line denotes the
present experimental bound (future sensitivity).

found in [172,172,637]. Forthe casg! 31 the complete set of diagrams (including photon-
penguin, Z-penguin, Higgs-penguin and box diagrams) amddtae are given in [637].

— The computation is performed in the physical basis for HIES particles entering in the loops. In
other words, we do not use the Mass Insertion Approximathdii].

— The running of the CMSSM-seesaw parameters from the wgaVecaler y down to the elec-
troweak scale is performed by numerically solving the fulédoop Renormalization Group Equa-
tions (RGESs) (including the extended neutrino sector) andhbans of the public Fortran Code

SPheno2.2.2. [686]. More concretely, we do not use the bgadbg A%proximation (LLog).
a

— The light neutrino sector parameters that are usedjn=m 3R m**9u? _ are those
evaluated at the seesaw scalg. That is, we start with their low energy values (taken fronajla
and then apply the RGESs to run them upntg .

— We have added to the SPheno code extra subroutines thatitothp LFV rates for all the; !

1 andl ! 31 channels. We have also included additional subroutinedrglement the
requirement of successful baryogenesis (which we defin@@ading =n 2 [10 ;10 °) via
thermal leptogenesis in the presence of upper bounds oretteatr temperature; Implement the
requirement of compatibility with present bounds on lep&actric dipole moments: EDM

(69 102%;3:7 10%;45 10')e.cm

In what follows we present the main results for the case ofahéhical heavy neutrinos. We
also include a comparison with present bounds on LFV raté8,[175, 184, 632, 687] and their future
sensitivities [681,688—692]. For hierarchical heavy riaos, the BRs are mostly sensitive to the heaviest
massn y ,, tan , ; and ; (using ther parameterization of [222]). The other input seesaw pararset
my,,my, and 5 play a secondary role since the BRs do not strongly dependesn.tThe dependence
onmy, and s appears only indirectly, once the requirement of a sucae8#U is imposed. We will
comment more on this later.

We display in Fig. 5.17 the predictions fer( ! e )andB ( ! ) as a function ofy, .,
for a specific choice of the other input parameters. This &gtlearly shows the strong sensitivity of
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the BRs tom i ,. In fact, the BRs vary by as much as six orders of magnitudaerekplored range of
5 10'Gev  my, 5 18°Gev. Notice also that for the largest valuesrof; , considered, the
predicted ratesfor ! e enterinto the present experimental reach and only intouted experimental
sensitivity for ! . Itis also worth mentioning that by comparing our full resulith the LLog
predictions, we find that the LLog approximation dramaticddils in some cases. In particular, for
the SPS5 point, the LLog predictions overestimate the BRaldmyut four orders of magnitude. For the
other points SPS4, SPS1a,b and SPS2 the LLog estimate isingitar to the full result, whereas for
SPS3 it underestimates the full computation by a factor i@fethin general, the divergence of the LLog
and the full computation occurs for low , and largeM ,_, [228, 263] and/or large. o values [674].
The failure of the LLog is more dramatic for SUSY scenarioshmarger . Fig. 5.17 also shows that
while in some cases (as for instance SPS1a) the behaviole &R withm  , does follow the expected
LLog approximation (BR  (my, logm y, )?), there are other scenarios where this is not the case. A

good example is SPS5. It is also worth commenting on the déepnmofB ( ! e )appearing in
Fig. 5.17 for the lines associated withs = 0 . These minima are induced by the effect of the running
of 13, shifting it from zero to a negative value (or equivalenths > 0and = ). Inthe LLog

approximation, they can be understood as a cancellatiomridieg in the relevant quantity 'Ly , with
Liy = JogM x =my,) ;5. Most explicitly, the cancellation occurs between the ®iproportional to
my, Lszandmy, Ly, inthe limit ;5mg) ! 0 (with ; = 3= 0). The depth of these minima is
larger for smalletn |, as is visible in Fig. 5.17.

Regarding thean dependence of the BRs we obtain that, similar to what wasdidanthe
degenerate case, the BR growas® . The hierarchy of the BR predictions for the several SPStpdin
dictated by the correspondingn value, with a secondary role being played by the given SU&Xsa.
We find again the following generic hierarchyspss > Bspsip & Bspsia > Bspsz & Bspsz > Bepgs.

In what concerns to the; dependence of the BRs, we have found that they are mostlitigerie

1 and ,. The BRs are nearly constant with. As has been shown in [637], the predictions®o¢ !
e ,B( ! 3e),B( ! yandB (! e ) are above their corresponding experimental bound for
specific values of ;. Particularly, the LFV muon decay rates are well above thesent experimental
bounds for most of the, explored values. Notice also for SPS4 that the predisted ! ) rates are
very close to the present experimental reach even at 0 (that is,R = 1). We have also explored the
dependence with, and found similar results (not shown here), with the appeagaf pronounced dips
at particular real values of, withthee ( ! e ),B( ! 3e)andB ( ! ) predictions being above
the experimental bounds for somgvalues.

We next address the sensitivity of the LFV BRs ta. We first present the results for the simplest
R = 1 case and then discuss how this sensitivity changes whenngndnom this case towards the
more general case of complex taking into account additional constraints from the regmient of a
successful BAU.

Forr = 1, the predictions of the BRs as functions af in the experimentally allowed range of
13, 0 13 10 are illustrated in Fig. 5.18. In this figure we also include firesent and future
experimental sensitivities for all channels. We clearlg gt the BRsof | e, | 3¢ ! e
and | 3eare extremely sensitive t@s, with their predicted rates varying many orders of magrétud
along the exploreds interval. In the case of ! e this strong sensitivity was previously pointed out
in Ref. [693]. The other LFV channels, ! and ! 3 (notdisplayed here), are nearly insensitive
to this parameter. The most important conclusion from Fig85s that, for this choice of parameters,
the predicted BRs for both muon decay channeld, ¢ and ! 3e are clearly within the present
experimental reach for several of the studied SPS pointse mbst stringent channel is manifestly
! e where the predicted BRs for all the SPS points are clearlya@bwe present experimental bound
for 15 & 5 . With the expected improvement in the experimental setitsitio this channel, this would
happen for 15 & 1.

In addition to the small neutrino mass generation, the se@sachanism offers the interesting
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Fig.5.18:B( ! e )andB ( ! 3e)asa function of,s (in degrees), for SPS 1a (dots), 1b (crosses), 2 (as-
terisks), 3 (triangles), 4 (circles) and 5 (times). A das{dited) horizontal line denotes the present experimental
bound (future sensitivity).

possibility of baryogenesis via leptogenesis [279]. Thariaptogenesis is an attractive and minimal
mechanism to produce a successful BAU with rates which amgetible with present datag =n

(6:10 021) 10'° [316]. In the supersymmetric version of the seesaw mechmniscan be
successfully implemented if provided that the followinghdiions can be satisfied. Firstly, Big Bang
Nucleosynthesis gravitino problems have to be avoidedchvis possible, for instance, for sufficiently
heavy gravitinos. Since we consider the gravitino mass aseafarameter, this condition can be easily
achieved. In any case, further bounds on the reheat temiperat;; still arise from decays of gravitinos
into Lightest Supersymmetric Particles (LSPs). In the aafsheavy gravitinos and neutralino LSPs
masses into the range 100-150 GeV (which is the case of tlsemrevork), one obtainszy . 2

10'? GeV. In the presence of these constraintsTan , the favoured region by thermal leptogenesis
corresponds to small (but non-vanishing) compgexnatrix angles ;. For vanishingu,, s CP phases
the constraints oR are basicallyj ,3;j57. 1rad (mod ). Thermal leptogenesis also constraing, to

be roughly in the rang@ 0° GeV;10 Ty 1(see also [298,300]). In the present work we have explicitly
calculated the produced BAU in the presence of upper boundeeoreheat temperatumg ;. We have
furthermore set as “favoured BAU values” those that areiwithe interval[10 '°;10 °] which contains
the WMAP value, and choose the valuerof , = 10'° GeV in some of our plots. Similar studies of the
constraints from leptogenesis on LFV rates have been dof22$9j.

Concerning the EDMs, which are clearly non-vanishing inphesence of complex;, we have
checked that all the predicted values for the electron, naimzhtau EDMs are well below the experimen-
tal bounds. In the following we therefore focus on complek $mall , values, leading to favourable
BAU, and study its effects on the sensitivity tg;. Similar results are obtained fog, but for shortness
are not shown here.
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Fig.5.19:B( ! e )asafunctionofj,jforarg , = £ =8; =4;3 =8g (dots, times, diamonds, respec-

tively) and ;5 = 0,5 (blue/darker, green/lighter lines). We take, = 10 ° (10 ?) eV, on the left (right)
panel. In all cases black dots represent points associatedwlisfavoured BAU scenario and a dashed (dotted)
horizontal line denotes the present experimental bourtdrdsensitivity).

Fig. 5.19 shows the dependence of the most sensitive BRt® ( ! e ), onj,3 We consider
two particular values of 5, ;3= 0 ;5 and choose SPS la. Motivated from the thermal leptogenesis

favoured ,-regions [674], wetak® . j,j. =4, witharg , = £ =8; =4;3 =8g. We display
the numerical results, considering , = 10 °>eVandm , = 10 eV, while for the heavy neutrino
masses we take y = (10'%;10';10'*) GeV. There are several important conclusions to be drawn

from Fig. 5.19. Let us first discuss the case, = 10 ° eV. We note that one can obtain a baryon
asymmetry in the range0 '° to 10 ° for a considerable region of the analyzedjrange. Notice
also that there is a clear separation between the predictbn,; = 0 and 5 = 5, with the latter
well above the present experimental bound. This would ingmlyexperimental impact of;s, in the
sense that the BR predictions become potentially detexfablthis non-vanishing s value. With the
planned MEG sensitivity [688], both cases would be withipesxmental reach. However, this statement
is strongly dependent on the assumed parameters, in garticu,. For instance, a larger value of
m ., = 10 eV, illustrated on the right panel of Fig. 5.19, leads to ay\wdistinct situation regarding
the sensitivity to ;3. While for smaller values ofj ; jthe branching ratio displays a clear sensitivity to
having 5 equal or different from zero (a separation larger than tvaeos of magnitude fot , 5. 0:05),
the effect of ;5 is diluted for increasing values of,§ Forj,j& 03theB ( ! e )associated with

13 = 5 can be even smaller than for; = 0 . This implies that in this case, a potential measurement
of B( ! e )would not be sensitive tg ;. Whether or not a SPS 1a scenario would be disfavoured by
current experimental data an( ! e )requires a careful weighting of several aspects. Even tmoug
Fig. 5.19 suggests that for this particular choice of patenseonly very small values of, and 13
would be in agreement with current experimental data, andisthoice ofn ., (e.g.m ., = 10*° GeV)
would lead to a rescaling of the estimated BRs by a factor pfapmately10 2. Although we do not
display the associated plots here, in the latter case n#@lgntirej , jrange would be in agreement
with experimental data (in fact the points which are below/phesent MEGA bound on Fig. 5.19 would
then lie below the projected MEG sensitivity). Regarding tither SPS points, which are not shown
here, we find BRs for SPS 1b comparable to those of SPS la. Snatlbs are associated with SPS 2,
3 and 5, while larger (more than one order of magnitude) BRsiofor SPS 4.

Let us now address the question of whether a joint measuiteafighe BRs and 5 can shed
some light on experimentally unreachable parametersylike. The expected improvement in the ex-
perimental sensitivity to the LFV ratios supports the poility that a BR could be measured in the future,
thus providing the first experimental evidence for new ptg/seven before its discovery at the LHC. The
prospects are especially encouraging regarding e , where the experimental sensitivity will improve
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Fig. 5.20: Correlation betweem ( ! e )andB ( ! ) as a function ofy, ,, for SPS 1la. The areas

displayed represent the scan overs given in Eq. (5.39). From bottom to top, the coloured negicorrespond
to 15=1,3,5 and10 (red, green, blue and pink, respectively). Horizontal aedival dashed (dotted) lines
denote the experimental bounds (future sensitivities).

by at least two orders of magnitude. Moreover, and givenriy@éssive effort on experimental neutrino
physics, a measurement of; will likely also occur in the future [694—702]. Given thas previously
emphasized, ! e isvery sensitive to,3, whereas this is not the case forg ! ), and that both
BRs display the same approximate behaviour with, andtan , we now propose to study the corre-
lation between these two observables. This optimizes tipadtnof a ;3 measurement, since it allows
to minimize the uncertainty introduced from not knowingh andmy,, and at the same time offers
a better illustration of the uncertainty associated witrhmatrix angles. In this case, the correlation
of the BRs with respect ta ., means that, for a fixed set of parameters, varying, implies that the
predicted point® ( ! ), B ( ! e )) moves along a line with approximately constant slope in
theB ( ! ) B ( ! e )plane. On the other hand, varyingleads to a displacement of the
point along the vertical axis.

In Fig. 5.20, we illustrate this correlation for SPS 1a, cking distinct values of the heaviest
neutrino mass, and we scan over the BAU-enaliinmatrix angles (settings to zero) as

0 . j 1j . =4 ; =4 . arg i . =4 ;
0. j 2j . =4 H 0. arg o . =4 H
my, = 10" ;10" ;10" GeV: (5.39)

We consider the following values;s = 1,3, 5 and10 , and only include in the plot the BR predic-
tions which allow for a favourable BAU. Other SPS points hal& been considered but they are not
shown here for brevity (see [674]). We clearly observe in. Big0 that for a fixed value afi  ,, and
for a given value of |3, the dispersion arising from & and , variation produces a small area rather
than a point in thes (! B( ! e )plane. The dispersion along tiee( ! )y axis is of
approximately one order of magnitude for alk. In contrast, the dispersion along thgg ! e )axis
increases with decreasings, ranging from an order of magnitude for; = 10 , to over three orders of
magnitude for the case of small; (1 ). From Fig. 5.20 we can also infer that other choices @f, (for

13 2 [1 ;10 ) would lead to BR predictions which would roughly lie withime diagonal lines depicted
in the plot. Comparing these predictions for the shadedsaaé@ng the expected diagonal “corridor”,
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with the allowed experimental region, allows to concludewlihe impact of a3 measurement on the
allowed/excludedn i , values. The most important conclusion from Fig. 5.20 is fbatSPS 1a, and
for the parameter space defined in Eqg. (5.39), an hypotheticaneasurement larger than, together
with the present experimental bound on the ! e ), will have the impact of excluding values of
my, & 10'* GeV. Moreover, with the planned MEG sensitivity, the samemeasurement can further
constrainm i, . 3 102 GeV. The impact of any other, ; measurement can be analogously extracted
from Fig. 5.20.

As a final comment let us add that, remarkably, within a paldicSUSY scenario and scanning
over specific ; and , BAU-enabling ranges for various values af, the comparison of the theoretical
predictions forB ( ! e )andB ( ! ) with the present experimental bounds allows to.set
dependent upper bounds any,. Together with the indirect lower bound arising from leptogsis
considerations, this clearly provides interesting himslee value of the seesaw parametey,. With
the planned future sensitivities, these bounds would éurtmprove by approximately one order of
magnitude. Ultimately, a joint measurement of the LFV brang ratios, 5 and the sparticle spectrum
would be a powerful tool for shedding some light on otherwiseeachable SUSY seesaw parameters. It
is clear from all this study that the interplay between LFdgasses and future improvement in neutrino
data is challenging for the searches of new physics.

5.2.5 LFVinthe CMSSM with constrained sequential dominaac

Sequential Dominance (SD) [135,136,136,138] represéatses of neutrino models where large lepton
mixing angles and small hierarchical neutrino masses capdmly explained within the seesaw mech-
anism. To understand how Sequential Dominance works, wia lbggnriting the right-handed neutrino
Majorana mass matriX zz in a diagonal basis as xx = diagM » ;M 5 ;M ¢ ). We furthermore write
the neutrino (Dirac) Yukawa matrix interms of (1;3) column vectorsr ;B ;;C;asY = (A ;B ;C)
using left-right convention. The term for the light neutsimasses in the effective Lagrangian (after
electroweak symmetry breaking), resulting from integrgtout the massive right handed neutrinos, is

fana?t o BB 5 fees
Leff=(l @25 5 (iBIE@T 5  (iCE] 5) (5.40)
M Mg M c

where ; (i= 1;2;3) are the left-handed neutrino fields. Sequential domindmee corresponds to the
third term being negligible, the second term subdominadtthe first term dominant:

Aj_Aj BiBj CiCj

(5.41)
M a My M ¢
In addition, we shall shortly see that smalk and almost maximal,; require that
R R FoF (5.42)

Without loss of generality, then, we shall label the domtrraght-handed neutrino and Yukawa couplings
asa, the subdominant ones as B, and the almost decoupled (bdlersinant) ones as. Note that the
mass ordering of right-handed neutrinos is not yet speciffgghin without loss of generality we shall
order the right-handed neutrino massesias< M , < M 3, and subsequently identify » ;M 5 ;M -
with M ; ;M ,;M 3 in all possible ways. LFV in some of these classes of SD mdusdeen analyzed in
[703]. Tri-bi-maximalneutrinomixing corresponds to the choice for example [704], somesimeferred
to as Constrained Sequential Dominance (CSD):

0 . 1
0 be" 2 C

Yy =@ ads etz oA (5.43)
aet 3 el 3

Q2



L BN BEN BN NN BEN BEN BEN BEN BEN BEN BN BN Ban mmn mmn e man amm e pan |

109, ,[Brue/Brrel
l0g,,[Br.e/Brz]
l0g,4[Brre/Brz,]

IOglolBrye/Brm] \!*! .

0.4 00,,[Bre/Brel
l0g,([Brre/Brz,]

0.2

|0910[Br(|i => 1 Y)/Br(lm —> |y y)]
|0910[Br(|i —> |j Y)/Br(lm —> In p)]

2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10
13 [°] 613 [°]

Fig. 5.21:Ratios of branching ratios of LFV processgs ‘3 inCSDforM; = M , (leftpanel)and1 5 = M 5
(right panel) with right-handed neutrino masses = 10° GeV,M , = 5 10° GeV andM 3 = 10'* GeV.
The solid lines show the (naive) prediction, from the MI arlcbh approximation and with RG running effects
neglected, while the dots show the explicit numerical cotafion (using SPheno2.2.2. [686] extended by software
packages for LFV BRs and neutrino mass matrix running [634])6with universal CMSSM parameters chosen
asm, = 750 GeV,m ,_, = 750 GeV,A, = 0 GeV, tan 10 and sign ) = + 1. While the ratios do not
significantly depend on the choice of the SUSY model, sineertbdel-dependence has canceled out, they show a
pronounced dependence on (and )inthecaseofi; =M , (andM 5 = M ).

When dealing with LFV it is convenient to work in the basis wééhe charged lepton mass matrix is
diagonal. Let us now discuss the consequences of chargted leprrections with a CKM-like structure,
for the neutrino Yukawa matrix with CSD. By CKM-like structuwe mean that. is dominated by
a 1-2 mixing , i.e. that its element$v., )13, (Ve, )23, (Ve, )31 and (Ve, )3, are very small compared to
Ve, )15 (157 = 1;2). After re-diagonalizing the charged lepton mass matyixjn Eq.(5.43) becomes
transformed asy ! V. Y . Inthe diagonal charged lepton mass basis the neutrinowakaatrix
therefore becomes:

0 L . , o1
ase tet? Db se *)e'? (gqc ese ')
y =€ acel® Db +se )z (gse + ge)d (5.44)
aet ? bet 2 C3

After orderingM » ;M 5 ;M - according to their size, there are six possible forms obbtained
from permuting the columns, with the convention always gdhmat the dominant one is labeled by
and so on. In particular the third column of the neutrino Yukamatrix could ber, B or ¢ depending
on which ofM 5, M g or M  is the heaviest. If the heaviest right-handed neutrino nsss, then
the third column of the neutrino Yukawa matrix will consigitbe (re-ordered) first column of Eq.(5.44)
and assuming 1 we conclude that all LFV processes will be determined agprately by the
first column of Eq.(5.44). Similarly if the heaviest righ&#fided neutrino massis then we conclude
that all LFV processes will be determined approximately ty $econd column of Eq.(5.44). Note that
in both cases the ratios of branching ratios are indepenafetiite unknown Yukawa couplings which
cancel, and only depend on the charged lepton anglwrg)ic_h in the case of tri-bi-maximal neutrino
mixing is related to the physical reactor angle by = = 2[704, 705]. Also note that =
where is the Standard PDG CP-violating oscillation phase. Thelt®$or these two cases are shown
in Fig.5.21 [706]. The third case ; = M ( is less predictive.
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5.2.6 Decoupling of one heavy neutrino and cosmological iications

The supersymmetric seesaw model involves many free pagasndh order to correlate the model pre-
dictions for LFV processes one has to resort to some suppl@mehypotheses. Here we discuss the
conseguences of the assumption that one of the heavy simagltnos (not necessarily the heaviest one)
decouples from the see-saw mechanism [228].

If the light neutrino masses are hierarchical, in which daseeffects of the renormalization group
(RG) running [707] of are negligible, at least 3 arguments support this assumpfitie first one is
the naturalness of the see-saw mechanidmarge mixing angles are not generic for hierarchical light
neutrino masses (for a review, see [708]). They are natuglfor special patterns of the matrix One
is a large hierarchy between one and the remaining two temntisei sum in (3.39) [34, 135, 223, 709].
This is what we caldecoupling(one term hierarchically smaller) alominance(hierarchically larger).
Seesaw with only two heavy singlet neutrinos [224, 225] & ltiniting case of the decoupling of 5
withM 5 ! 1 andy > ! 0. The immediate consequence of decouplingis m , ( hasrank 2
if there are only 2 terms in the sum in (3.39)). Similarly, mminance one has m

2 3"

Secondly, decoupling of the lightest singlet neutradteviates the gravitino problem of lepto-
genesiswhich in the see-saw models of neutrino masses appears tioebmast natural mechanism
for producing the observed baryon asymmetry of the UniVéréBAU). As the Universe cools down
leptonic asymmetries (subsequently converted into bagsymmetry through sphaleron transitions)
Y (n n )=s 6 0 (wheren andn are the flavour lepton and antilepton number densities,
respectively ands is the entropy density) are produced in the decays of The final magnitudes of
Y are proportional to the decay asymmetrigs, (which in turn are proportional to the heavy neutrino
masses) and crucially depend on the processes which Waﬂ’rre(ml;ymmeEgries generated by the de-
cays. The efficiency of these processes depends on the garame = , R1aU , m ,, where
U  Upy n s anditisthe smallest (i.e. leptogenesis is most efficiantkf; in the meV range (assum-
ing vanishing density afl ; after re-heating and strongly hierarchical spectrurd gf). Ifitis N ; which
is decoupled, there are essentially no lower bounds enandM ;, hence also the re-heating tempera-
ture T 4, already of orden0® GeV are sufficient [300, 711] (see, howewvery, [305]) to reproduce the
observed BAW

Finally, one heavy singlet neutrind, must be decoupled if its superpartnsr, , plays the role
of the inflaton field336]. In such a scenario the (s)neutrino mass must be [3382 10 GeV and
the re-heating temperature following inflaton decay is gibwiﬂH maM 1M =t i). Requiring
Try < 10° GeV (the gravitino problem) then implies | ma < 10 7 eV.In this scenario,
the leptonic asymmetries must be produced non-thermaltheninflaton decay. Decoupling of; is
favoured because if it is", or N's which is the inflaton the produced asymmetry may be subsdiguen
washed out during the decays1of.

The assumption that , effectively decouples from the seesaw mechanism onthaeffectively
dominates the seesaw mechanism translates into one ofliihwifg forms ofR :
0 1 0 1
1 0 0 o) z 0
Rgee ! @€ 0 2z p A or Rgom ' ®'€ 2z p 0A ; (5.45)
0 o) Z 0 0 1

wherez ;p are complex numbers satisfying + p> = 1and @’ denotes permutation of the rowswof
Both conditions can be simultaneously satisfiedsfoe ®) 1, known assequential dominancgor a
review, see, e.g. [714]).

9See [279]; for a review of leptogenesis, see [313]; for awision of flavour effects in leptogenesis seg.[285]; for
recent analyses of the gravitino problem, seg, [710]

2In contrast, forN , or N 5 decoupled, the washout is much stronger andhas to be” 10'° GeV. This requiresr: y
leading to a much larger dangerous gravitino productior2]71.ower Tz is in this case possible only if ; andN , are
sufficiently degenerate [713].
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In the framework considered, violation of the leptonic flawés transmitted from the neutrino
Yukawa couplingsr to the slepton mass matrices through the RG correctionsidBiag ratios of LFV
decays are well described by a single mass-insertion appadion via Eq. (5.27) and Eq. (5.28). Since
decoupling ofN ; is best motivated we discuss the results for LFV only in thaise?!

The matrixR has then the first of the patterns displayed in Eq. (5.45) with = 1. The
discussion simplifies if a technical assumption thatM , < m ,M 5 is made. m? _ relevant for

L 32
! then reads:
m M 3U330 . . U Uz U32U . .
mel o 2 (2F+ s+ Ex+ —x + ‘2 f+ pf) (5.46)
HH 1 U,s Uss U33U 5
p
where = m ,=m . 04,5 = Mp(l+ lo=1t=M 3 Mp=Ms;andx=Spz zp Form? il
relevant for’, | e we get:
5 m .M 3Ua30;, U5 | , >Un>2 . .
I — + S + x+ “—=(S + 5.47
L a1 hle U12 (]Z:?r Pf) UA3( jzjz sz) ( )

Analysis of the expressions (5.46) and (5.47) leads to a eamifoconclusions [228]. Firstly, the
branching ratios of the LFV decays depend (apart from théesaz soft supersymmetry breaking and
the value oftan ) mostly on the mass of the heaviest of the two un-decouplegletineutrinos (in this
caseN ;). Secondly, for fixedv ;, they depend strongly on the magnitude and phase sof mildly
on the undetermined elememt 5 of the light neutrino mixing matrix and, in addition, on theaMrana
phases ofi which cannot be measured in oscillation experiments [5356E latter dependence is mild
for B (! ) but can lead to strong destructive interfereritherin B ( ! e )orins ( !

e ) decreasing them by several orders of magnitude. The inéerde effects are seen in Fig. 5.22(a)
and Fig. 5.22(b) where the predicted ranges (resulting frarging the unknown Majorana phases) of
B ( ! e )areshown as a function oR,jfor M ; appropriate for the sneutrino inflation scenario,
three different values of arg 3, ) and form , = 100 GeV,M ;,_, = 500 GeV andtan = 10, consistent
with the dark matter abundance [716]. Results for othereslof these parameters can be obtained by
appropriate rescalings using (5.27). For comparison, étected values oR »3;, we also indicate the
ranges ofB ( ! e )resulting from generic form of the matrix (constrained only by the conditions
0< Riz;Riz3< 15andandRe(Y 28 );m (Y28 ) < 10).

The bulk of the predicted values &f( ! e )shown in Fig. 5.22(a) and Fig. 5.22(b) exceed
the current experimental limit. Sinee ,_, = 500 GeV leads to masses of the third generation squarks
above 1 TeV, suppressimg( ! e )by increasing the SUSY breaking scale conflicts with theiktyab
of the electroweak scale. Moreover, as discussed in [228}énscenario considered here generically
B( ! =B ( ! e) 0:1. Thus the observation ! with B 10 °, accessible to future
experiments would exclude this scenario.

For completeness, in Fig. 5.22(c) we also show predictiongf( ! e )in the case ofN;
dominance. m? ,, Is in this case controlled mainly by ;53 Moreover,B (! =B( ! e)
max Pi3F; “s? ,whileB( ! e )=B( ! e ) 1allowing for experimental test of this scenario
(cf. [717]). ThelimitskR 3, ! 0OinpanelsaandbandorrR ,; ! 0in panelccorrespond to pure sequential
dominance.

In conclusion, the well motivated assumption about the dplxag/dominance of one heavy sin-
glet neutrino significantly constrains the predictions tlee LFV processes in supersymmetric model.

ZIResults fon , decoupled are the same as for decoupledincluding sub-leading effectsif ; takes the numerical value
of M ;). The same is true also far; decoupled (including the case with only 2 heavy singlet meos) if M , is numerically
the same a® ;5 for decoupledy ;. However, ifN'; is the inflaton the LFV decays have the rates too low to be obsgerin
addition, if N 5 decouples due to its very large mass its large Yukawa cam foEm . > M »=M 5, still dominate the LFV
effects which are then practically unconstrained by théllasion data; some constraints can then be obtained fraithits
on the electron EDM [715].
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Fig. 5.22: Predictedranges af ( ! e )for ® ;M ;M 3)= (2;3;50) 10> GeV,m, = 100GeV,M ;_, =
500 GeV andtan = 10, for the decoupling of ; andU,5 = 0 (panela) oru,; = 0:1i(panely). Yellow ranges
show the possible variation for arbitrary form®fwith arg(®R 5, ) = 0. Lower (upper) pairs of lines in the panel
show similar ranges fax ; dominance fotu;; = 0(0:11). The current experimental bound o2 10 ** [173]
is also shown.

The forthcoming experiments should be able to verify thsuagption and, in consequence, to test an
interesting class of neutrino mass models.

5.2.7 Triplet seesaw mechanism and lepton flavour violation

In this subsection we intend to discuss the aspect of loveddaV/ in rare decays arising in the context
of the triplet seesaw mechanism of Section 3.2.3.2. We den&ioth non-SUSY and SUSY versions of
it. The flavour structure of the (high-energy) Yukawa matrix of Eq. (3.61) is the same as that of the
(low-energy) neutrino mass matrix . Therefore, in the triplet seesaw scenario the neutrincsmesrix
(containing 9 real parameters), which can be tested in theslwergy experiments, directly linked to
the symmetric matrix'r (containing also 9 real parameters), modulo the ratio= ° see Eq. (3.64).
This feature has interesting implications for LFV [239]. llzter phenomenology of the low scale triplet
was discussed in Section 5.1.4 The triplet Lagrangian aldaodes LFV decays of the charged leptons
through the one-loop exchange of the triplet states.

7
Yr 4 g Uy, Y; Yr U, Y:,t Yr Vk th
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Fig. 5.23: Diagrams that contribute to the decay! ‘; through the exchange of the triplet scalars.

The diagrams relevant for the LFV radiative decays ‘; (see e.g., [718,719]) are depicted in
Fig. 5.23. Denotingipy ys = V. diag(le ;e 2), where, i, are the Majorana phases, those imply
the following flavour structure:

M 2 2 M 2 2
e @Umoy= L VeVl (5.48)

(Y /Y7 )iy =

OR



wherei;j = e; ; are family indices. Therefore, the amount of LFV directly and univocally ex-
pressed in terms of the low-energy neutrino parameters.atticplar, LFV decays depend only on 7
independent neutrino parameters (there is no dependenttee dviajorana phases;). Notice that this
simple flavour structure is peculiar of the triplet seesasecavhich represents a concrete and explicit re-
alization of the ‘minimal flavour violation’ hypothesis [6PRin the lepton sector [532]. Indeed, according
to the latter, the low-energy SM Yukawa couplings aredhly sourceof LFV. This is not generically the
case for the seesaw mechanism realized through the excbétigeso-called ‘right-handed’ neutrinos,
where the number of independent parameters of the higlgerilewour structures is twice more that of
the mass matrixa .

Finally, the parametric dependence of the dipole ampliinddg. 5.23 is:

(YY1 )i m'm )iy Mg :
i = — 5.49
716 M 2 16 2v* 0 (5.49)
From the present experimental bound B ! e ) < 12 10! [173], one infers the bound
0> 10 %M 1 [comparable limit is obtained frors ( ! )]. We can push further our discussion
considering the relative size of LFV in different family sexs:
(Yivr) VmP )Y oY) e VP )Y (5.50)
¥ivp) e N@PRVYIL T wlvp) . M@mPRvylS '

These ratios depend only on the neutrino parameters, whitetdepend on details of the model, such
as the mass scales, or ° By taking the present best fit values of the neutrino massesxing
angles [720]- [721] provided by the analysis of the expentakdata, those ratios can be explicitly
expressed as:

(Y ¥7) m
(YTyYT ) e m

sin 2 Y'Y
_ 23 40 ; (p¥r) e tan 53 1; (5.51)
sin2 1, cos 23 (YTyYT ) e

[N B=EN)

where m % ( m 2)is the squared-mass difference relevant for the atmosptesiar) neutrino oscilla-
tions. These results hold fof; = 0and for either hierarchical, quasi-degenerate or inventetarchical
neutrino spectrum (for more details see [239], [722]). Imsnediate to translate the above relations into
model-independemiredictions for ratios of LFV processes:

|

2
B( ! 7 !
( ) (YSYr) B ( ) 300,
B( ! e) Y Yr). BC ! e e
|
-2
! YIYr) o ! -
Bl e) Wr¥r)e BO P e o 4y, (5.52)
B( ! e) (YTYYT)e B( ! e ¢)

Now we focus upon the supersymmetric version of the tripdetsaw mechanism. (Just recall just
that in the supersymmetric case there is only one mass pseame , while the mass parametefof the
non-supersymmetric version is absent from the supergateartd its role is taken by,M 1 .) Regarding
the aspect of LFV, in this case we have to consider besidedidtggams of Fig. 5.23 also the related
ones with each particle in the loop replaced by its supempart’, ! *;T ! T). Such additional
contributions would cancel those in Fig. 5.23 in the limieaict supersymmetry. In the presence of soft
supersymmetry breaking (SSB) the cancellation is onlyiglaaihd the overall result for the coefficient
of the dipole amplitude behaves like

oMYyt @i )y mt (5.53)
N 162 MJE 16 2( vipM 2’ '
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which is suppressed with respect to the non-supersymnresidgt (5.49) fom . > m 0 (10 GeV)

(m denotes an average soft-breaking mass parameter). Inpleesgmmetric version of the triplet see-
saw mechanism flavour violation can also be induced by realization effects via Eq. (3.67) (the
complete set of RGEs of the MSSM with the triplet states haesnlzomputed in [239]). Thus in SUSY
model the LFV processes can occur also in the case of veryheplet. In that case the relevant flavour
structure responsible for LFV is agairy'v+ for which we have already noticed imambiguouslepen-
dence on the neutrino parameters in Eq. (5.48). Clearly, mektfiat analogous ratios as in Eq. (5.50)
hold also for the LFV entries of the soft-breaking paransterg.,

) vV mP)yvy m2) e V@mP)yYvy
; L e (5.54)
i

)e WV @mD)RVY]_ m2) . NmP)Rvy]_

Such SSB flavour-violating mass parameters induce extraibotions to the LFV processes. For ex-
ample, the radiative decays ! ‘ receive also one-loop contributions with the exchange ef th
charged-sleptons/neutralinos and sneutrinos/chargimbere the slepton massesé );5 are the source
of LFV. The relevant dipole terms have a parametric depecelefthe form

2 (m 2 ) 2 v M 2

g /'Y g (m m )l]MT MG
D ;- n ————— log(—)tan : 5.55
J16 2 mt 16 2 ( v3) m? g(MT) ( )

Notice the inverted dependence on the ratieM ; with respect to the triplet-exchange contribution.
Due to this feature, the MSSM sparticle-induced contrimai (5.55) tends to dominate over the one
induced by the triplet-exchange. In this case, analogdigsras in (5.52) can be derived, i.e.,

| ( 2
B ( ) mz) B( ! ) 200 ;
B( ! e) m2)e B( ! e
!
-2
| (mz)e |
B ) o B ) 9o, (5.56)
B( ! ) (mn)e B( ! e e)

(For more details see [239].)

The presence of extrau (2); triplet states at intermediate energy spoils the succkegsiuge
coupling unification of the MSSM. A simple way to recover gawgpupling unification is to introduce
more statex , to complete a certain representativni- such thakR = T + X — of some unifying gauge
groupaG, G SU (3) SU (% U (1y . In general the Yukawa couplings of the statesire related
to those of the triplet partners. Indeed, this is generally the case in minimal GUT modelghis case
RG effects generates not only lepton- flavour violation e @losely correlated flavour violation in the
guark sector (due to the -couplings). An explicit scenario with = sU (5) where both lepton and
quark flavour violation arise from RG effects was discusseRef. [239]. In Section 5.3.2 we review a
supersymmetric U (5) model for the triplet seesaw scenario.

5.3 SUSY GUTs
5.3.1 Flavour violation in the minimal supersymmetric SU(Seesaw model

In this section we review flavor- and/or CP-violating phemo@ in the minimal SUSY SU(5) GUT,

in which the right-handed neutrinos are introduced to gaieeneutrino masses by the type-l seesaw
mechanism. Here, it is assumed that the Higgs doublets snM3SM are embedded & and 5-
dimensional SU(5) multiplets. Rich flavor structure is indd even in those minimal particle contents.
The flavor-violating SUSY breaking terms for the right-haddsquarks and sleptons are generated by
the GUT interaction, while those are suppressed in the MSEM )(under the universal scalar mass
hypothesis for the SUSY breaking terms.

oQ



The Yukawa interactions for quarks and leptons and the Mapmass terms for the right-handed
neutrinos in this model are given by the following superptsd,
1 B — _

1 _
W = ZYS i jH + 2Yij i jH + Yij ;N jH + EM NijN 3N 57 (557)
where and are for10- and 5-dimensional multiplets, respectively, and is for the right-handed
neutrinos. H (# ) is 5- (5-) dimensional Higgs multiplets. After removing the unpicg$ degrees of

freedom, the Yukawa coupling constants in Eq. (5.57) arergas follows,

Y5 o= ViiYy, ei’ukvkj;

Y5 = Yo i35

Yy = e Uy : (5.58)
Here,v,;Yq;Y denote diagonal Yukawa c]guplingsui and’ 4, (1= 1-3) are CP-violating phases
inherent in the SUSY SU(5) GUT (, "y, = ,’q4, = 0). The unitary matrixv is the CKM matrix

in the extension of the SM to the SUSY SU(5) GUT, and each pnitaatricesu andv have only a
phase. When the Majorana mass matrix for the right-handetfines is real and diagonal in the basis of
Eq. (5.58)U is the PMNS matrix measured in the neutrino oscillation expents and the light neutrino
mass eigenvalues are givenmas, = Y 2ihH »i%=M y , in whichM y , are the diagonal components.

The colored-Higgs multiplets . andH .. are introduced irH andH as SU(5) partners of the
Higgs doubletsi ; andH ¢ in the MSSM, respectively, and they have new flavor-viokgiinteractions.
Eq. (5.57) is represented by the fields in the MSSM as follows,

W = Wygssuw

1 y o ——
+ Vi, e Uk Vij0 10 jH o + Yy, Vige “IUSE §H ¢
+Yge VHQLiH o+ e TV IYq UD H o+ e 4ULY DN jHe: (5.59)
Here, the superpotential in the MSSM with the right-handedtrnos is

Wyssu+snw = ViiYy,Q {UH e+ Yq,0D H ¢ + Yq,LiEH ¢

+Ui?jY jLiN_jH £+ M ijN_iN_j: (560)

The flavor-violating interactions, which are absent in th83M, emerge in the SUSY SU(5) GUT due
to existence of the colored-Higgs multiplets. The colokidgs interactions are also baryon-number
violating [145,361], and then proton decay induced by tHerea-Higgs exchange is a serious problem,
especially in the minimal SUSY SU(5) GUT [364]. However, ttenstraint from the proton decay
depends on the detailed structure in the Higgs sector, as@lso loosened by global symmetries, such
as the Peccei-Quinn symmetry and the W(symmetry. Thus, we may ignore the constraint from the
proton decay while we adopt the minimal Yukawa structuredn G.57).

The sfermion mass terms get sizable corrections by the exbbliggs interactions, when the
SUSY-breaking terms in the MSSM are generated by dynamioseathe colored-Higgs masses. In
the minimal supergravity scenario the SUSY breaking ternessapposed to be given at the reduced
Planck mass scalei(; ). In this case, the flavor-violating SUSY breaking mass teatlow energy are
induced by the radiative correction, and they are qualgitigiven in a flavor basis as

@2 ) ! vﬁv?Y—}02 GmZ+ A2) (2]0gMG2 +JogL§C)-
p i 14
vy, /1] 33 (4 )2 0 0 M}%c MSUSY2
y 2Y.° M 2
mZ )y e UsVIVH—Eo Gmi+ Af) g—5-;
(4 ) M2
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2 , LU S 2 2 G .
(chR )i e dJUijjk_(4 k)2 (Bm g+ Ajf) ]ogMIf ;
. f£° M2
m2 )y 7 UUh—= (Gmj+Aj) bg—3;
1 (4 ) M2
., , 372 M 2
mZ )y ! eldijV3iV3'j(4—t)2 BmZ+ AZ) ]ogMZG ; (5.61)
He

with i& j, where’,, "y,  ’y,and’g, 'a, 'aq, @andM g _ is the colored-Higgs mass. Here,
M sysy IS the SUSY-breaking scale in the MSSi, and2 , are the universal scalar mass and trilin-
ear coupling, respectively, in the minimal supergravitgrsario. Y. is the top quark Yukawa coupling
constant whileyy, is for the bottom quark. The off-diagonal components in fightrhanded squarks
and slepton mass matrices are induced by the colored-Higgsactions, and they depend on the CP-
violating phases in the SUSY SU(5) GUT with the right-handedtrinos [723].

One of the important features of the SUSY GUTs is the coimlabetween the leptonic and
hadronic flavor violations [724, 725]. From Eq. (5.61), we geelation

2 i 2 M G2 M G2
’ 1 ? — .
m 3 )2 Sty s (oo =bg ) (5.62)
c 3

The right-handed bottom-strange squark mixing may be deistehe B factory experiments since it
affectsB; B mixing, CP asymmetries in the s penguin processes suchms! K, and the
mixing-induced CP asymmetry iBy ! M s . (See Chapter 2.) The relation in Eq. (5.62) implies that
the deviations from the standard model predictions inithetransition processes are correlated with
B( ! )in the SUSY SU(5) GUT. We may test the model in thdactories.

In Fig. 5.24 we show the CP asymmetrysn ! K (S x.)andB ( ! ) as an example of
the correlation. Here, we assume the minimal supergrayippthesis for the SUSY breaking terms. See
the caption and Ref. [724] for the input parameters and thaildeof the figure. It is found that .
andB (! ) are correlated and a large deviation from the standard npdeliction fors ¢ . is not
possible due to the current boundBr{ ! )in the SUSY SU(5) GUT.

In Eq. (5.61), we take the SU(5)-symmetric Yukawa inte@adi given in Eq. (5.57), while they
fails to explain the fermion mass relations in the first ancosel generations. We have to extend the
minimal model by introducing non-trivial Higgs or matterrtents or the higher-dimensional operators
including SU(5)-breaking Higgs field. These extensions lafésct the prediction for the sfermion mass
matrices. However, the relation in Eq. (5.62) is rather salovhen the neutrino Yukawa coupling constant
of the third generation is as large as those for the top antbtmotiuarks and the large mixing in the
atmospheric neutrino oscillation comes from the lopsidecstire of the neutrino Yukawa coupling.

Another important feature of the SUSY GUTs is that both thé lend right-handed squarks
and sleptons have flavor mixing terms. In this case, the mécland leptonic electric dipole moments
(EDMs) are generated due to the flavor violation, and they bealarge enough to be observed in the
future EDM measurements [726]. A diagram in Fig. 5.25(a)gates the electron EDM even at one-loop
level, when the relative phase between the left- and riginidied slepton mixing terms is non-vanishing.
While this contribution is suppressed by the flavor violafié is compensated by a heavier fermion
mass, thatisp . Similar diagrams in Fig. 5.25(b) contribute to quark EDMsl@hromo-electric dipole
moments (CEDM), which induce the hadronic EDMs. The EDM rueaments are important to probe
the interaction of the SUSY SU(5) GUT.

In Fig. 5.26 the CEDMs for strangely) and down quarks;) are shown as functions of the right-
handed tau neutrino mass in the SUSY SU(5) GUT with the iingintdled neutrinos. See the caption
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Fig. 5.24:B ( ! ) as a function of ¢ . for fixed gluino masses , = 400, 600, 800, and 1000£()3ev. Here,
tan = 10,200Ge\ m, <1TeV,A;=0,m =5 10%eV,My, =5 10" GeV,andus, = 1= 2. /g4,

is taken for the deviation af « . from the SM prediction to be maximum. The current experirakhbund on
B( ! ) [635] is also shown in the figure.
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Fig. 5.25: (a) Diagram which generate electron EDM and (b) those whategate EDMs and CEDMs of thigh
quark due to flavor violation in sfermion mass terms.

and Ref. [727] for the input parameters. The mercury atom EBMich is a diamagnetic atom, is
sensitive to quark CEDMs via the nuclear force, while thetrmuEDM depends on them in addition
to the quark EDMs. (The evaluation of the hadronic EDMs frdma ¢ffective operators at the parton
level is reviewed in Section 9.1 and also Ref. [728].) Thargje quark contribution to the mercury
atom EDM is suppressed by the strange quark mass. On thehahdy it is argued in Refs. [729, 730]
that the strange quark component in nucleon is not negéicabld the strange quark CEDM may give a
sizable contribution to the neutron EDM. It implies that waynprobe the different flavor mixings by
measurements of the various hadronic EDMs, though the &tiafuof the hadronic EDMs still has large
uncertainties.
It is argued that the future measurements of neutron ancedeuEDMs may reach to levels of

10 ?®ean and 10 ¥ean, respectively. When the sensitivity of deuteron EDM is klished, we
may probe the new physics to the levelddf 10 ?® an andd; ¢ 10 *° an [836]. The future
measurements for the EDMs will give great impacts on the SI$&X5) GUT with the right-handed
neutrinos.
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Fig. 5.26: CEDMs for the stranged) and down quarksd(;) as functions of the right-handed tau neutrino mass,
My,.HereM ;= 2 10°GeV,m = 0:05€V,U,; = 1= 2,andU;; = 022, 0.02, and 0.002. For the MSSM
parameters, we take, = 500GeV,A, = 0,m 4 = 500GeV andtan = 10. The CP phases,, are taken for the
CEDMs to be maximum. The upper bounds on the strange and doank € EDMs from the mercury atom and
neutron EDMs are shown in the figures.

5.3.2 LFVinthe minimalsU (5) GUT with triplet seesaw

In this Section we discuss phenomenology of the minigtal(5) GUT which incorporates the triplet
seesaw mechanism, previously presented in Sections3&hd.5.2.7. Review of more general class of
GUT models also including triplet Higgs has been given intisact.1. In GUTs based ofU (5) there

is no natural place for incorporating singlet neutrinosprirthis point of viewsU (5) presents some
advantage for implementing the triplet seesaw mechanismaiticular, a very predictive scenarios can
be obtained in the supersymmetric case [239, 722, 731]. fiplettstatesT (T) fit into the 15 (15)
representation]5 = S + T + Z with s, T andz transforming as (6;1; %); T (1;3;1); 2
(3;2;%)underSU (3) SU(2) U (1y (thelsdecomposition is obvious). We will briefly show that it
is also possible to relate not only neutrino mass paramatetd FV (as shown in Section 5.2.7) but also
sparticle and Higgs spectra and electroweak symmetry Howak [722, 731]. For this purpose, consider
that thes U (5) model conserves L, so that the relevant superpotential reads:

1 — _
WSU(5)=p—§(Y155155+ 5 1555 )+ Y5554 10+ Y10101053 + M s5y 5y + X 1515:

(5.63)

where the multiplets are understood &as (d°;L), 10 = (u®;e%;0 ) and the Higgs doublets fit with
their coloured partnersandt, like 55 = (t;H,);5: = (t;H 1)andx is asinglet superfield. The L
guantum numbers are the combination+ %Y wherey are the hypercharges agd;, = %;Q5 =

2i0s, (5,) = = £ iQ1s = 2075 = £;0x = 2. Both the scalais; and auxiliaryFy
components of the superfield are assumed to acquire a VEV through some unspecified dyaamic
the hidden sector. Namely, white; ionly breakss L, hF; ibreaks both SUSY and 1. These
effects are parameterized by the superpotential massiergi5 15, whereM 15 = hs; i, and the
bilinear SSB term B;sM 1515 15, with B (sM 15 = hg i The 15 and 15 states act, therefore, as
messengersf bothe L and SUSY breaking to the MSSM observable sector. Grices) is broken
to the SM group we find, below the GUT scale; ,

W = WO+WT+WS;Z;
Wo = YeeH L + Yqd°H 1Q + You°QH»+ HHq;
1
Wo = p—z(YTLTL+ Ho,TH)+ M TT;
1 C C C
Wsy = p—zYSde+YZdZL+MZZZ+MSSS: (5.64)
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Here,w , denotes the MSSM superpotentid) the termiv - is responsible for neutrino mass generation
[cf. (3.65)], while the couplings and masses of the colodradmentss andz are included irw s ; .

It is also understood that 1 = Mg = My M1s. At the decoupling of the heavy statesT ;z

we obtain at tree-level the neutrino masses, given by E§6J3&nd at the quantum level all SSB mass
parameters of the MSSM via gauge and Yukawa interactionenatloop level, only the trilinear scalar
couplings, the gaugino masses and the Higgs bilinear mamsste are generated:

3Bt 3B OB ¢

— Y Y . _ : . _ Yy Yy .
Ae = FYe (YT Yo + YZ Yy, ) H Au = F J eru 7 Ad = F (YZ YZ + ZYS YS )Yd ’
By 3B,
M, = ; Bu = j 5. 5.65
a 16 2 ga H 16 2 j f ( )

The scalar mass matrices instead are generated at the dwddweel and receive both gauge-mediated
contributions proportional ta [ g* (C  is the quadratic Casimir of the-particle) and Yukawa-mediated
ones of the form}{pyﬁfp (o = S;T;z). The former piece is the flavour blind contribution, which is
proper of the gauge-mediated scenarios [146, 147, 732--&8ifle the latter ones constitute the flavour
violating contributions transmitted to the SSB terms by Ya&awa's Ys 1 . These contributions are
mostly relevant for the mass matrioesé andm éc . For example,
2
2 1B6T2 %gf + 2—21@[3 %gf + 21g; YYr %gf + 995 + 1693 Y,'Y,

+18(Y Y7 )" + 15(Y,)Y7 )* + 3Tr(Y ) Yr )Y, Yr + 12, Y5 v .Y,

+3Tr(Y, Y, )Y, Y, + 9Y)Y, Y, Yo + 9(Y) Y Y)Y, + hx)
1

+3Y 0y Y Yoo+ 6Y)YaY]Y, (5.66)

Since the flavour structure mrff: is proportional toy; (and toy; which isSU (5)-related toy-), it
can be expressed in terms of the neutrino parameters [cf(3Ef)] and so the relative size of LFV in
different leptonic families is predicted according to tlesults of Eq. (5.54).

Table 5.4: Expectations for the various LFV processes assumging ! e )= 12 10! . The results in
parenthesis apply to the case of the inverted-hierarchieatrino spectrum, whenever these are different from
those obtained for the normal-hierarchical and quasi-degge ones.

prediction for branching ratio

decay mode s;3= 0 s13= 02
! 3107 2(3) 10t
I e 2 10%° 1(3) 101'?

e e'e 6 10 6 104
! * 7 10 %2 4(6) 10
! et e 3 10t 2(3) 1013
l e e'e 2 10 1(3) 10
e ° 3 10% 2(4) 10%

' e;Ti 6 101 6 101

All the soft masses have the same scaling behaviour B:=(16 ¢) which demandss >
10 Tev to fulfill the naturalness principle. This scenario appeamy predictive since it contains only
three free parameters: the triplet mass , the effective SUSY breaking scate; and the coupling
constant . The parameter space is then constrained by the experihiamiads on the Higgs boson

22This should be regarded as an effective approach where thewéumatrices’, ;Y. ;Y. includesu (5)-breaking effects
needed to reproduce a realistic fermion spectrum.

102



10°  10°  10*  10® 10?2 10t 10 o 10° 10t 10° 10 100 10’
T T T T T 6507 T Bl T T T
1300} PP PP PSP R L H A H:
5650 [y 30 s50l- P
tan 3 P SR L L N
1200} sool 25 g | eEEFSIIIII T
20 0 L E B X3
I X4 X2 ",4::’:‘::,—"

1100 (Gev) T 15 tan 3 . 480r - 1
— s00- M +10 . P27 i
= = L~z
& 1000r 350 Costmd st s+ ° 1 & 350
= 10" 10° 10° 10° 10" 10" 10" 10" = L

700
1 Il Il i Il Il 1

Mr (GeV) Mr (GeV)
Fig. 5.27: Sparticle and and Higgs spectrum for = 20 Tev. Left panel: squark masses,, (black solid line),
m (red dashed) and the gluino mass (blue dash-dotted). Imtiez plottan and are shown as obtained by the
electroweak symmetry breaking conditions. Right paned: ritasses of the charged sleptons, the sneutrinos, the
charginos, the neutralinos and the Higgs bosons as theslaizitate.

mass, thes ( ! e ), the sfermion masses, and the requirement of radiativareleeak symmetry
breaking. The phenomenological predictions more impodad relevant for LHC, the B-factories [681]
the incoming MEG experiment [538], the Super Flavour fac{@B8] or the PRISM/PRIME experiment
at J-PARC [739], concern the sparticle and Higgs boson spectd the LFV decays. Regarding the
spectrum, the gluino is the heaviest sparticle while, inthobshe parameter spacé, is the lightest. In
the example shown in Fig.5.27 the squark and slepton maissisthe ranges 700-950 GeV and 100
— 300 GeV, respectively. The gluino mass is about 1.3 TeV.chagino masses are _ 320 GeV
andm _ 450 550 GeV. Moreoverm o 190 GeV,mNg m_ andm 2 le. These mass

1
rangeszare within the discovery reach of the LHC. 1 ’

The Higgs sector is characterized by a decoupling regime sviight SM-like Higgs bosonh(
with mass in the range10 120 G ev which is testable in the near future at LHC (mainly through
the decay into 2 photons). The remaining three heavy states (andH ) have massn ; 4 4
450 550 GeV (again, foBr = 20 TeV). All the spectra increase almost linearly with .

Figure 5.28b shows instead several LFV processes: ex , ! econversioninnuclei, ! ey
and ! Y X = ;ee Y = ;ee; ) One observe thate.g., the behaviour of the radiativeydeca
branching ratios is in agreement with the estimates giveagn(5.56) for ;5 = 0. For ;3 = 02 0ne
obtains instead that ( ! =B( ! e) 2andB( ! e =B ( ! e ) 01 (thefull analysis
can be found in Ref. [722]). The other LFV processes showrals® correlated to the radiative ones
in a model-independent way [722, 731]. The analysis shoafstite future experimental sensitivity will

allow to measure at most (! yB( ! 3e),B( ! yand CR( ! e Ti) for tiny ;5. In
particular, beings (! =B ( ! e) 300, B (! ) is expected not to exceedl 19
irrespective of the type of neutrino spectrum. Therefore falls into the LHC capability. All the
decays ! ““ “ would haveB < 0 (10 ). The predictions for the LFV branching ratios in the

present scenario are summarized in Table 5.4.

Finally, such supersymmetrisU (5) framework with a 1515 pair may be realized in contexts
based on string inspired constructions [740]- [741].
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Fig. 5.28: Branching ratios of several LFV processes as a function. dfhe left (right) vertical line indicates the
lower bound on imposed by requiring perturbativity of the Yukawa coupbng s , whenm; = 0(0:33) eV
[normal-hierarchical (quasi-degenerate) neutrino mpsstsum]. The regions in green (grey) are excluded by the
m . > 100GeV constraint (perturbativity requirement when = 0).

5.3.3 LFV from a generic SO(10) framework

The spinorial representation of tlsed (10), given by a 16-dimensional spinor, can accommodate all the
SM model particles as well as the right handed neutrino. Asudised in Section 4.1, the product of
two 16 matter representations can only couplel® 120 or 126 representations, which can be formed
by either a single Higgs field or a non-renormalizable prodiicepresentations of several Higgs fields.
In either case, the Yukawa matrices resulting from the dagplto10and126are complex-symmetric,
whereas they are antisymmetric when the couplings are td20e Thus, the most generalo (10)
superpotential relevant to fermion masses can be written as

Wso@oy= Yi'16516510 + Y5%°16;165126 + Y;5*°16;165120; (5.67)

wherei; 5 refer to the generation indices. In terms of the SM fields,hkawa couplings relevant for
fermion masses are given by [742, 743].

1616 10 5 wf+ )+ 5 (dd°+ ee®); (5.68)
1616 126 1°°+15 +5@mf 3 ©)+ 45 dd°  3ef);
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1616120 5 ©+ 45uu®+ 5 (dd°+ ee”)+ 45 (dd° 3 ef);

where we have specified the corresponding (5) Higgs representations for each of the couplings and
all the fermions are left handed fields. The resulting ugetgparks and neutrinos’ Dirac mass matrices
can be written as:

mY o= Mo+ Mo+ My (5.69)
5 5 5
mp = M7y 3Mpe+ M (5.70)

A simple analysis of the fermion mass matrices instge(10) model, as detailed in the Eq. (5.70)
leads us to the following resuliAt least one of the Yukawa couplingsyin = v, m, has to be as
large as the top Yukawa coupli@59]. This result holds true in general, independentlyhaf thoice
of the Higgses responsible for the masses in Egs. (5.69)0)5provided that no accidental fine-tuned
cancellations of the different contributions in Eq. (5.a0® present. If contributions from tH&'s solely
dominate,y andy " would be equal. If this occurs for thE26s, theny = 3 Y" [385]. In case
both of them have dominant entries, barring a rather pricfsee-tuned cancellation between;, and
M 1, in Eq. (5.70), we expect at least one large entry to be présent. A dominant antisymmetric
contribution to top quark mass due to th20 Higgs is phenomenologically excluded, since it would
lead to at least a pair of heavy degenerate up quarks. Apmart $haring the property that at least one
eigenvalue of botm " andm , has to be large, for the rest it is clear from Egs. (5.69) andQ()6that
these two matrices are not aligned in general, and hence wexpact different mixing angles appearing
from their diagonalization. This freedom is removed if otieks to particularly simple choices of the
Higgses responsible for up quark and neutrino masses.

Therefore, we see that theo (10) model with only two ten-plets would inevitably lead to small
mixing in Yy . In fact, with two Higgs fields in symmetric representatiogising masses to the up-sector
and the down-sector separately, it would be difficult to dvitie small CKM-like mixing iny . We
will call this case the CKM case. From here, the following mesations hold between the quark and
leptonic mass matrices at the GUT séale

y'=vY ; v%=vy°: (5.71)
In the basis where charged lepton masses are diagonal, we hav
Y = Viky Y5'iag Veru : (5.72)

The large couplings iry O (%) induce significant off-diagonal entries mné through the RG evo-
lution betweenv ¢y and the scale of the right-handed Majorana neutrinog,. The induced off-
diagonal entries relevanttg ! 1; are of the order of:

2 2
2) 3m§+ Aj

M
(m 155 YtZVU'_th n cut + O (Y 2): (573)

8 2 Mg, ©

wherev; are elements o¥.« v , andi, jflavour indices. In this expression, the CKM angles are small
but one would expect the presence of the large top Yukawalioguip compensate such a suppression.
The required right-handed neutrino Majorana mass matoxsistent with both the observed low energy

neutrino masses and mixing as well as with CKM-like mixing inis easily determined from the seesaw

formula defined at the scale of right-handed neutrinos.

TheB (L ! 1; )are now predictable in this case. Considering MSUGRA bayndanditions
and takingtan = 40, we obtain that reaching a sensitivity of(10 > 10 '*), as planned by the

ZClearly this relation cannot hold for the first two generatiof down quarks and charged leptons. One expects, small
corrections due to non-renormalizable operators or sigggieerenormalizable operators [2] to be invoked.
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Fig. 5.29: Contour plotofg ( ! e; )inthemy;M ,_,)plane, ata, = 0ina CKM hightan case. Note that
while the plane is presently unconstrained, the planned MEg&riment sensitivity of (10 > 10 ** ) will be
able to probe it in them 4 ;m ;) < 1 TeV region.

MEG experiment at PSI, foB ( ! e ) would allow us to probe the SUSY spectrum completely up

tomg = 1200Gev ;M ;_, = 400G eV (notice that this corresponds to gluino and squark masses of

order 1 TeV). This clearly appears from Fig. 5.29, which skaheB ( ! e ) contour plot in the

(m ;M 1_,) plane. Thus, in summary, though the present limit®on ! e; )would not induce any

significant constraints on the supersymmetry-breakingupater space, an improvement in the limit to
0 (0 101'), as foreseen, would start imposing non-trivial constsaggpecially for the large

tan region.

To obtain mixing angles larger than CKM angles, asymmetassimatrices have to be considered.
In general, it is sufficient to introduce asymmetric textuegther in the up-sector or in the down-sector.
In the present case, we assume that the down-sector coopesoimbination of Higgs representations
(symmetric and antisymmetrf) , leading to an asymmetric mass matrix in the basis where he u
sector is diagonal. As we will see below, this would also fexjthat the right-handed Majorana mass
matrix be diagonal in this basis. We have :

1 . 1 1
W SO (10) = EYu, 16116110u + EYleUel6ll6j + EYE 16;165126 ;

11

where thel26 as before, generates only the right-handed neutrino massxmTo study the conse-
guences of these assumptions, we see that at the legel ¢f ), we have

_ 1 u d 1 R .
W SU (5) = Ein 10i10i5u + in 5i1i5u + Yij 1Oi5j5d + EM s 1ilil

1

where we have decomposed the into 10 + 5+ 1 and 5, and 54 are components of 0, and
respectively. To have large mixing Usyysin'Y we see that the asymmetric matgix' should now
give rise to both the CKM mixing as well as PMNS mixing. Thip@ssible if

T dq T d
Vekm ¥ Upmvns = ¥piag* (5.74)

%*The couplings of the Higgs fields in the superpotential caritieer renormalizable or non-renormalizable. See [744] fo
a non-renormalizable example.
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Fig. 5.30: Scatter plotsoBB ( ! e; )(left)andB ( ! ) (right) versusv,_, for tan = 40, both for the
(maximal) PMNS case withJ.; 5= 0:07 and the (minimal) CKM case. The plots were obtained by scanthie
SUSY parameter space in the LHC accessible region (seextiédedetails).

Therefore thel 0 that contains the left-handed down-quarks would be rothyeithe CKM matrix
whereas thé that contains the left-handed charged leptons would béeebtay theu,, s matrix to go
into their respective mass bases [723, 744—746]. Thus wethafollowing relations in the basis where
charged leptons and down quarks are diagonal:

yH Very Yp'mg Veky (5.75)
Y = Upmns Yping® (5.76)

Using the seesaw formula of Egs. (3.39) and (5.76), we have

2 2 2
m m m
Mg = Diagf—%; —%; —Lgqg: (5.77)
m 1 m 2 m 3
We now turn our attention to lepton flavour violation in thizse. The branching rati® ( ! e; )
would now depend on
Y Y "pi=Y2U 35U+ Y2U 2Ugm+ O (h2): (5.78)

It is clear from the above that in contrast to the CKM casedtbrinant contribution to the off-diagonal
entries depends on the unknown magnitude of the elemgniir47]. If U.s is close to its present limit

0:14 [748] (or at least larger thamy?=y.?) U, 4 10°), the first term on the RHS of the
Eq. (5.78) would dominate. Moreover, this would lead to éacgntributions to the off-diagonal entries
in the slepton masses with 5 of 0 (1). Thus, we have

2
2) 3mg+ A 5

(m 2 )21

o 2 TR3 + 0 (Ycz): (5.79)
This contribution is larger than the CKM case by a factorof ;U 3 )=(ViVis) O (16). This would

mean about a factoro* times larger than the CKM case in B(! e; ). Such enhancement with
respect to the CKM case is clearly shown in the scatter plbtsigqa 5.30, where the CKM case is
compared with the PMNS case with.; = 0:07. The aim of the figure is to show the capability of
MEG to probe the region of mMSUGRA parameter space accedsilttee LHC. In fact, the plots show
the value of B( ! e; ) obtained by scanning the parameter space in the large régienm, < 5

TeV,0 < M, < 15TeV, 3mp < Ay < +3mg, Sign()), and then keeping the points which
give at least one squark lighter than 2.5 TeV (so roughly ssibée to the LHC). We see that in this
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“LHC accessible” region the maximal case (with; = 0:07) is already excluded by the MEGA limit
(B( ! e )< 12 106'), and therefore MEG will constrain the parameter space égohd the
LHC sensitivity for this case. Ifi.; is very small,i.e either zero or< (v 2=v?) U, 4 10°,
the second tern v 2 in Eq. (5.78) would dominate, thus giving a strong suppressd the branching
ratio. This could be not true, once RG effectswon itself [248, 707] are taken into account. The point
is that the PMNS boundary condition (5.76) is valid at highlec Thus, it is necessary to evolve the
neutrino masses and mixing from the low-energy scale, wirasurements are performed, up to high
energy. Such effect turns out to be not negligible in casewfénergyu.; < 10 3, giving a high-energy
constant enhancement of order10 *)[676]. The consequence is that the term in Eq. (5.78)y
always dominates, giving a contribution to the branchingpriarger than the CKM case (which turns
out to be really a “minimal” case) and bringing the most of gaameter space in the realm of MEG
even for very small low-energy values 0fs [676, 749].

The ! transitions are instead.s-independent probes of SUSY, whose importance was first
pointed out in Ref. [717]. The off-diagonal entry in this eas given by :

3m2+ A2 M
(m 2 )z % YU 5U 3]11% +0 (Y2): (5.80)
R3
Inthe ! decay the situation is at the moment similarly constrainétl mespectto ! e ,if U3
happens to be very small. The main difference is that B( ) does not depend on the valuewf,
so that ! will be a promising complementary channel with respect to e . As far as Beauty

factories [184, 632, 750] are concerned, we see from Fid), 58t even with the present bound it is
possible to rule out part of LHC accessible region in the PMiiB tan  regime; the planned accuracy
of the SuperKEKB [681] machine o (10 &) will allow to test much of hightan  region and will start
probing the lowtan PMNS case, with a sensitivity to soft masses as higltmasm 4) < 900 GeV.
The situation changes dramatically if one takes into accthepossibility of a Super Flavour factory:
taking the sensitivity of the most promising ! process to 0 (10%), the PMNS case will be
nearly ruled out in the highan regime and severely constrained in the laws  one; as for the CKM
case we would enter the region of interest.

Let's finish with some remarks. Suppose that the LHC does fagmhss of low-energy supersym-
metry, then grand unification becomes a very appealing siceri@ecause of the successful unification
of gauge couplings driven by the SUSY partners. Among SUS&N@&odels, ars 0 (10) framework is
much favored as itis the ‘minimal’ GUT to host all the fermsan a single representation and it accounts
for the smallness of the observed neutrino masses by nigtimeluding the see-saw mechanism. In the
above we have addressed the issue by a generic benchmaykignaiithin the ansatz that there is no
fine-tuning in the neutrino Yukawa sector. We can state tiat eExperiments should be able to tell us
much about the structure of such a SUSY-GUT scenario. If tedgct LFV processes, by their rate and
exploiting the interplay between different experimentg would be able to get hints of the structure
of the unknown neutrinos’ Yukawa’'s. On the contrary, in tlese that both MEG and a future Super
Flavour factory happen not to see any LFV process, only twasibdities should be left: (i) the minimal
mixing, low tan scenario; (i) MSUGRASO (10) see-saw without fine-tuned couplings is not a
viable framework of physics beyond the standard model.

Actually one should remark that LFV experiments will be ataddalsify some of above scenarios
even in regions of the mMSUGRA parameter space that are bejienéach of LHC experiments. In this
sense, the power of LFV experiments of testing/discrimmgaiamong different SUSY-GUTs models
results very interesting and highly complementary to thiedaisearches at the LHC.

5.3.4 LFV, QFV and CPV observables in GUTs and their corretats

In a SUSY Grand Unified Theory (GUT), quarks and leptons siiaime multiplets and are transformed
ones into the others through GUT symmetry transformatitfitbe energy scale where the SUSY break-
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ing terms are transmitted to the visible sector is largenttiee GUT scale, as in the case of gravity
mediation, such breaking terms, and in particular the sfammmass matrices, will have to respect the
underlying GUT symmetry. Hence, as already discussed itid®eB.3.1, the quark-lepton unification
seeps also into the SUSY breaking soft sector. If the soft\Ghi8aking terms respect boundary condi-
tions which are subject to the GUT symmetry to start with, waegally expect the presence of relations
among the (bilinear and trilinear) scalar terms in the hairand leptonic sectors [160, 725]. Such re-
lations hold true at the (superlarge) energy scale wheredhect symmetry of the theory is the GUT
symmetry. After its breaking, the mentioned relations wilidergo corrections which are computable
through the appropriate RGE'’s which are related to the §ipestructure of the theory between the GUT
and the electroweak scale (for instance, new Yukawa coggplitue to the presence of RH neutrinos act-
ing down to the RH neutrino mass scale, presence of a syminetaking chain with the appearance of
new symmetries at intermediate scales, etc.). As a resslidf a computable running, we can infer the
correlations between the softly SUSY breaking hadroniclaptbnic Mls at the low scale where FCNC
tests are performed. Moreover, given that a common SUSYlsefiking scalar term af .- at scales
close toM » 1., Can give rise to RG-induced’s and s at the weak scale, one may envisage the pos-
sibility to make use of the FCNC constraints on such low-gyers to infer bounds on the soft breaking
parameters of the original supergravity Lagrangian.(..). Indeed, for each scalar soft parameter of
L sugra ONE can ascertain whether the hadronic or the leptonic sporeling bound at the weak scale
yields the strongest constraint at the large scale [160].

Let us consider the scalar soft breaking sector of the MSSM:

- 2 Y 2 ? 2 P 2 o? 2 Y
Lsoft = mQﬁQ“iQ‘i+ muiu‘ciuci+ meiiéciéei-i_ mdiidcidci—i_ mLﬁEiEi

+ mj HH1+mj HIH,+ AY,Q%H + A Q0% H 1 + AT Tie%H 1

+ O DI+ (GRS + ( Eniolos+ ( Hreutiud
+( GRrRAEGA+ ( Sren ety + ( Yrup US4+ ( §irdi a5+ :::(5.81)

where we have explicitly written down the various off-diagb entries of the soft SUSY breaking ma-
trices. Consider now thatU (5) is the relevant symmetry at the scale where the above saftster
firstly show up. Then, taking into account that matter is amged into thesU (5) representations

10 = (q;u;e®)and5 = (1;d°), one obtains the following relations
2 2 2 2
2 2 2
Me=mp=mg;
d

These equations for matrices in flavour space lead to rektfi@tween the slepton and squark flavour
violating off-diagonal entries ;5. These are:

(e = Hkr = = jke; (5.83)
( $krr = ( Hhui (5.84)
( ?j)LR = %i)LR = ( E‘le)}?{L: (5.85)

These GUT correlations among hadronic and leptonic scafarterms are summarized in the second
column of Table 5.5. Assuming that no new sources of flavaurcgire are present from th&eu (5)
scale down to the electroweak scale, apart from the usual 8M Gne, one infers the relations in the
first column of Table 5.5 at low scale. Here we have taken intmant that due to their different gauge
couplings “average” (diagonal) squark and slepton massgsirg different values at the electroweak
scale.



Table 5.5: Links between various transitions between ug-type, doype-tjuarks argad charged leptons far (5).

m 2 refers to the average mass for the sfermiom éwg = mZm? andm éavg = m’mZ.

Relations at weak-scale Boundary conditions atl ¢y ¢
(Ykr  @Z=0Z)( ke m2.(0)=m 2% (0)

(e @E=m2)( ik mZ(0)=mZ(0)

(ke mZ=m2)( ke mZ(0)=m2(0)

(She =m? Ymem )(5)ig Ag =A%

Two comments are in order when looking at Table 5.5. First, hbundary conditions on the
sfermion masses at the GUT scale (last column in Table 5.plyithat the squark masses akvays
going to be larger at the weak scale compared to the sleptgsevalue to the participation of the QCD
coupling in the RGEs. As a second remark, notice that théioak between hadronic and leptonic
Ml in Table 5.5 always exhibit opposite “chiralities”, i.eL insertions are related to RR ones and vice-
versa. This stems from the arrangement of the differentifamrhiralities insu (5) five- and ten-plets
(as it clearly appears from the final column in Table 5.5).sTaistriction can easily be overcome if we
move fromsu (5) to left-right symmetric unified models likeo (10) or the Pati-Salam (PS) case (we
exhibit the corresponding GUT boundary conditions andl at the electroweak scale in Table 5.6).

Table 5.6: Links between various transitions between up-type, doypetquarks and charged leptons for
PSK0 (10) type models.

Relations at weak-scale Boundary conditions atl ¢y ¢
(Bke  @Z=0Z)( ke m2.(0)= mZ(0)
(fhe  @Z=m2)(fhs mZ(0)=mZ()

So far we have confined the discussion within the singabie(5) model, without the presence of
any extra particles like right handed (RH) neutrinos. Inphesence of RH neutrinos, one can envisage
of two scenarios [159]: (a) with either very small neutringd2 Yukawa couplings and/or very small
mixing present in the neutrino Dirac Yukawa matrix, (b) Largukawa and large mixing in the neutrino
sector. In the latter case, Eqgs. (5.83 — 5.85) are not valall acales in general, as large RGE effects
can significantly modify the sleptonic flavour structure lehteeping the squark sector essentially un-
modified; thus essentially breaking the GUT symmetric iefet. In the former case where the neutrino
Dirac Yukawa couplings are tiny and do not significantly nfipdie sleptonic flavour structure, the GUT
symmetric relations are expected to be valid at the wealesddbwever, in both cases it is possible to
say that there exists a bound on the hadronmarameters of the form [725]:

m 2
y Ciij R J m—;: i ilj L (5.86)
ac
The situation is different if we try to translate the bounahfrquark to lepton Mis. An hadronic MI bound
at low energy leads, after RGE evolution, to a bound on theesponding grand-unified Ml & ¢ ¢,
applying both to slepton and squark mass matrices. Howéwte neutrino Yukawa couplings have
sizable off-diagonal entries, the RGE running fram y + toM ; could still generate a new contribution
to the slepton MI that exceeds this GUT bound. Therefore dradrbounds cannot be translated to
leptons unless we make some additional assumptions on thiteénee Yukawa matrices. On general
grounds, given that SM contributions in the lepton secter @vsent and that the branching ratios of
leptonic processes constrain only the modulus of the Mtariits out that all the MI bounds arising from
the lepton sector are circles in the( %)Ag—ﬁn ( %)AB plane and are centered at the origin.
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Fig. 5.31: Left four panels: allowed region for $, )z x Using constraints as indicated. Right for panels: the same
for ( ¢, )= . For the parameter space considered, please see the text.

In the following the effect of leptonic bounds on the quarkssiensertions are reviewed, following
the results presented in [160], where constraints srwere studied scanning the mSUGRA parameter
space in the ranges? _, 160 GeV, mg 380 GeV, 7] 3mpand5 < tan < 15. For
instance, in presence of @ 9;).x at the GUT scale, this would have effects both in the!
andb ! s decays. Using(%)r < mp=m ) (m izmé)( 2k, @ bound on( 1;)z. from the

! decay translates into a bound org; ).z (neglecting the effects of neutrino Yukawa’s the
inequality transforms into equality). Thus, leptonic pEeses set a bound on the SUSY contributions
toB (B ! X ). However, it turns out that the present leptonic bounds maveffect on the( §; ).x
couplings. This is due both to the existence of strong hadtoounds fronb ! s and CP asymmetries
and to the relatively weak leptonic bounds here.

Similarly, in presence of @ 9;):= at the GUT scale, the corresponding Mis at the electroweak
scale arg ;)= and( 3;).1, that contribute tomM z_and ! respectively (the impact of 9; )z =
onb! s andb! s ‘ isnotrelevant because of the absence of interference bat&&)SY and
SM contributions). In Fig. 5.31 the allowed valuesr&( $;)zx and In ( 55)xr with the different

constraints are shown. The leptonic constraints are qffietve as the bound on the (! ) from
B-factories is already very stringent, while the recent sueament of M 5 _ is less constraining. The
plots correspond t® < tan < 15, thus, the absolute bound cm%3 b1 iS setbytan = 5and it

scales withtan  as( 23).,  (5=tan %°.

As in the LR sector, in the LL one, there is no appreciable oapment from the inclusion of
leptonic constraints. In fact, ! is not effective to constraim%3 kR, I.€. the leptonic Ml related to
( 951 in this SUSY-GUTSs scheme, in large portions of the paramstece because of strong cancel-
lations among amplitudes. The analysis of the constraimthe different( ¢, ) MIs gives similar results
to that of the( ‘33 ) Mls. In this case, the hadronic constraints come mainly fromg , and the different
CP asymmetries measured at B-factories, while the leptoounds are due to the decay! e .

Coming to the 1-2 sector, let's see, as an example, the allealees ok e( {, xx andm ( ¢, k& -

Zgizable SUSY contributions toM . are still possible from the Higgs sector in the largex  regime both within
[751-753] and also beyond [754] the Minimal Flavor Violatitamework. However, for the considered parameter spaee, t
above effects are completely negligible.



In this case, as it appears from Fig. 5.31, leptonic comgBaalready using the present limitan( !

e ), are competitive and constrain the direction in which thest@int from'x is not effective (upper
left plot). Similarly in the LR sector, even if the hadroniounds coming front'®=" are quite stringent,
the bounds from ! e are even more effective, while the LL sector results lesstramed by leptonic
processes, as an effect of the cancellations that e decay suffers in the RR leptonic sector.

5.4 R-parity violation
5.4.1 Introduction

In supersymmetric extensions of the Standard Model (SMydmaand lepton numbers are no longer
automatically protected. This is the main reason for intimdg R -parity. R -parity is associated with

a 7, subgroup of the group of continuous(1) transformations acting on the gauge superfields and
the two chiral doublet Higgs superfields; andH ,,, with their definition extended to quark and lepton
superfields so that quarks and leptons carry 0 and squarks and sleptors= 1. One can express

R -parity in terms of spirs, baryonB and lepton.. number [755]:

R-parity= ( 1)* ( 1)Y® L). (5.87)

Taking into account the important phenomenological diffexes between models with and witheut
parity, it is worth studying if and how -parity can be broken. One of the main reasons to introduce R-
parity is avoiding proton decay. However there are in ppteiother discrete or continuous symmetries
that can protect proton decay while allowing for somearity violating couplings. In the absence of
R -parity, R -parity odd terms allowed by renormalizability and gaugeimance [145] must be included

in the superpotential of the Minimal Supersymmetric Stadddodel,

1 0 1 @®
Wrp = sHuli+ 2 e DibSEg + g5 L0 4Dy + > 53k UiD 5D i (5.88)
where there is summation over the generation indiges< = 1;2;3, and summation over gauge indices
is understood. One has for examplel JE¢ (pLSLY)EL = NiE5  EN;ESandUufD D¢
U, °D jCD . > Wherea;b = 1;2aresu (2), indices, ; ; = 1;2;3 aresu (3} indices, and

- and are totally antisymmetric tensors (with, = 1,3 = +1). Gauge invariance enforces
antisymmetry of the ;5 couplings in their first two indices and antisymmetry of thg, couplings in
their last two indices,

o= (5.89)
-0 (5.90)

The bilinear terms :H ,L; in Eq. (5.88) can be rotated away from the superpotentiahupotably
redefining the lepton and Higgs superfields. However, in tlesgnce of generic soft supersymmetry
breaking terms of dimension two, bilinearparity violation will reappear. The fact that one can make

; = 0in Eqg. (5.88) does not mean that the Higgs-lepton mixing @ased with bilinearr -parity
breaking is unphysical, but rather that there is not a unigag of parameterizing it. If R-parity is
violated in the leptonic sector, no quantum numbers diffeage between lepton and Higgs superfields,
and they consequently mix with each other [756]. The R-paitlation in the baryonic sector does not
imply lepton flavour violation, and we do not consider suchi@phere.

A general consequence Bf-parity violation is that unless the relevant couplings megligibly
small, the supersymmetric model does not have a dark mattetidate. Thus experimental studies on
dark matter will also shed light or -parity violation.



5.4.2 Limits on couplings

Limits onR -parity violating couplings can be obtained by direct skascat colliders or requiring that the
R -parity violating contribution to a given observable does exceed the limit imposed by the precision
of the experimental measurement.

On the collider sid& -parity violation implies the possibility of the creatiotecay or exchange of
single spatrticles, thus allowing new decay channels. Famgte, even for relatively smakl -parity vio-
lating interactions, the decay of the lightest supersymimparticle will lead to collider events departing
considerably from the characteristic missing momentumaligf R -parity conserving theories. In ab-
sence of definite theoretical predictions for the value$ef45 independent trilinear Yukawa couplings

( ik gjk and %k), it is necessary in practice to assume a strong hierarctongrthe couplings. A
simplifying assumption widely used for the search at celiiis to postulate the existence of a single
dominantr -parity violating coupling. When discussing specific bosintlis necessary to choose a def-
inite basis for quark and lepton superfields. Often it is usi®d that the single coupling dominance
hypothesis applies in the mass eigenstate basis. It can ke matural to apply this hypothesis in the
weak eigenstate basis when dealing with models in whichidgratthy among couplings originates from
a flavour theory. In this case, a single process allows totcainsseveral couplings, provided one has
some knowledge of the rotations linking the weak eigenstatemass eigenstate bases. Indirect bounds
from loop processes typically lead to bounds on the prodoicte’o most importanRr -parity violating
couplings, or on the sum of products of two couplings. Thetfran single dominant couplings, and on
products of couplings, as well as a more complete list ofregfees, are collected in [757].

5.4.3 Spontaneous -parity breaking

The spontaneous breaking ®fparity is characterized by am-parity invariant Lagrangian leading to
non-vanishing VEVs for some -parity odd scalar field, which in turn generatesparity violating terms.
Such a spontaneous breakdowrreparity generally also entails the breaking of the glabal ) lepton
number symmetry. which implies the existence of a massless Nambu-Goldsteak pseudoscalar
bosonJ, the Majoron. Another light scalar particle, denotedgenerally accompanies the Majoron in
the supersymmetric models. If the(1) symmetry is also explicitly broken by interaction terms e t
Lagrangian, both of these particles acquire finite masses.nfost severe constraints on the models with
a spontaneous -parity breaking, arise in the cases where the Majoronesglectroweak gauge charges
and hence is coupled to tllebosons and to quarks and leptons. The non-singlet compoentribute

to thez boson invisible width by an amount of one-half that a singjatineutrino, % =6’ 83 MeV.

To suppress the non-singlet components one must allowr ditheufficiently small sneutrino VEVS,
v, =M ; << 1, or for some large hierarchy of scales betwegnand the VEV parameters associated
with additional electroweak singlet scalar fields [758].

However, it is not necessary that models with spontaneoymrity violation have a Majoron.
Models without a Majoron include a class of models with gtgHiggses, where L is a gauge sym-
metry, which is necessarily spontaneously broken unldegtefof non-renormalizable terms or some
additional new fields are included [759]. An interesting eéxmental signal in these models may be a
relatively light doubly charged scalar, which decays damity to same charge leptons (not necessarily
of the same generation) [760]. Another possibility for a mlodithout a Majoron is a model where
the lepton number is broken by two units explicitly, in whichse the spontaneous breaking by one unit
(which breaks th& -parity) does not lead to a Majoron [761]. The interactianspontaneously -parity
breaking models through the lepton number violation cpsetemble explicithr -parity breaking mod-
els with only bilinearr -parity violation. In the case of spontaneous breaking pérameters which are
free in the model with only bilinear couplings are relate@&eh other via the sneutrino vacuum expecta-
tion value (VEV). Thus a constraint from one process affagtslability of the other processes. Example
bounds for such a model can be found in [762].

It is worth emphasizing that choosing single coupling damire in the case of spontaneous break-
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ing is not possible and in this sense, the models with speotasbreaking are more predictive than those
without.

5.4.4 Neutrino sector

The presence of non-zero couplings;, gjk or bilinear R -parity violating parameters implies the
generation of neutrino masses and mixing [763]. This is @eré@sting feature oR -parity violating
models, but it can also be a problem, since the contributian-parity violating couplings may exceed
by orders of magnitude the experimental bounds. Two typesofributions can be distinguished: tree-
level or loop contributions.

The tree-level contributions are due to bilineasparity violation terms which induce a mixing
between neutrinos and neutralinos [764]. This gives a massgutrino state at tree level. When quantum
corrections are included, all three neutrinos acquire asmake tree-level contribution arising from the
neutrino-neutralino mixing can be understood, in the liafismall neutrino-neutralino mixing, as a sort
of seesaw mechanism, in which the neutral gauginos and Higgiplay the rble of the right-handed
neutrinos.

The loop contributions are induced by the trilineaparity violating couplings ;5 and gjk and

by bilinearr -parity violating parameters [765]. If biline& -parity violation is strongly suppressed one
can concentrate on the diagrams involving trilineaparity violating couplings only. The trilinear cou-
plings i5 and %k contribute to each entry of the neutrino mass matrix throtghlepton-slepton and
quark-squark loops. The neutrino mass matrix dependsftreren a large number of trilinea -parity
violating couplings. In order to obtain a predictive modmie has to make assumptions on the structure
of the trilinear couplings. In general, however, the biéing -parity violation contribution cannot be ne-
glected. The presence of bilinear terms drastically maglifie calculation of one-loop neutrino masses.
The neutrino mass matrix receives contributions alreadyeatlevel, as discussed above, and moreover
in addition to the lepton-slepton and quark-squark loope-lmop diagrams involving insertions of bi-
linearr -parity violating masses or slepton VEVs must be conside@k should note that the bilinear

R -parity violating terms, if not suppressed, give too larged contributions to neutrino masses.

The scenario known as bilinear R-Parity violation (BRpViresponds to the explicit introduction
of the three mass parameters in the first term in Eq. (5.88), without referring to their gin, and
assuming that all the trilinear parameters are zero. THerms introduce tree-level mixing between the
Higgs and lepton superfields. Therefore, they violate RtPand lepton number, and contribute to the
breaking of thesU (2) symmetry by the induction of sneutrino vacuum expectatiaoesv;. As it was
mentioned before, the mixing between neutralinos and imagtieads to an effective tree-level neutrino

mass matrix of the form,
. Mig®+ M g%
po_ 219 T 729 .y (5.91)
ddetM o
where the parameters; = v;+ vy are proportional to the sneutrino vacuum expectation &itu¢ghe
basis where the ; terms are removed from the superpotential. Due to the symyroéthis mass matrix,
only one neutrino acquires a mass. Once quantum correareriacluded, this symmetry is broken, and

the effective neutrino mass matrix takes the form [766],
mij=A ij+B(ij+ ji)+C j_jI (592)

If the tree-level contribution dominates, as for exampl&WGRA models with low values abn |, the
atmospheric mass scale is given at tree level, and the salss atale is generated at one loop, explaining
the hierarchy between them. Most of the time, the dominaop im SUGRA is the one formed with
bottom quarks and squarks, followed in importance by loojis eharginos and neutralinos. In the tree-
level dominance case the atmospheric mixing angle is weliegimated bytan? .,, = 3= 2, and

the reactor angle byan? 3= ?=( 3+ 2). Inthis case, the smallness of the reactor angle is achieved
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with a small value of ;, and the maximal mixing in the atmospheric sector with algsimialue for
and 5. Supergravity scenarios where tree-level contributioasdaot dominate can also be found [767],
in which case the previous approximations for the anglesiatealid.

5.4.5 Lepton flavour violating processes at low energies

Many processes, which are either rare or forbidden in theafypconserving model, become possible
when interactions following from the superpotentiak , in (5.88) are available. These interactions
include tree-level couplings between different leptonweirtg generations, as well as tree-level couplings
between leptons and quarks, or leptons and Higgses.

In addition to the trilinear couplings and °, bilinear couplings or spontaneous R-parity breaking
contribute to the lepton flavour violating processes mewiibbelow through mixing.

For references about this section, see Ref. [757].

-L!' 34,1 Lkl,and e-conversion, and semileptonic decays efeptons
The rare decays of leptons to lighter leptons are excellatigs of new physics, because they do
not involve any hadronic uncertainties. Both the leptondiawiolating trilinear - and °-type
couplings give rise to LFV decays ! 1; (loop level process with- ], Lorg din
the loop), L ! Lkl (tree-level process via orl), as well as for e -conversion. In these
processes, two non-vanishingouplings are needed and usual approach is to assume a dgomina
product of two couplings, when determining bounds on cowggli Inthe  e-conversion, certain
pairs of couplings can be probed only in the loop-level pss¢cenediated by virtual or 7, which
are logarithmically enhanced compared ta e [178]. The hadronic contributions to the e
-conversion in nuclei make the theoretical error largentivathe decays without hadrons. The
relatively large mass of allows new semileptonic decay modes for The bounds from these
processes vary between 0 (10 ¢ 10 ') for 100 GeV fermion masses, and they scale as
mass.
The experimental accuracies of the processes mentione alpe expected to increase consider-
ably in the coming years.

— Leptonic and semileptonic decays of hadrons and top quarks
R -parity violating couplings gjk allow for lepton flavour violating decays of hadromesg.K 1, !
e ,Ba ! " K" ! " 4 4[768], as well as semileptonic LFV top decapsg. t !
~* Iy if kinematically allowed. The sensitivity on the couplsis restricted by the theoretical
uncertainties in hadronic contributions. For 100 GeV sfems, the bounds are 0 (10 *
10 1.

5.4.6 Anomalous muon magnetic momeat and electron electric dipole moment

couplings affect leptons also through contributions tatipnoments. The experimental measurement
of a is quite precise. The theoretical calculation of the Stashddéodel contribution taa contains still
uncertainty, which prevents exact comparison with measarg. The contribution ak -parity violation
ona issmall, and constrained by tiny neutrino masses.

Contribution from complex to electron EDM could be large for large phases. The one-loop
contribution involving both bilinear and trilinear coupdjs is sizable for electron EDM, while one-loop
terms with only trilinear terms are suppressed by neutricsses.

5.4.7 Collider signatures

The main advantage of collider studies compared to the lasvggnprobes is that the particles can be
directly produced, and thus their masses and couplings e&xrerimentally measured.
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A major difference between R-parity conserving and bregikitodels from the detection point of
view is the amount of missing energy. If R-parity is violatdue supersymmetric particles decay to the
SM particles leaving little or no missing energy. Decays drticles through and “type couplings
lead to multi-lepton final states, and and ® to multi-jet final states. Sparticles can decay first via
the R-parity conserving couplings to the lightest superstnic particle (LSP), which then decays via
R-parity violating couplings. If e.g. a neutralino is the R, St may be a cascade decay product of a
sfermion, chargino, or a heavier neutralino. Thus typicaltte gets a larger number of jets or leptons in
the final state in R-parity violating than in the R-parity serving decay. The sparticles can also decay
directly to the Standard Model fermions via © or ®couplings. Assuming all the supersymmetric
particles decay inside the detector, a consequence of tay dé the LSP is that the amount of missing
energy when R-parity is violated is considerably lower tiathe R-parity conserving case, and only
neutrinos carry the missing energy. When R-parity is vedatthe LSP is not stable and need not be
neutral. If then the coupling through which the LSP decaysigpressed, a long lived possibly charged
particle appears, leaving a heavily ionizing, easily ditiele charged track in the detector.

A simplifying assumption for the search strategy at coliidis to postulate the existence of a
single dominant R-parity violating coupling. In case a nmamishing coupling does exist with a mag-
nitude leading to distinct phenomenology at colliders, di sensitivity to a long-lived LSP might
be provided by the observation of displaced vertices in &ermmediate range of coupling values up to
0 (10 ° 10 %). For larger values the presence of R-parity violating supersymmetty beicome
manifest through the decay of short-lived sparticles peeduby pair via gauge couplings. A possi-
ble search strategy in such cases consists of neglectingriiy-piolating contributions at production
in non-resonant processes. This is valid provided thatrttegaction strength remains sufficiently small
compared to electromagnetic or weak interaction strendhs values typically below (10 2 10 1).

In a similar or larger range of couplings values, R-paritglation could show up at colliders via single
resonant or non-resonant production of supersymmetriticges.

For bilinear or spontaneous breaking, the lightest supensgtric particle decays through mixing
with the corresponding., = + 1 particle. If the LSP is neutralino or chargino, it decaystigh mixing
with neutrino or charged lepton, and if the LSP is a sleptaleitays through mixing with the Higgs
bosons.e.g. stau mixes with charged Higgs. Assuming that neutralinbésltSP, the dominant decay
mode of stau is to tau and neutralino. Through mixing thegdiHiggs has then a branching ratio to tau
and neutralino. Thus the detectionrofparity violation includes precise measurement of the ¢hiarg
ratios of particles.

The main signature of BRpV is the decay of the neutralino,ciWwidecays 100% of the time
into R-Parity and lepton number violating modes. If squaaksl sleptons are heavy and the neu-
tralino is heavier than the gauge bosons, the neutralinaydemto on-shell gauge bosons and lep-
tons: V! w “ ;z ;. If the gauge bosons are produced off-shell, then the decajemare ¢ !
qqo'i A L <V AR I When sfermions cannot be neglected, the decay channeiseare
same, but squarks and sleptons contribute as intermedidtel@s [769]. In this model, very useful quan-
tities are formed with ratios of branching ratios, sinceytiban be directly linked to R-Parity violating
parameters and neutrino observables. We have for example,

B(J! o)
0
1

B(9! o )

where the last approximation is valid in the tree-level daamice scenario. In this way, collider and
neutrino measurements, coming from very different experits, can be contrasted.

tarf o : (5.93)

(.».)[\)|[\)l\>

Detection possibilities and extraction of limits depenatdn the specific model and on the col-
lider type and energy. On general grounds a lepton-hadrtideoprovides both leptonic and baryonic
quantum numbers in the initial state and is therefore sidiiedearches involving ° In e* p collisions,
the production Ofdi squarks of thej™generation via Ejl is especially interesting as it involves a va-
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lenced quark of the incident proton. In contrast, fer p collisions where charge conjugate processes
are accessible, the!,, couplings become of special interest as they allow for thepction, involving
a valenceu quark, ofdt squarks of thec™ generation.

The excluded regions of the parameter space for R-paritiatitng scenarios have been worked
out from the data at LEP, HERA and Tevatron, see e.g. [770=T7%he following we shall concentrate
on the search possibilities at the LHC.

5.4.8 Hadron colliders

In hadron colliders the or °couplings can provide a viable signal. In many SUSY scesaréutralinos
and charginos are among the lightest supersymmetric [gticTheir pair production or associated
production of ~, ~° via gauge couplings and decay vieor ‘couplings may lead to a tri-lepton signal
from each particle, providing a clean signature. One shaolice that if the couplings are small, the
vertex may be displaced which makes the analysis more coated. With small enough couplings the
lightest neutralino, if LSP, decays outside the detector.

If kinematically possible, gluinos and squarks are codiopsoduced at hadron colliders. The
NLO cross section has been calculated in [776]. fk@r> m 4 > m o , the production with decay via
9,, 6 0was studied at CDF. Also coupling’,, from tpair production at CDF and" couplings from
9 decay at DO have been investigated.

When R-parity is violated, the supersymmetric particles ba produced singly, and thus they
can be produced as resonances through R-parity violatiegaictions. In a hadron—hadron collider this
allows to probe for resonances in a wide mass range becatise odntinuous energy distribution of the
colliding partons. This production mode requires non-iggiglie R-parity violating coupling. If a single
R-parity violating coupling is dominant, the exchangedesspmmetric particle may decay through the
same coupling involved in its production, giving a two feomifinal state. It is also possible that the
decay of the resonant SUSY particle goes through gaugetiens, giving rise to a cascade decay.

The resonant production of sneutrinos and charged sleftéas ° couplings) has been inves-
tigated at hadron colliders [777-781]. The production ofharged lepton with neutralino leads to a
like-sign dilepton signature via® couplings. The production of a charged lepton with a charginthe
resonant sneutrino case decay leads to a tri-lepton fina gia ° couplings. The~}; ~, ; ~ masses
can be reconstructed using the tri-lepton signal.

Single production is possible also in two-body processéisoui resonance [782]. Sfermion pro-
duction with a gauge boson has been studied in either dia “coupling. (The procesgq; ! W~
orgig; ! W X can get contribution also from resonant production, but BGGUGRAm , m. =
cos2 m?Z and resonance production is not kinematically viable). ity via °or ®gluino can be
produced with a lepton or quark, respectively. Sneutrinmdpction with two associated jets may also
provide a detectable signal [783].

Resonant production of squarks can occur Viatype couplings, leading eventually to jets in the
final states. Although the cross sections can be considefablthese processes, the backgrounds in
hadronic colliders are large, and the processes seem ttifficstudy [784]. In special circumstances the
backgrounds can be small, e.g. for stop productiof;ity ! t ! b~ , with ~I ! L ;~? (here it
is assumeah , > m C> Moo Mgy > m 2)- Then for gojk, m o is stable [785, 786]. Also single
gluino production,d;d; ! gtvia resonant stop production has a good signal to backgroainal for

D = 0 (0:)[787].

With the ttproduction cross section of the order&ifo ok, the LHC can be considered a top quark
factory, with 1 top quarks being produced per year, assuming an integraeitidsity of 100 fb *.
This statistics allows for precise studies of top quark pisysin particular, for measurements of rare
RpV decays. A simulation of the signal and background usimgFAST [788], to take into account
the experimental conditions prevailing at the ATLAS debe¢789], was made for a top quark decaying
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through a %, coupling tot ! ~°“d, assuming only one slepton gives the leading contributara
intermediate state [790].

The importance of treating the top quark production and ylsgaultaneouslyyg ! t~°‘d, rather
than (gg! t)B (t! ~%‘d), was shown. The latest approach can underestimate theserotssn by a
factor of a few units, depending on the slepton mass. Thendaghat the slepton forces the top quark to
be off-shell, becoming the resonance itself, as can be aigpee from~ * mass invariant distributions.

Two scenarios were chosen for the neutralino deedy,! ©d . and ~° ! ode, the last.one
assuming a large stop-scharm mixing. The sensitivity oLtHE is presented as the significante B
as a function of 7., for slepton masses 150 and 200 GeV. The channel ~°ed ! codeed is more
promising with exclusion limits a2 c.l. for °> 0:03 and observation a c.l. for °> 0:05, with
these values slightly increasing for heavier sleptons. The ~%ed ! kd .ed channel is observable
only for a 150 GeV slepton mass. The significance is reduced to 0:08 at2 and °> 0:a15at5
level.

Sincea %, h, = trilinear termis generated in BRpV when theterm is removed from the
superpotential, we can see that the above exclusion limits fare not significant in BRpV, probing
only values of . parameters much larger than what is needed for neutrindaigmns.

5.5 Higgs-mediated lepton flavour violation in supersymmet/

If neutrinos are massive, one would expect LFV transitionhe Higgs sector through the decay modes
1% ! L1 mediated at one loop level by the exchange ofithéosons and neutrinos. However, as for
the ! e andthe ! case, also the’ ! 11 rates are GIM suppressed. In a supersymmetric
(SUSY) framework the situation is completely different. SBkes the previous contributions, supersym-
metry provides new direct sources of flavour violation, nntlee possible presence of off-diagonal soft
terms in the slepton mass matrices and in the trilinear ¢ogpl[139]. In practice, flavour violation
would originate from any misalignment between fermion diedrsion mass eigenstates. LFV processes
arise at one loop level through the exchange of neutraliobarginos) and charged sleptons (sneutri-
nos). The amount of the LFV is regulated by a Super-GIM meishaithat can be much less severe
than in the non supersymmetric case [139]. Another potestiarce of LFV in models such as the min-
imal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) could be the siggrtor, in fact, extensions of the SM
containing more than one Higgs doublet generally allow flasiolating couplings of the neutral Higgs
bosons. Such couplings, if unsuppressed, will lead to |8ey@r-changing neutral currents in direct
opposition to experiments. The MSSM avoid these dangerouglings at the tree level segregating the
quark and Higgs fields so that one Higgs,, ) can couple only to up-type quarks while the othgr; )
couples only to d-type. Within unbroken supersymmetry tfivgsion is completely natural, in fact, it is
required by the holomorphy of the superpotential. Howeaéier supersymmetry is broken, couplings
of the formQU_H 4 andQ D .H ,, are generated at one loop [420]. In particular, the presefheenon
zero term, coupled with SUSY breaking, is enough to induce nda+horphic Yukawa interactions
for quarks and leptons. For largan values the contributions to d-quark masses coming from non-
holomorphic operatop D .H , can be equal in size to those coming from the usual holomogberator
QD .H 4 despite the loop suppression suffered by the former. THietause the operator itself gets an
additional enhancement afin

As shown in reference [791] the presence of these loop-iedimon-holomorphic couplings also
leads to the appearance of flavor-changing couplings of ¢léral Higgs bosons. These new couplings
generate a variety of flavor-changing processes such’@s * , B? BY etc. [527]. Higgs-
mediated FCNC can have sizable effects also in the leptarsp®2, 793]: given a source of non-
holomorphic couplings, and LFV among the sleptons, Higgshated LFV is unavoidable. These ef-
fects have been widely discussed in the recent literatutieib@ generic 2HDM [794,795] and in super-
symmetry [793, 796] frameworks. Through the study of many/Iffocesses as ! ‘5% ‘x [792,793],

'o4 [163,796],4 ! ‘5 [169,638], N ! eN [797], © ! ‘4 [168](with s=  ; , 4k = e
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= h%;H %;A% or the cross section of then ! X reaction [798].

5.5.1 LFVinthe Higgs sector

SM extensions containing more than one Higgs doublet giyatbow flavor-violating couplings of the
neutral Higgs bosons with fermions. Such couplings, if ppsassed, will lead to large flavor-changing
neutral currents in direct opposition to experiments. Thesible solution to this problem involves an
assumption about the Yukawa structure of the model. A dissgmmetry can be invoked to allow a
given fermion type to couple to a single Higgs doublet, anslich case FCNC's are absent at tree level.
In particular, when a single Higgs field gives masses to bygpled of fermions the resulting model is
referred as 2HDM-I. On the other hand, when each type of f@mmbuples to a different Higgs doublet
the model is said 2HDM-II.

In the following, we will assume a scenario where the typ2HDM structure is not protected by
any symmetry and is broken by loop effects (this occurs,ristance, in the MSSM).

Let us consider the Yukawa interactions for charged leptomduding the radiatively induced
LFV terms [792]:

L' _ﬂ; iniH ]_L_j_-l- jRi Yli ij + Ylj FI{J H 2L_j + hcy (594)
whereH ; andH , are the scalar doubletg,; are lepton singlet for right handed fermions, denote the
lepton doublets and, are the Yukawa couplings.

In the mass-eigenstate basis for both leptons and Higgsbp#te effective flavor-violating in-
teractions are described by the four dimension operat®2]{7

my =i s mi s
Lo’ (262) Czll JRP+ J1Y ¢ n® s HO &
PR LD S O RS R S
+ (8GF)4C2 TR i+ ik B +hoy (5.95)

where is the mixing angle between the CP-even Higgs boserandH o, A, is the physical CP-odd
boson,H are the physical charged Higgs-bosons andk the ratio of the vacuum expectation value
for the two Higgs (where we adopt the notatian,;s, = cosx;sinx and t, = tan x). lrrespective to

the mechanism of the high energy theories generating the lE\treat the ijB terms in a model

independent way. In order to constrain th(;-';jR parameters, we impose that their contributions to LFV
processes do not exceed the experimental bounds [169, 638].

On the other hand, there are several models with a specifataabout the flavor-changing cou-
plings. For instance, the famous multi-Higgs-doublet n®geoposed by Cheng and Sher [586] pre-
dict that the LFV couplings of all the neutral Higgs bosonsiwihe fermions have the form £;£

In Supersymmetry, the *J terms are induced at one loop level by the exchange of gasigino
and sleptons, provided a source of slepton mixing. In the assninsertion (MI) approximation, the
expressions of °_ are given by

o 1 e 0 0
D= 4_leLm§ IMEmami)+ I M™M7; “mi) +
3, g 0
+ Ve MziijiI(Mzz; Zmiy; (5.96)
i 1 i ho 1
- n MmZ L IME; 2m2) (5 my) ; (5.97)

respectively, where is the Higgs mixing parametey ; , are the gaugino masses amcf ®) stands
for the left-left (right-right) slepton mass matrix entrithe LFV mass insertions (Mls), i.e.;’, =
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(?), =m?Z (X = L;R) are the off-diagonal flavor changing entries of the slept@ss matrix. The
loop functiont’ (x;y;z)is such thatr” (x;v;z)= dI(x;y;z)=dz, whereI (x;y;z) refers to the standard
three point one-loop integral which has mass dimension -2

I (%y52) = xy bog(x=y) + yzlog(y=z) + zx log(z=x) : (5.98)
x y)z yiz x)
The above expressions, i.e. the Eqgs. (5.96,5.97), depdpdaorthe ratio of the SUSY mass scales and
they do not decouple for large s, s . As first shown in Ref. [168], both - and  J couplings suffer
from strong cancellations in certain regions of the paramstace due to destructive interferences among
various contributions. For instance, from Eq. (5.97) itlisac that, in the Iij' case, such cancellations
happenif = m.
In the SUSY seesaw model, in the mass insertion approximatioe obtains specific values for
lj .. depending on the assumptions on the flavour mixing 1159, 693]. If the latter is of CKM size,

1) , , _ , L .
. 3 10°and 2 ’ 10 2, whileinthe case of the observed neutrino mixing, taking = 0:07

at about half of the current CHOOZ bound, we ggt”™"’ » 10 2and 2 # 10 .

5.5.2 Phenomenology

In order to constrain the in parameters, we impose that their contributions to LFV psees ag; !

Lkk andl ! 1 do not exceed the experimental bounds. At tree level, Higghange contribute
onlyto’s ! “s%“%, ! 4 and N ! eN. On the other hand, a one loop Higgs exchange leads to
the LFV radiative decays; ! ‘5 . In the following, we report the expression for the branghratios

of the above processes.

5521 4!

The‘ ! ‘5 process can be generated by the one loop exchange of Higdeginds. However, the
dipole transition implies three chirality flips: two in theikawa vertices and one in the lepton propagator.
This strong suppression can be overcome at higher order I&aeng to two loop level, one has to pay
the typical price ofy?=16 2 but one can replace the light fermion masses from Yukawacesrtvith the
heavy fermion (boson) masses circulating in the second looghis case, the virtual Higgs boson couple
only once to the lepton line, inducing the needed chiralify. fAs a result, the two loop amplitude can
provide the major effects. Naively, the ratio between the kwop fermionic amplitude and the one loop
amplitude is:

(2 loop)s 2 2
Ay o Me o ME

1 loop 2 2 ’
Ah! L 4 m g my

wherem ¢ = m;m Is the mass of the heavy fermion circulating in the loop. Wairg that in a
Model Il 2HDM (as SUSY) the Yukawa couplings between neuttigigs bosons and quarks atett
m=tan andHkb mytan . Since the Higgs mediated LFV is relevant only at latge 30, it

is clear that the main contributions arise from theandbfermions and not from the top quark. So, in
this framework, ! 1 does not receive sizable two loop effects by heavy fermitwops, contrary to
the ! e case.

However, the situation can drastically change whan &oson circulates in the two loop Barr-Zee
diagrams. Bearing in mind that w *w mW and that pseudoscalar bosons do not coupleito a

pair, it turns out tharn 12, ]fop LN oople 2 =m 2tan )thus, two loopw effects are expected

L!
to dominate, as it is confirmed numerlcally [638 794]
As final result, the following approximate expression hqii9, 638]:
|

V] m2.2 m2
B(s! ‘5 ) 3 a o 62 m ‘
B(li! ljj ) 2 mi = m a m
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f
Negi— log—s+ 2 +
m% t fqém% J %
i f=Db; i i
2
N¢ m ¢ mpAp
7 Eraz 2 Plw) g5 s b))
3 3 m4 2
’ el 2 .4 W
- — t Faw) i (5.99)
21 4
2 3 M
where m = (my ma) O (mZ=m,o). The terms of the first row of Eq. (5.99) refer to one loop

effects and their role is non-negligible only indecays. It turns out that pseudoscalar and scalar one
loop amplitudes have opposite signs so, being ’* m y , they cancel each other to a very large extent.
Since these cancellations occur, two loop effects can bedmmportant or even dominant. The two terms
of the second row of Eq. (5.99) refer to two loop Barr-Zee @Bdnduced byy and fermionic loops,
respectively, while the last row of Eg. (5.99) is relativeotlwop Barr-Zee effects with a squark loop in the
second loop. As regards the squark loop effects, itis vesy arealize that they are negligible compared
tow effects. In fact, it is well known that Higgs mediated LFV galay a relevant or even a dominant
role compared to gaugino mediated LFV provided that sleptasses are not below the TeV scale while
maintaining the Higgs masses at the electroweak scale &sunireng large:- values). In this context, it
is natural to assume squark masses at least of the same sttierslepton masses (at the TeV scale). So,
in the limit wherex_, = mt%szI 1, the loop functiom (x., ) is such thatlogx., + 5=3)=6x.,
thus, even for maximum squark mixing anglet;s@, namely fors, = SN2 7, and largea ,, and

terms, two loop squark effects remain much belowwtheeffects, as it is straightforward to check by
Eq. (5.99).

As a final result the main two loop effects are provided by tkehange of ai  boson, with the

loop functionF (ay ) 22 (logay )*foray = mZ =m} 1. It is noteworthy that one and two
loop amplitudes have the same signs. In addition, two lodfigets dominate in large portions of the

parameter space, specially for large values, where the mass splittingh = my  m, decreases to
zero.

5522 51 5k

Thel ! 1LkX process can be mediated by a tree level Higgs exchange [98R, However, up to
one loop level; ! 1L 1 gets additional contributions induced by! 1, amplitudes [169, 638]. It
is worth noting that the Higgs mediated monopole (chiratiyserving) and dipole (chirality violating)
amplitudes have the samen® dependence. This has to be contrasted to the non-Higgsteditns.
For instance, within SUSY, the gaugino mediated dipole &og# is proportional tocan  while the
monopole amplitude isan independent. The expression for the Higgs mediated 1,1 X can be
approximated in the following way [169, 638]:

B( ! 34%) , m’mi
—B( L3 ) Som & zjtan6 3+ 5 5 4
° A
2 | .
b g 3 BC A (5.100)
3 m? B( ! k5 )

where we have disregarded subleading monopole effects.
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Fig. 5.32: Branching ratios of various ! and ! eLFV processes vs the Higgs boson massin the
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5523 N ! eN

The ! econversion in Nuclei process can be generated by a scalaatopéhrough the tree level
Higgs exchange [797]. Moreover, at one loop level, add#éiaontributions induced by ! 1; am-
plitudes arise [169]; however they are subleading [169jaHly, the following expression fag ( A 1!

eA 1) is derived [797]:

m 'm?2

’ o 2 46 .
B(Al! el 18 10 4V4m47|§1 SRl (5.101)
h * capt

where! 2 7 0:7054 Tkec '. We observe that (! 3e)is completely dominated by the photonic
! e dipole amplitude sotha ( ! eee)’ o B( ! e ) Onthe other hand, tree level Higgs

mediated contributions are negligible because supprdsgéide electron mass through tHe® )ee
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m . coupling. On the contrary, N ! &N is not suppressed by the light constituent quark and
m 4 but only by the nucleon masses, because the Higgs-bosotirgptg the nucleon is shown to be
characterized by the nucleon mass using the conformal dgaelation [797]. In particular, the most
important contribution turns out to come from the exchanfjihe scalar Higgs bosoh which couples
to the strange quark [797].

In fact, the coherent e conversion process, where the initial and final nuclei athénground
state, is expected to be enhanced by a factop ¢f ) (wherez is the atomic number) compared to
incoherent transition processes. Since the initial and $iladées are the same, the elemefitspp N iand
HY hin N iare nothing but the proton and the neutron densities in eensdh the non-relativistic limit
of nucleons. In this limit, the other matrix elements p spN iandiN h snN ivanish. Therefore,
in the coherent e conversion process, the dominant contributions come fiarekchange af , not
A [797].

Moreover, we know that ! e (chirality conserving) monopole amplitudes are genersilig-
dominant compared to (chirality flipping) dipole effect$fl. Note also that, the enhancement mech-
anism induced by Barr-Zee type diagrams is effective onlycturality flipping operators so, in the
following, we will disregard chirality conserving one logffects.

5.5.2.4 P @®= ; ;9

Now we consider the implications of virtual Higgs exchange the decays ! P, whereP is a
neutral pseudoscalar mesan € ; ; °)[163,796]. Since we assume CP conservation in the Higgs
sector, only the exchange of theHiggs boson is relevant. Moreover, in the large  limit, only the

A couplings to down-type quarks are important. These can bitewias:

P_
i( 26p )2 tan A (gmgdrdy + sMsSrSL + pupge b, )+ ho: (5.102)

The parametersy; ;  are equal to one at tree level, but can significantly deviatm fthis value be-
cause of higher order corrections proportionatda [527,791], generated by integrating out superpart-
ners. In the limit of quark flavour conservation, eaghq = d;s;b)hasthe form,= (1+ ,tan ) *,
where  appears in the loop-generated ternh, (H ) o°g+ hx:[5627,791]. At energies below the
bottom mass, the-quark can be integrated out so the bilineatm, )"b+ hx:is effectively replaced by

the gluon operator = 64952 G?® G2 , wheregs andGc? are thesu (3). coupling constant and
field strength, respectively [163]. In the limit in which tipeocesses ! 3 and ! are both
dominated by Higgs-exchange, these decays are relate63s [1
! 2 ! 2" ! #2
B( ! 1) , £8 2 m 2 . p_£0 , ;
—_—— 9 1 — ot — 1+ 2— S.tan® ;
B( ! 1y ) m2m m 2 3 £8 )

wherem ?=m ? * 955 10 ° and the relevant decay constants eite 02f , £®  12f andf 92
MeV. In the above expression, both the contribution of thattfi-loop induced) gluon operatorand
the factors , were included.

For »  1,itturns out thatB ( ! =B ( ! * ) 5, butitcould also be

a few times larger or smaller than that, depending on theshealues of ; . Finally, let us compare
! and ! with ! in the limit of Higgs-exchange domination. Both ratios are

suppressed, although for different reasons. The mtio ! =B ( ! ) is small because it is
parametrically suppressed by*=n* 10 2. TheratioB ( !  9=B( ! ), which seems to be
0 (1), is much smaller because the singlet and octet contribsiton ! °tend to cancel against each
other [163].

These results, combined with the present bound on , imply that the Higgs mediated
contributiontoB ( ! % andB ( ! ) can reacho (10 ?)[163].
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5.5.2.5 Higgs!

The LFV Higgs! decays and the related phenomenology have been extensivedyigated in [168].
Concerning the Higgs boson decays, we have [168]

B@A! * )=tan® G.F+irfBAl T ) (5.103)

where we have approximated-c’> ’ tan? since non-negligible effects can only arise in the large
tan limit. If A is replaced witha [or h] in Eq. (5.103), the r.h.s. should also be multiplied by adac
(c =s YJor (s =c )’]. We recall thatB & ! ) can reach values of orden “. The same
holds for the ‘non-standard’ CP-even Higgs boson (eithesr h, depending om 5 ).

We now make contact with the physical observable, i.e. #he° ! * ), and discuss the
phenomenological implications. We outline some generaluies ofs ( ° ! * ) at largetan
and the prospects for these decay channels at the Large tH&aitider (LHC) and other colliders.
Let us discuss the different Higgs bosons, as reported i8][E&ssuming for definitenessn 50,
$0 52 10°( = L or z)andanintegrated luminosity abo fo * at LHC.

If ° denotes one of the ‘non-standard’ Higgs bosons, we have 1andB ( ! *+ )
10 Y,soB ( °!' * ) 10 “ The main production mechanisms at LHC are bottom-loop atedi
gluon fusion and associated production witly which yield cross sections (16';10%;20) pb for
ma (100;200;300) G eV, respectively. The corresponding numbers off  *  events are about
(10%;10%;2 0. These estimates do not change much if the bottom Yukawdinguyp, is enhanced
(suppressed) by radiative corrections, since in this daseshhancement (suppression) ofvould be
roughly compensated by the suppression (enhancementj of '+ ),

If ©denotes the other (more ‘Standard Model-like’) Higgs bosioa factorc BO! )
strongly depends on ,, while the production cross section at LHC, which is donedaby top-loop
mediated gluon fusion, is 30 pb. Forms 100 G ev we may have: B! * ) 10°
andB( 21t * ) 10 4, which would imply 300 *  events. The number of events is
generically smaller for large: » sinceC scales as=nm ; , consistently with the expected decoupling of
LFV effects for such a Higgs boson.

The above discussion suggests that LHC may offer good chdnadetect the decays’ !
especially in the case of non-standard Higgs bosons. Tdisdtion should be supported by a detailed
study of the background. At Tevatron the sensitivity is lowean at LHC because both the expected
luminosity and the Higgs production cross sections are lemdihe number of events would be smaller
by a factor10°  1G. A few events may be expected alscsae or *  future colliders, assuming
integrated luminosities a500 fio * and1 o ', respectively. Ata *  collider an enhancement may
occur for the non-standard Higgs bosons if radiative ctimas strongly suppress,, since in this case

both the resonant production cross section [ (4 =m )8 ( ! * )] and the LFV branching
ratiosB ( ° ! * )would be enhanced. As a result, for light, , hundreds of *  events could
occur.

5526 N ! X

Higgs mediated LFV effects can have also relevant impadiewritoss section of theN | X reaction
[798]. The contribution of the Higgs boson mediation to tiféecential cross section N ! X is
given by [798]

d? X , 1 P , 1+P s
Indy xfg(x) o 3 + Tr § g Vi (5.104)

where the functiort, (x) is the PDF forg-quarks,P is the incident muon polarization such thrat =
+1and 1 correspond to the right- and left-handed polarizationpeesively, ands is the center-of-mass
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Fig. 5.34:Cross section of the N ! X DIS process as a function of the muon energy for the Higgs atedi

interaction [798]. It is assumed that the initial muons areefy left-handed. CTEQS6L is used for the PDF.

(CM) energy. The parametexsandy are definedas  Q?=2P g,y 2P  g=s, in the limit of massless
tau leptons, where is the four momentum of the targetis the momentum transfer, ardis defined as
0° & As seenin Eq. (5.104), experimentally, the form factors’6f andc? (ck# andc?) can be
selectively studied by using purely left-handed (righiihed) incident muons. In SUSY models such as
the MSSM with heavy right-handed neutrinos, LFV is radialfpvinduced due to the left-handed slepton
mixing, which only affectsc® andc?. Therefore, in the following, we focus only on thosg” and
c? couplings.

The magnitudes of the effective couplings are constrainedhb current experimental results
of searches for LFV processes of tau decays. Therefore, dmiplings are determined by the one

that is more constrained, namely the pseudo-scalar cauplinis constrained by the ! decay
B ! ) < 34 107). Then the constraint is given on theassociated scalar and pseudo-scalar
couplings by

(c2?), 10°Gev 4] B( ! ) (5.105)

The largest values of™* andc? can be realized with sy gy 0 (1) TeV and the Higgsino mass
0 (10) TeV [163, 796].

The cross sections of thew ! X reaction in the DIS region is evaluated for the maximally
allowed values of the effective couplings as a referencey e plotted in Fig. 5.34 for different quark
contributions as a function of the muon beam energy in therktbry frame. For the PDF, CTEQ6L
has been used. The targetis assumed to be a proton. For a nucleus target, the croserseaiuld
be higher, approximately by the number of nucleons in thgetarThe cross section sharply increases
abover 50 GeV in Fig. 5.34. This enhancement comes fromtttgiark contribution in addition to
thed and s-quark contributions which is enhanced by a factomgfm ¢ over thes-quark contribution.
The cross section is enhanced by one order of magnitude vieemtion energy changes from 50 GeV
to 100 GeV. Typically, fore = 100 GeV andeE = 300 GeV, the cross section i©0 * fb and10 ° fb,
respectively. With the intensity afo>® muons per year and the target mass of 100 g/@hnout10* (10?)

events could be expected for N ! X )= 103 (10 °)fb, which corresponds t& = 300 (50)
GeV from Fig. 5.34. This would provide good potential to irope the sensitivity by four (two) orders
of magnitude from the present limit from ! decay, respectively. Such a muon intensity could be

available at a future muon collider and a neutrino factory.

5.5.3 Correlations
The numerical results shown in Fig. 5.32 and Fig. 5.33 allewouwdraw several observations [169, 638]:

— ! 1 hasthe largest branching ratios except for a region araund 700 GeV where strong
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cancellations among two loop effects reduce their &z&he following approximate relations are

found: ,
B( ! 1 21 2 F
BC YY), moomPl o omj Fla)
B( !'1) m my 6 m?  tan

1;

where the last relation is easily obtained by using the appration forF (z):If two loop effects
were disregarded, then we would obtaint ! 1 =B ( ! 1 )2 (1=36;1)for m=my 2
(0;10% ). Two loop contributions significantly enhanee( ! 1 )specially for m =m, ! 0.

— In Fig. 5.32 non negligible mass splittingn =m, effects can be visible at low ;; regime through
the bands ofthe ! 1 and ! leeprocesses. These effects tend to vanish with increasing
m g asitis correctly reproduced in Fig. 5.32! 1  does not receive visible effects byn =m,
terms being dominated by the tree level Higgs exchange.

— As itis shown in Fig. 5.3 ( ! L )is generally larger tham ( ! 1 ) their ratio is
regulated by the following approximate relation:

B( ! 1) 36 B( ! 1) 36

4

B( !X ) 3+553B( ! L) 3+554

4

where the last relation is valid only out of the cancellatregion. Moreover, from the above
relation it turns out that:

B( ! 1), 36
B( ! 1 ) 3+5;
If we relax the condition ;;, = 1, B (! 1 )can get values few times smaller or bigger than
those in Fig. 5.32.
— It is noteworthy that a tree level Higgs exchange predictd® ( ! lee)=B( ! 1 )

m 2=m 2 while, at two loop level, we obtain (out of the cancellati@gion):

B( ! lee) 04 B( ! 1) 0:4
B( ! 13 ) 3+55B( ! 1) 3+5;

Let us underline that, in the cancellation region, the lob@und ofB (! lee)is given by the
monopole contributions. So, in this regioB,( ! lee)is much less suppressed than !
lj )

— The approximate relationsamong 1! eAl, ! e and ! eeebranching ratios are

B( ! F 2 B( ! eee
Bl e) 102 (@ ) ; B( : eee), o1t (5.106)
B(ALl! eAl tan B( ! e)

In the above equations we retained only dominant two loopcedf arising fromiv  exchange.
The exact behavior for the examined processes is reporté&gin5.33 where we can see that

! e gets the largest branching ratio except for a region areupnd 700 GeV where strong
cancellations among two loop effects sink its size.

The correlations among the rates of the above processes argartant signature of the Higgs-
mediated LFV and allow us to discriminate between diffei®@0iSY scenarios. In fact, it is well known
that, in a Supersymmetric framework, besides the Higgs atediLFV transitions, we have also LFV
effects mediated by the gauginos through loops of neutral{oharginos)- charged sleptons (sneutrinos).
On the other hand, the above contributions have differeabuiging properties regulated by the mass
of the heaviest scalar mass { ) or by the heaviest mass in the slepton gaugino loapsy(y ). In
principle, them sy sy andm y masses can be unrelated so, we can always proceed by camgidely

For a detailed discussion about the origin of these cartimiand their connection with non-decoupling propertiés
two loopw amplitude, see Ref. [794].
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the Higgs mediated effects (assuming a relatively light and an heavyh sy s+ ) or only the gaugino
mediated contributions (if ; is heavy). In the following, we are interested to make a caimpa be-
tween Higgs and gaugino mediated LFV effects. In order toerthk comparison as simple as possible,
let us consider the simple case where all the SUSY partickedegenerate. In this case, it turns out that

21 2 21,
L 5g LL 7
B(4! *5 ) 2 a S 5 ’ my . i3
T = 5 1+Ztan W 7 jLLthZ;
B (! i i) G auge SUSY
1 1 2 4 2 4
B (‘! ) 2 2 m m
— 105 = o pg 58 fd (5.107)
B (‘4 j 3 1) Higgs M M 7

In Fig. 5.33 we report the branching ratios of the examineoc@sses as a function of the heaviest
Higgs boson mass ; (in the Higgs LFV mediated case) or of the common SUSY magssy (in
the gaugino LFV mediated case). We set= 50 and we consider the PMNS scenario as discussed

above so that 1 )pi vs 10 “. Sub-leading contributions proportional to’? &) e 1) PM NS
were neglected since, in the PMNS scenario, it turns out(trf%t(RR) o o) N s=( A yeyns

10 ° [693]. As we can see from Fig. 5.33, Higgs mediated effecigt $teing competitive with the
gaugino mediated ones when;; sy is roughly one order of magnitude larger then the Higgs mass
Moreover, we stress that, both in the gaugino and in the Higegdiated cases, !| e gets the largest
effects. In particular, within the PMNS scenario, it turng that Higgs mediated ( ! e ) 10%
whenm g 200 GeV and: = 50, that is just closed to the present experimental resolution

The correlations among different processes predictedaergiugino mediated case are different
from those predicted in the Higgs mediated case. For instan¢he gaugino mediated scenaso( !
1% ) get the largest contributions by the dipole amplitudes #natan enhanced with respect to all

other amplitudes resulting in a precise ratio witf ! 1 ), namely
!
B l. ! lll 4 2
2l P2 gt 3y (5.108)
B (‘1 J G auge my
bgls 3
B( ! 4 J
2L e p 7R T, (5.109)
B( ! 5 ) G auge ]OQ’E—Z 3

Moreover, in the largean regime, one can find the simple theoretical relations

B ( einTi)

NI o (5.110)

G auge

If some ratios different from the above were discoveredn tiés would be clear evidence that some new
process is generating the ! 1 transition, with Higgs mediation being a leading candidate

5.5.4 Conclusions
We have reviewed the allowed rates for Higgs-mediated LRdAgg in a SUSY framework. In particular,

we have analyzed the decay modes of the lepton, namely; ! “5“, ‘4! ‘5, ! 1 and N !
eN . We have also discussed the LFV decay modes of the Higgs ®osbn“;*; ( = h%;H %;A°) so
as the impact of Higgs mediated LFV effects on the cross@ectithe N ! X reaction. Analytical

relations and correlations among the rates of the aboveepses have been established at the two loop
level in the Higgs Boson exchange. The correlations amoagtbcesses are a precise signature of the
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theory. In this respect experimental improvements in &ldbcay channels of thelepton would be very
welcome. In conclusion, the Higgs-mediated contributitinisFV processes can be within the present or
upcoming attained experimental resolutions and providiengrortant opportunity to detect new physics
beyond the Standard Model.

5.6 Tests of unitarity and universality in the lepton sector
5.6.1 Deviations from unitarity in the leptonic mixing maitx

The presence of physics beyond the SM in the leptonic seatogenerate deviations from unitarity in
the mixing matrix. This is analogous to what happens in treljeector, where the search for deviations
from unitarity of the CKM matrix is considered a sensitiveywta look for new physics.

In the leptonic sector a clear example of non-unitarity isegiby the seesaw mechanism [205—
209]. To generate naturally small neutrino masses, newyhpatticles -right-handed neutrinos- are
added, singlet under the SM gauge group. Thus a Yukawa cmufdr neutrinos can be written, as
well as Majorana masses for the new heavy fields. The mas&méthe complete theory is now an
enlarged mass matrixs( 5 at least), whose diagonalization leads to small Majorandrim® masses.
The non-unitarity of thed 3 leptonic mixing matrix can now be understood simply by obsey that it
is a sub-matrix of a bigger one which is unitary, since the plete theory must conserve probabilities.

Another way to see this is looking at the effective theory W&o once the heavy fields are inte-
grated out. The unique dimension-five operator is the wedivkn Weinberg operator [204] which gener-
ates neutrino masses when the electroweak symmetry istorkasses are naturally small since they are
suppressed by the mass of the heavy particles which have been integrated @ut:  ?=M , wherev
is the Higgs VEV. If we go on in the expansion in effective @iers, we obtain only one dimension-six
operator which renormalizes the kinetic energy of neusinonce we perform a field redefinition to go
into a mass basis with canonical kinetic terms, a non-unitaxing matrix is obtained [799]. In minimal
models deviations from unitarity generated in this way ag/\suppressed, since the dimension-six op-
erator is proportional t&°=M 2. However, in more sophisticated versions of this mechatiisedouble
(or inverse) seesaw [800] the suppression can be reducedwriaffecting the smallness of neutrinos
masses and avoiding any fine-tuning of Yukawa couplings.eims$ of effective operators, this means
that it is possible to “decouple” the dimension-five operdtom the dimension-six, permitting small
neutrino masses and not so small unitarity deviations.

Usually the elements of the leptonic mixing matrix are meadwsing neutrino oscillation exper-
iments assuming unitarity. No information can be extradteth electroweak decays on the individual
matrix elements, due to the impossibility of detecting neotmass eigenstates. This is quite different
from the way of measuring the CKM matrix elements. Here t&@ins are important too, but since
guark mass eigenstates can be tagged, direct measuremémesnoatrix elements can be made using
electroweak decays.

The situation changes if we relax the hypothesis of unjtaritthe leptonic mixing matrix. Elec-
troweak decays acquire now an important meaning, since ¢heybe used to constrain deviations
from unitarity. Consider as an example the degay! 1 ;. The decay rate is modified as follows:

= gy (NNY)y, whereN is the non-unitary leptonic mixing matrix andsy is the SM decay
rate. This, and other electroweak processes, can therbéoresed to obtain information oMl N ¥)y,.
Moreover lepton flavour violating processes like! 3eor -econversion in nuclei can occur, while
rare lepton decays likeé ! 1, can be enhanced, permitting to constrain the off-diagoleshents of
(N N ¥). Finally, universality violation effects are producedgeavif the couplings are universal: for
example the branching ratio ofdecay (see Section 6) is now proportional(toN Y)..=(N N ¥)

In Ref. [801] all these processes have been considered baldibhas been performed and the
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matrix §IN N Y)jhas been determined@® C.L.):

0994 0005 <70 16 <16 1¢°
NNYS € <70 10° 0995 0005 < 10 16 A : (5.111)
<1ls 100 <10 10° 02995 0:005

Similar bounds can be inferred far YN 5 leading to the conclusion that deviations from unitanityhe
leptonic mixing matrix are experimentally constrained ®dmaller than few percent. Notice however
that these bounds apply to3a 3 mixing matrix, i.e. they constrain deviations from unitgrinduced
by higher energy physics which has been integrated’out

However, since contrary the quark sector decays can onlgt@n the elements ofN N ¥)5 to
determine the individual elements of the leptonic mixingnimaoscillation experiments are needed. In
Ref. [801] neutrino oscillation physics is reconsideredhin case in which the mixing matrix is not
unitary. The main consequence of this is that the flavoursiasio longer orthogonal, which gives rise
to two physical effects:

- “zero-distance” effect, i.e. flavour conversion in nentrioscillations at. = 0:
P (E;L=0)/ JNNY) F
- non-diagonal matter effects.

With the new formulas for neutrino oscillations, a fit to pFas oscillation experiments is performed,
in order to determine the individual matrix elements. Ashe standard case, no information at all is
available on phased r 6, depending on the nature -Dirac or Majorana- of neutringisige appearance
experiments would be needed. However the moduli of matdreits can be determined, but now they
are all independent, so that the free parameteranstead of3. The elements of the-row can be
constrained using the data from CHOOZ [802], KamLAND [808HaSNO [804], together with the
information on m %, resulting from an analysis of K2K [805]. In contrast, lestadare available for the
-row: only those coming from K2K and SuperKamiokande [806Jatmospheric neutrinos, and only
N 5jand the combinatioN ;F + N ,7 can be determined. No information at all is available on the
-row. The final result is the following3y ranges):

0:75 0:89 0:45 066 < 034
Ng=€ (N 1§+ N ,F)2= 057 086 057 0864 : (5.112)
2

? ?

Notice that, without assuming unitarity, only half of theelents can be determined from oscillation
experiments alone. Adding the information from near detescat NOMAD [807], KARMEN [808],
BUGEY [809] and MINOS [810], which put bounds ofN N ¥) ¥ by measuring the “zero-distance”
effect, the degeneracy in therow can be solved, but the-row is still unknown.

In order to determine/constrain all the elements of thedejst mixing matrix without assuming
unitarity, data on oscillations must be combined with datanfdecays. The final result is:

0:75 0:89 045 065 < 020
N j= @ 019 055 042 074 057 08A ; (5.113)
0:13 056 0:36 075 0:54 0:82

which can be compared to the one obtained with standardsie8§8i 1] where similar bounds are found.

It would be good to be able to determine the elements of théngixatrix with oscillation exper-
iments alone, permitting thus a “direct” test of unitarifyhis would be for instance a way to detect light

*They do not apply for instance to the case of light steriletriens, where the low-energy mixing matrix is larger. Indee
in this case they would be included in the sum over all lighssneigenstates contained insigenN ¥ );; and unitarity would be
restored.
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sterile neutrinos [812]. This could be possible exploring &ppearance channels for instance at future
facilities under discussion, such as Super-Beams [698;&15, -Beams [816] and Neutrino Facto-
ries [817, 818], where the -row and phases could be measured. Moreover, near detedtasutrino
factories could also improve the bounds @hN ¥). and (N N ¥Y) by about one order of magnitude.
All this information, coming from both decays and osciltatiexperiments, will be important not only to
detect new physics, but even to discriminate among diffese@narios.

5.6.2 Lepton universality

High precision electroweak tests (HPET) represent a pawtbl to probe the SM and, hence, to con-
strain or obtain indirect hints of New Physics beyond it. Aital and relevant example of HPET is
represented by the Lepton Universality (LU) breaking. Kam pion physics are obvious grounds
where to perform such tests, for instance in the well studiegd. ! “ ) andk » (K ! ‘ .) decays,
wherel= eor

Unfortunately, the relevance of these single decay chaningbrobing the SM is severely hin-
dered by our theoretical uncertainties, which still remairthe percent level (in particular due to the
uncertainties on non perturbative quantities likeandfy ). This is what prevents us from fully exploit-
ing such decay modes in constraining new physics, in spitesdfact that it is possible to obtain non-SM
contributions which exceed the high experimental prenisiich has been achieved on those modes.

On the other hand, in the ratias andRy of the electronic and muonic decay modes =
(e )= (" yandRg = K ! e )= (K ! ), the hadronic uncertainties cancel to a very
large extent. As a result, the SM predictionsRof andr x are known with excellent accuracy [819] and
this makes it possible to fully exploit the great experina¢mnésolutions orR  [820] andr x [820, 821]
to constrain new physics effects. Given our limited pradecpower onf andfx , deviations from the
euniversality represent the best hope we have at the momeetéat new physics effects ir, and
K D
The most recent NA48/2 result &y :

ROP = (2416 0043ne  0024,) 100 NA48=2;

which will further improve with current analysis, significly improves on the previous PDG value:

R P = (244 041) 10:

This is to be compared with the SM prediction which reads:
RM™ = (2472 0:001) 10:

The details of the experimental measuremerit gfare presented in Section 6.2 of this report. Denoting
by r;. the deviation from e universality inR;y due to new physics, i.e.:

Rx = Rg" 1+ rJ, ; (5.114)
the NA48/2 result requires (at the level):
0063 1, 0017 NA48=2:

In the following, we consider low-energy minimal SUSY exdems of the SM (MSSM) with R parity
as the source of new physics to be testedRly [822]. The question we intend to address is whether
SUSY can cause deviations from euniversality ink, at a level which can be probed with the present
attained experimental sensitivity, namely at the percevell We will show that i) it is indeed possible
for regions of the MSSM to obtainr ;. of 0 (10 #) and ii) such large contributions t -, do not
arise from SUSY lepton flavor conserving (LFC) effects, bather, from LFV ones.
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At first sight, this latter statement may seem rather pugzlithexk ! e . andk ! decays
are LFC and one could expect that it is through LFC SUSY cbuations affecting differently the two
decays that one obtains the dominant source of lepton flamoruniversality in SUSY. On the other
hand, one can easily guess that, whenever new physicsen&svnk ! e . andk ! to create
a departure from the strict SM e universality, these new contributions will be proportibta the
lepton masses; hence, it may happen (and, indeed, this isagbars in the SUSY case) that LFC
contributions are suppressed with respect to the LFV ondsdher powers of the first two generations
lepton masses (it turns out that the first contributionsxg . from LFC terms arise at the cubic order
inm -, with “ = e; ). A second, important reason for such result is that amoad_EV contributions to
Rk one can select those which involve flavor changes from thietfus lepton generations to the third
one with the possibility of picking up terms proportionalth® tau-Yukawa coupling which can be large
in the largetan regime (the parameteran denotes the ratio of Higgs vacuum expectation values
responsible for the up- and down- quark masses, respggtidbreover, the relevant one-loop induced
LFV Yukawa interactions are known [792] to acquire an addisil tan factor with respect to the tree
level LFC Yukawa terms. Thus, the loop suppression factartEa(partially) compensated in the large
tan regime.

Finally, given the NA48/R x central value below the SM prediction, one may wonder whethe
SUSY contributions could have the correct sign to accountsteh an effect. Although the above
mentioned LFV terms can only add positive contributions to (since their amplitudes cannot interfere
with the SM one), it turns out that there exist LFC contribog arising from double LFV mass insertions
(MI) in the scalar lepton propagators which can destruttiirgerfere with the SM contribution. We will
show that there exist regions of the SUSY parameter spaceevithe totalk . arising from all such SM
and SUSY terms is indeed lower thag" .

Finally, we also discuss the potentiality of (e) universality breaking in decays to probe
New Physics effects.

5.6.2.1 euniversalityin ! ‘4 andk ! ‘ decays

Due to the V-A structure of the weak interactions, the SM dbations to ., andk ., are helicity
suppressed; hence, these processes are very sensitiva-vheffects (such as multi-Higgs effects)
which might induce an effective pseudoscalar hadronic veeaient.

In particular, charged Higgs bosons () appearing in any model with two Higgs doublets (in-
cluding the SUSY case) can contribute at tree level to thevalppocesses. The relevant four-Fermi
interaction for the decay of charged mesons induced byands has the following form:

4G - m qm
PV, (O PLd)1l P, ) tah —
2 m?

(GPrd )(IPr ) ; (5.115)

wherepy 5, = (1 5)=2. Here we keep only thean enhanced part of the ud coupling, namely
them stan term. Thedecayr ! 1 (beingM the generic meson) proceed via the axial-vector part
of thew coupling and via the pseudoscalar part of the coupling. Then, once we implement the

PCAC’s )

m
<0\ sdM >=ifup, ; <0\ sdM >= i —T—; (5.116)
Mg+ my
we easily arrive at the amplitude
GF 2 m g I1’11\2/J —
My = -p:Vu(d;s)fM m m; tan > (1 5) (5117)
2 Mgtmy my

We observe that the SM term is proportionaht@ because of the helicity suppression while the charged
Higgs term is proportional ten ; because of the Yukawa coupling. The tree level partial wisltiven
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by [792]:

GZ 5 5 m2
™M V1T ) = 8_Fj‘]u(d,s)j2fM mym;y 1 21 ¥ s (5118)
m oy
where
m 4. m2 2
v = 1 tarf dr no (5.119)
My+Mygs m7

and wheren , is the mass of the up quark white s ; stands for the down-type quark mass of the
mesonit = K ; ). From Eq. (5.119) it is evident that such tree level contiitns do not introduce
any lepton flavour dependent correction. The first SUSY dautiions violating the e universality

in ! “ andk ! ‘ decays arise at the one-loop level with various diagramshing exchanges of
(charged and neutral) Higgs scalars, charginos, neutsaimd sleptons. For our purpose, it is relevant to
divide all such contributions into two classes: i) LFC cdmitions where the charged meson M decays
without FCNC in the leptonic sector, i.e1 ! “ .;ii) LFV contributionsm ! “; ,, with iandk
referring to different generations (in particular, theeir@sting case will be for= e; ,andk = ).

5.6.2.2 The lepton flavour conserving case

One-loop corrections tB  andr i include box, wave function renormalization and vertex dbations
from SUSY particle exchange. The complete calculation ef tdecay in the MSSM [824] can be easily
applied to the meson decays.

The dominant diagrams containing one loop corrections ¢oth ; vertex have the following
suppression factors (compared to the tree level graph):

2 2 m?2 . .
- 1222 mél tan m% - for loops withhw ~ 1exchange (with = # °;h°),
_ % m] tan? my - for loops withnH 1exchange (witthh = H °;h° anda )
16 ?m T/2\7 m ﬁ p g ’ '
2 2
% _Z& - for loops generated by charginos/neutralinos and slepton

— >
16 MSUSY

For dominant box contributions we have the following estiesa

2 . - - -
2, m4a% tan? - for boxes withhw  1orz°H  lexchange (where M is the heavier mass cir-

culating in the loop),

2 2 .
= M4 tan® - for boxes withhe 1,
W o n

m 2 . . .
_ & 1 - for loops generated by charginos/neutralinos and slep{amereM sy sy is the

2 2
16 MSUSY

heavier mass circulating in the loop).

To get a feeling of the order of magnitude of the above coutidins let us show the explicit expression
of the dominant Higgs contributions to thie ;vertex [824]:

2
> m 2

r = —%— tan 2+ 1@%H )+ Cf1@E%E )+ sPImH ;
susy T 35y 2 ( ) ( ) ( )

where

Im?+ m? m?

I (1;2) = = 2 2 2 7

2my  mj m 5
and is the mixing angle in the CP-even Higgs sector. Even if weiagsan = 50 and arbitrary
relations among the Higgs boson masses we get a valuerfdy ., 10 ® much below the actual
experimental resolution. In addition, in the largen limit, ! Oandm,o My o my; and
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r ¢,y tends to vanish. The charginos/neutralinos sleptans) ontributions to r ¢, are of the
form 1

2 2 2
re 2 g g m .
SUSY e 2 2 2 ’
4 me+ms MIyoy

The degeneracy of slepton masses (in particular those dfrttiéwo generations) severely suppresses
these contributions. Even if we assume a quite large magsrgpbmong slepton masses (at the
level for instance) we end up withr ¢ ., 10 “. For the box-type non-universal contributions, we
find similar or even more suppressed effects compared t@ tweshave studied. So, finally, it turns out
that all these LFC contributions yield values af ., ;, which are much smaller than the percent level
required by the achieved experimental sensitivity.

On the other hand, one could wonder whether the quantity, ., can be constrained by the
pion physics. In principle, the sensitivity could be eveghuar: from

RSPi= (1230 0004) 10 PDG;
and by making a comparison with the SM prediction
R%M = (12354 0:0002) 16;

one obtains (at the level)
00107 1,  0:0022:

e

Unfortunately, even in the most favorable cases, ;.

upper bound.

In conclusion, SUSY effects with flavor conservation in teptbnic sector can differently con-
tribute tothek ! e .andk ! decays, hence inducing a enon-universality irrRg , however
such effects are still orders of magnitude below the leveéhefpresent experimental sensitivity Ri .
The same conclusions hold far .

remains much below its actual experimental

5.6.2.3 The lepton flavour violating case

It is well known that models containing at least two Higgs lolets generally allow flavour violating
couplings of the Higgs bosons with the fermions [825]. Inkh®&SM such LFV couplings are absent at
tree level. However, once non holomorphic terms are geeeray loop effects (so called HRS correc-
tions [420]) and given a source of LFV among the sleptonsgbHgediated (radiatively induced) *; *5
LFV couplings are unavoidable [792, 793]. These effectehzen widely discussed through the study
of several processes, namely! 4 “ [792,793], ! [796], e conversion in nuclei [797],
B! lj [793], H ! lj % [168] and’; ! lj [638]

Moreover, it has been shown [826] that Higgs-mediated LFMptings generate a breaking of the
e universality in the purely leptonic andk decays.

One could naively think that SUSY effects in the LFV channels! ‘; | are further suppressed
with respect to the LFC ones. On the contrary, charged Higegdiated SUSY LFV contributions, in
particular in the kaon decays into an electron or a muon araa a¢utrino, can be strongly enhanced.
The quantity which now accounts for the deviation from the e universality reads:

: (
RLEV _ p i
K

i=e; ;i

with the sum extended over all (anti)neutrino flavors (eikpentally one determines only the charged
lepton flavor in the decay products).
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Fig. 5.35: Contribution to the effective “; H * coupling.

The dominant SUSY contributions R)L;V arise from the charged Higgs exchange. The effective
LFV Yukawa couplings we consider are (see Fig. 5.35):

g2 m
2My

A crucial ingredient for the effects we are going to discusshie quadratic dependence @im in
the above coupling: one power eéin comes from the trilinear scalar coupling in Fig. 5.35, wthiite
second one is a specific feature of the above HRS mechanism.

The ' terms are induced at one loop level by the exchange of Bine Fsg. 5.35) or Bino-
Higgsino and sleptons. Since the Yukawa operator is of d&ieerfour, the quantities 2* depend only
on ratios of SUSY masses, hence avoiding SUSY decouplinghdrso called Ml approximation the
expression of 2" is given by:

‘H ! tan? ‘=e; : (5.120)

h i
ZmiZ) (S my) ; (5.121)

34, 1 2 3¢ 00 2.
R 4_M1mR rRr LM {7

where is the Higgs mixing parametel ; is the Bino §) mass andn f ® ) Stands for the left-left

(right-right) slepton mass matrix entry. The LFV Mls, i.e}’, = @m?)}, =mZ (X = L;R), are the
off-diagonal flavor changing entries of the slepton massimathe loop functionr’ (x ;v ;z) is such that
T’ (x;v;z) = dI(x;y;z)=dz, wherel(x;y;z) refers to the standard three point one-loop integral which

has mass dimension -2.

Making use of the LFV Yukawa coupling in Eg. (5.120), it tumg that the dominant contribution
to r . reads[826]:

NP

N

4
T 0 g (5.122)

RV 7 REM 1+ - >
M 4 mg

In Eq. (5.122) terms proportional to2? are neglected given that they are suppressed by a facten
with respect to the term proportional toZ*.

Taking '’ 5 10' (by means of a numerical analysis, it turns out that 10 ° [168]),
tan = 40andMy = 500G ev we end up withrR ;7Y 7 REM (1 + 0013). We see that in the large
(but not extremexan regime and with a relatively heawy , it is possible to reach contributions to

rs susy atthe percent level thanks to the possible LFV enhancenagisiag in SUSY models.

Turning to pion physics, one could wonder whether the amalegyuantity r “. ., is able to
constrain SUSY LFV. However, the correlation between™. ., and r; ., :
m g 2 m 4
e ’ e .
T susy my+ Mg m—ﬁ Ty susy 7 (5123)
clearly shows that the constraints on, ., force r ©_ ,, to be much below its actual experimental

upper bound.
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5.6.2.4 OnthesignofrS, .,

The above SUSY dominant contribution te ;, arises from LFV channels in the ! e mode,
hence without any interference effect with the SM contiitout Thus, it can only increase the value of
Rk Wwith respect to the SM expectation. On the other hand, thentddA48/2 result exhibits a central
value lower tharr §" (and, indeed, also lower than the previous PDG central yalDae may wonder
whether SUSY could account for such a loviret . Obviously, the only way it can is through terms
which, contributing to the LF& ! 1 ;channels, can interfere (destructively) with the SM cdmition.
We already commented that SUSY LFC contributions are sulytlnmh However, one can envisage the
possibility of making use of the large LFV contributions twgyrise to LFC ones through double LFV
Ml that, as a final effect, preserves the flavour.

To see this point explicitly, we report the corrections te tiFCH  “ . vertices induced by LFV
effects

g, m m '
‘H . op= ta 1+ — ta ; 5.124
p_ZM B n m, RL n ( )
where [’ is generated by the same diagram as in Fig. 5.35 but with aitiguid , Ml in the
sneutrino propagator. In the MI approximation,’; is given by
o 1 ! e . . .
R L T Mlmfmﬁ R3R ELI (Mf,mf,mé), (5.125)

.

whereT” (x;y;z) = d*I(x;y;z)=dydz. In the large slepton mixing case,. terms are of the same

order of 2’ 28 These new effects modify the previors "V expression in the following way [826]

2 2 4 2
m m m m
RLEV rgsM 9 K- 1L S, K 4 3Pt 5.126
K K M}%me REL M}‘% m 2 jRjZ ( )

In the above expression, besides the contributions repamt&q. (5.122), we also included the inter-
ference between SM and SUSY LFC terms (arising from a doubM $ource). Setting the parameters
as in the example of the above section and if, = 10 * we getrLFY 7 RZ™ (1 0:032), that is
just within the expected experimental resolution reachdlyl NA48/2 once all the available data will be
analyzed. Finally, we remark that the above effects do noit e pion physics constraints.

The extension of the above resultsgo! “ [752] is obtained with the replacement ! mg,
while for thep ! “ casem? ! (m<.=m.)mZ. Inthe most favorable scenarios, taking into account

the constraints from LFV decays [638], spectacular order-of-magnitude enhanctsnienRgz and
0 (50% ) deviations from the SMim .~ are allowed [752]. There exists a stringent correlatiomieen

e=

R; andRr; sothat:
4
RE 7 o+ B o 2 fg (5.127)
my
In particular, it turns out thatr S ., ., is much more effective to constrak; (B ! e )than
LFV tau decay processes.
5.6.2.5 Leptonuniversalityim ! “ vsLFV decays

Obviously, a legitimate worry when witnessing such a huges$Wontribution through LFV terms
is whether the bounds on LFV tau decays, like! ex (withx = ; ; ), are respected [638].
Higgs mediateds ( ! “4x )and r. .., have exactly the same SUSY dependence; hence, we can
compute the upper bounds of the relevant LFV tau decays wdnielobtained for those values of the

SUSY parameters yieldingr . ., ., atthe percent level.

BIm( L3 1)is strongly constrained by the electron electric dipolemeat [158]. However, sizable contributionsrg © ¥

can still be induced by Re{?, %).
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The most sensitive processes to Higgs mediated LFV in tHepton decay channels are !

(), ! () and ! (e) . Therelated branching ratios are [638]:
! 2 ! 2
B( ! 1 £5m 2 z j 337 tan®
BC YY), g 200 3 PFtn® ; (5.128)
B( ! 15 ) m m ? m
wherem =m ? * 955 10 ? and the relevant decay constantis 110M eV,
B( ! k) el 3. 4 m y m?Z ‘
— 7 " 10 = tan® § g & ; (5.129)
B ( ! % 5 ) ma m A
B( !} ) m?m? 5 39 tan®
' . 3455 (5.130)
B( ! 15 ) 32 m!
wherej *3§=3 3§+ § 9. Itis straightforward to check that, in the largen regime,B (!
1, )andB ( ! 1 )are of the same order of magnitude [638] and they are domicamipared to
B( ! 1 )%
Giventhat r . ., andB ( ! 1x )have the same SUSY dependence, once we saturate the
re susy Value (at the % level), the upper bounds®n ! 1x ) (allowed byj 7' f) are automati-

cally predicted. We find that

.39 6

j *1Ftan ' 10 & pe .
4 Tx susy *

A

B( ! 1) B( !4)7 107 (5.131)

m
So, employing the constraints foe . ., ., atthes level, we obtain the desired upper bounds:
B( ! e ;B( ! e) 10°. Given the experimental upper bounds on the LFVepton de-
cays [750], we conclude that it is possible to saturate tiEeupound on r . ., while remaining
much below the present and expected future upper boundscbriL§ly decays. There exist other SUSY
contributions to LFV decays, like the one-loop neutralino-charged slepton axgés, for instance,
where there is a direct dependence on the quantiﬁés Given that the existing bounds on the lep-
tonic y involving transitions to the third generation are rathevde [669], it turns out that also these

contributions fail to reach the level of experimental sévity for LFV ~ decays.

5.6.2.6 e universality in decays

Studying the e universality in the leptonic decays is an interesting laboratory for search for
physics beyond the SM. In the SM thedecay partial width for the leptonic modes is:
G2m? 5 5
(1 ) = l;23f(ml=m ) (5.132)
2
1+ E n 1+ ) é 2 ;
5M 2

wheref (x) = 1 8x+ 8¢ ¥  12¥ logx is the lepton mass correction and the last two factors
are corrections from the nonlocal structure of the interiaedv ~ boson propagator and QED radiative
corrections respectively. The Fermi constant is determined by the muon life-time

Gr G = (116637 0:00002) 10°Gev ?; (5.133)
#Itis remarkable thatrS ., ., J 2 fwhileB( ! ex) 37§+ 73 FWwthx = ; or ). Inpractice,
IS sysy ISSensitive only to RR-type LFV terms in the slepton masgimethile 3 (! ex )does not distinguish between

left and right sectors.
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and absorbs all the remaining electroweak radiative (legpjections.

The main source of nonuniversal contributions would be the tree level contribntifrom the
charged Higgs boson (mass dependent couplings) and diffeleppton masses of the ~ ande sleptons
exchanged in the one loop induced w . vertex. On the other hand, as discussed in previous
sections, the last contribution can provide a correctiat ¢an be at most as large &5 * (in the limiting
case of very light sleptons and gauginosMy, ), very far for the actual and forthcoming experimental
resolutions. However, differently from the ! ¢ case, a tree level charged Higgs exchange breaks
the Lepton Universality and it provides a contribution thet are going to discuss.

The deviations from the euniversality can be conveniently discussed by studyingaties
G G =G ,=G andG ,=G , given by the ratios of the corresponding branching fraxio/Nith
the highly accurate experimental result for the ., the first two ratios are essentially a direct measure
of non-universality in the corresponding tau decays. Wherstatistical error of future experiments will
become negligible, the main problem for achieving maximuatision will be to reduce the systematic
errors. One may expect that certain systematic errors wittdanceled in the ratie , =G .

The '04 world averaged data for the leptoniadecay modes and lifetime are [820, 827]
B%ixp= (1784 0:06)% ; B jxp= (1737 0:06)% ;

= (2906 1:d1) 10%°s: (5.134)

Note that the relative errors of the above measured quesiéire of the 0.34-0.38 %, the biggest being
for the lifetime. One can parameterize a possible beyon&mMeontribution by a quantity * (1= e; ),
defined as

Bl=Blyy 1+ 1) (5.135)

Including the W-propagator effect and QED radiative cadioets, the following results for the branching
ratios in the SM are obtained [827]:

B®%m = (1780 007)%; B iu = (1732 007)% : (5.136)

Together with the experimental data this leads to the faligwe5% C.L. bounds on * for the electron
and muon decay mode, respectively [827]:

(080 ¢ 121)%; ( 046 127)% : (5.137)

One can see that the negative contributions are constraioee strongly that the positive ones. A tree
level charged Higgs exchange leads to the following coutidin [828]

W +H _ W 1 mm tan® m; mf +m2m§tan4
M 2 m m 2 am 4
" , 2#1
200G ev tan
v W1 1425 10° VI = ; (5.138)
H

where (x)= 22 7 094withg(x)= 1+ 9x  9¥ ¥+ 6x(1+ x)In(x). In the above expression,
the second term comes from the interference with the SM anggiand it is much more important than

the last one, that is suppressed by a fagt@ran® =8M 2

For the future precision af ., andG .measurements of ordetls (G . is known with0:002%
precision) the only effect that eventually can be obserseké slightly smaller value af , as compared
toG .andG . If measured, such effect would mean a rather precise infoomabout MSSM: large
tan 40 and smallM 200 300G ev.
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5.6.2.7 Conclusions

High precision electroweak tests, such as deviations ftasiM expectations of the lepton universality
breaking, represent a powerful tool to probe the SM and, éetwc constrain or obtain indirect hints
of new physics beyond it. Kaon and pion physics are obvioosirgis where to perform such tests,
for instance in the well studied ! “.andk ! ‘. decays, where& = eor . In particular, a
precise measurement of the flavor conserving! ‘ . decays may shed light on the size of LFV in
New Physics. e non-universality irk ., is quite effective in constraining relevant regions of SUSY
models with LFV. A comparison with analogous bounds comiogf LFV decays shows the relevance
of the measurement &f; to probe LFV in SUSY. Moreover, the e universality in the leptonic
decays is an additional interesting laboratory for seagHior physics beyond the SM.

5.7 EDMs from RGE effects in theories with low-energy supergmmetry

EDMs probe new physics in general and in particular low epstgpersymmetry. For definiteness and for
simplicity, we focus here on lepton EDMs, as they are freenftbe theoretical uncertainties associated
to the calculation of hadronic matrix elements. After a braview of the constraints on slepton masses
we discuss here a specific kind of sources of CPV, those imdaciatively by the Yukawa interactions
of the heavy patrticles present in seesaw and/or grand-dnifigdels. It has been emphasized that these
interactions could lead to LFV decays, in particulart e , at an observable rate; it is then natural to
wonder whether this is also the case for EDMs.

As shown in Section 3, LFV decays, EDMs and additional cbatibon to MDMs all have a
common origin, the dimension 5 dipole operator possiblyg®t by some new physics beyond the SM:

1
Ld=5=§ RiBi L3 F +hct (5.139)

om -,
B(s! 5 )/ Ayf ;5 a, = —ReAy ; dy= ImAy (5.140)

i i

If induced at 1-loop, this amplitude displays a quadratippsassion with respect to the new physics
mass scaley y » , and a linear dependence on the adimensional couplifigencoding the pattern of F
and CP-violations (in the basis where the charged leptors madrix is diagonal):

em « N
Ay —2— 5.141
J (4 )2M§P ( )

For low energy supersymmetry, the loops involve exchanggafjinos and sleptons, so that”
is proportional to the misalignment between leptons anpttsies, conveniently described by the flavor
violating (FV) s of the mass insertion approximation. It is well known th& flavor conserving (FC)
anda terms are potentially a very important source of CPV. In tkgagsion in powers of the FV'’s,
they indeed contribute ta., at zero order:

Im Ay) = £ mo Arg( ) + fam - Im (i) + frorr Im ( Ehm, BRO+ o (5.142)

where the varioug represent supersymmetric loop functions and can be founth&ance in [158].
Notice that the contribution arising at second order in the Fs could be even more important than the
FC one, as happens for instance if CPV is always associateéd. to

Assuming no cancellations between the amplitudes, we &xsew briefly some limits consider-
ing for definiteness the MSUGRA scenario witth = 10 and slepton masses in the range suggested
by g . The strong impact of ! e on ™" has been emphasized previously, where it was stressed
that the impact obi. is also remarkable in constraining the FC sources of CRY: 2 103,
Im ae=m g 02. As for the other FV source in Eq. (5.142), one obtains(*"m . B® )..=m
10 °. The planned sensitivityl 10 #* e cm would also give interesting boundsty 10 1,
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Im ( *tm . RR) = 10 1. Notice that, due to the lepton mass scaling law of therm contri-
bution, the present bound arrg from d. implies that the -term contribution tod cannot exceed
2 10 ?°> e cm, below the planned projects. A positive measure ofvould thus signal a different
source of CPV, i.e. the -term or the FV contribution. In the following we take real

Thea;-terms and the FV ’s at low energy can be thought as the sum of two contributidihe first
is already present at the Planck scale where soft massesfaned] we assume that this contribution is
absent because of some inhibition mechanism, as could hapgeapergravity. The second contribution
is induced radiatively running from high to low energies hg tYukawa couplings of heavy particfés
that potentially violate F and CP. Since LFV experimentstasting this radiatively induced misalign-
ment, in the following we will consider what happens for EDMeginning with the pure seesaw model
and then adding a grand-unification scenario, where hedeyatbHiggs triplets are present to complete
the Higgs doublets representations (in SU(5) for instaheg tomplete thé and 5). Notice that these
triplets are important as in supersymmetric theories pratecays mainly through their exchange.

Consider first the case of degenerate right handed neutriitbsnassv . One can solve approx-
imately the RGE by expanding in powers bfi =M )=(4 )?, i.e. the log of the ratio of the two scales
between which the neutrino Yukawa couplingsare present times the corresponding loop factor sup-
pression. For LFV decay%L is induced at 1st order and is proportional to the combimatio”y ).

In particular, ! e constrains(y*y ),; to be small and this has a strong impact on seesaw models.
To obtain an imaginary part for EDMs, one needs a non hemnit@mbination of Yukawa couplings,
which can be found only at 4th ordern (Y 'y [Y Y ;Y. Y. YY )i Such a contribution is negligibly
small with respect to the present and planned experimeateitivities.

Allowing for a non degenerate spectrum of right handed meagt EDMs get strongly enhanced
while LFV decays not. The latter are simply modified by takingp account the different mass thresh-
olds: X

o/ ck ; c* YW, n M_kY Ky (5.143)
k
On the contrary for EDMs the seesaw-induced FC and FV caitioibs - coming respectively fromn a;
[219,232,829,830] andn ( *®m . 1 );;[830,831] - arise at 2nd and 3rd order and are proportional to
the combinations [672]:

X M =M o)

0
Im (a;) / T P (c ke )y
(ai) M ) ( )ii
k> kO
RR LL X k kK 2~ KkO
In(“"m )y / B0 I (C*m 5C° )y
k> kO

whereﬁio is a logarithmic function. The FV contribution genericallgminates fotan & 10. Without
going in the details of this formulae, we just display son@esentative upper estimates for the seesaw-
induced EDMs, considering for definiteness theregion withtan = 20. The seesaw induced is
below the planned sensitivity®® . 10 2> e cm. On the contrary fod. it could be at handgZ® .

05 10 %" e cm; the expectation is however strongly model dependehtisnally seesaw models that
satisfy the bound from ! e predict a much smaller value [672]. The possibility of laryeand its
correlation with leptogenesis is discussed in [318].

Perspectives are much more interesting if there is alsoge stagrand-unification. In minimal
supersymmetrics U (5), the Higgs triplet Yukawa couplings contribute to the RGia#ning for energies
larger than their mass scale; Mgy . For LFV, ®® is generated at 1st order and is proportional to

%0The SM fermion Yukawa couplings induce negligible effects.
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a combination of the up quark Yukawa couplings [671]:

?jR / (YuT Yu )ij Jnm H (5144)
Due to the weaker experimental bounds &rt, this contribution is not very significant. On the other
hand t* is not changed, as also happens to the FC contribution to E[B804. The FV contribution
to EDMs is on the contrary strongly enhanced: it arises at@aeér (also for degenerate right-handed
neutrinos) and is proportional to:

T ("¥m. Yy / Wn(Cm oYY, )jiJnM— : (5.145)
T

As a result, considering for definiteness theregion withtan = 20 and the representative values for
triplet and right-handed neutrino masses = 2 10° GeV andu ; = 10*°> GeV, the induced! is
still below plannedd®®° . 5 10 2° e cm, but the induced. could exceed by much the present limit:
dss> . 10 %> e cm. In turn this means that (e * C;3) . 0:1 ( being the angle of the unitarity
triangle), which has of course an impact on seesaw modelshdfwetails can be found in [830, 832].
Notice however that, in addition to the problems with ligatrhion masses, minimal supersymmetric
SU (5)is generically considered to be ruled out by proton decayéed by Higgs triplet exchange.

More realistic GUTSs likeso (10) succeed in suppressing the proton decay rate by introducing
more Higgs triplets and enforcing a peculiar structure Fait mass matrix. What are the expectation
for d. in this case? Consider what happens in a semi-realisii¢10) model [832], where in addition to
the threele fermion representations we introduce a couple @f 's containing the Higgs doublets and
triplets, 108 = EZ;HD)+ @), 108 = @IHD)+ @I ;HT). Up and down quark fermion
masses arise when the doublat§ andn g acquire a VEV; in particular = Y., Y. = Yg4, and also
the triplet Yukawa couplings are fully determined in ternisrg andy,. As for the mass matrices of the
Higgses, the doublets are diagonal in this basis, whilertpkets are a priori undetermined:

u

ew: 0 WMy DT (5.146)
HT

Hd HUu
( o) 0 Mgur

Hp a
7 HS HY
D H g T T
Let consider two limiting cases for the pattern of the tripfeass matrix, diagonal degenerate and close
to pseudo-Dirac:

deg _

1 0 1
: C o mr M- mo ; (5.147)

M 0
1 T 1 r

wherer is a small real parameter, < 1, and the exact pseudo-Dirac form corresponds to the limit
r ! 0. Notice that the close to pseudo-Dirac form is naturallyaoi®d in the Dimopoulos-Wilczek
mechanism to solve the doublet-triplet splitting problenine prediction for proton lifetime displays a
strong dependence on the structurevof, and only the pseudo-Dirac form is allowed, as can be seen
in Fig. 5.36 (there is an intrinsic ambiguity due to GUT plas® that the prediction is in between the
dotted and solid curves). For EDMs on the contrary the Higg#ets contribution to RGE is cumulative
and, due to the log, mildly sensitive to the triplet mass iratructure. In the case af (1) CPV phase

(a small phase would be unnatural in this context)would exceed the present bound for the values of
supersymmetric parameters selected in Fig. 5.36. Plareseditzes will be a fortiori more constraining.
The impact of these results go beyond the essential modetibled above. Indeed, the week points of
the model, like the fermion mass spectra, could be addreggldut changing by much the expectations
for d.. It is remarkable thaEDMs turns out to be complementary to proton decay in coimsirg

supersymmetric GUTs

In the above model one obtains the relatibrd.  4.=Viy§ 25, so that the prediction fat
is below the planned sensitivity. However, there are GUT ef®d/here this is not the case. For instance
a significantd is obtained in L-R symmetric guts [833].
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Fig. 5.36: The predictions for,, ¥ andd. are shown as a function affor the degenerate (flat blue) and close
to pseudo Dirac (red) cases by takingy = 10'” GeV, = 2 10!® GeV and maximal CPV phase fdar. The
supersymmetric parametetsn = 3,M"; = 200GeV,mz = 400 GeV, have been selected. The shaded (grey)
regions are excluded experimentally. See [832] for moraitiet

5.7.1 Electron—neutron EDM correlations in SUSY

One of the questions we would like to address is whether remo-ZDM signals can constitute indirect
evidence for supersymmetry. Supersymmetric models aom@aditional sources of CP-violation com-
pared to the SM, which induce considerable and usually tg@I&DMs (Fig.5.37). In typical (but not
all) SUSY models, the same CP—violating source induces badhnonic and leptonic EDMs such that
these are correlated. The most important source is usual{CP—phase of the-term and, in certain
non—universal scenarios, the gaugino phases. The CP-spbbde2 —terms generally lead to smaller
contributions.

Typical SUSY models lead td@1,, 9.5 0 (10) O (100). Thus, if both the neutron and the
electron EDMs are observed, and this relation is found, it lsa viewed as a clue pointing towards
supersymmetry.

Since generic SUSY models suffer from the “SUSY CP probleBDMs should be analyzed in
classes of models which allow for their suppression. Theskide models with either small CP phases
or heavy spectrad,-d. EDM correlations have been analyzed in mSUGRA, the decogdcenario
with 2 heavy sfermion generations, and split SUSY [834]. uksig that the SUSY CP phases are all of
the same order of magnitude at the GUT scale, one finds

mSUGRA : d. 1014,
sl SUSY : d. 10 4,
decoupling : d. (10' 10?), :

These results are insensitivettan  and order one variations in the mass parameters. dlfg, ratio
is dominated by the factor .=m , 10 !, although different diagrams contributedpandd,,.

P

TIRR o

Fig. 5.37:One loop EDM contributions.
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Fig. 5.38: EDM correlation in mSUGRA. models.

An example of thed,-d. correlation in mMSUGRA is presented in Fig.5.38. Thergm ;_,; A j
are varied randomly in the range [200 GeV, 1 Te¥dn = 5 and the phase of the-term s taken
to be in the range [-/500, /500]. The effect of the phase of the A—termg,, is negligible as long is
it is of the same order of magnitude as at the GUT scale. Clearly, the relation=d. 10 holds for
essentially all parameter values.

As the next step, we would like to see how stable these ctivetaare. One might expect that
breaking universality at the GUT scale would completelyalidate the above results. To answer this
guestion, we study a non—universal MSSM parameterized by

msquark;ms]epton;M3;M12M2;j'\j

iR M (5.148)

at the GUT scale. The mass parameters are varied randomheirahge [200 GeV, 2 TeV] and the
phases in the range [f300, /300],tan = 5. We find that although the correlation is not as precise as
in the mMSUGRA case, about 90% of the points satisfy the o#lati=d. 10 100 (Fig.5.39). In most

of the remaining 10%10* > d,=d. > 10?, which arise when the gluino phase dominates. The reason
for the correlation is that in most cases is significant and induces botly, andd.. Apart from the
factorm ;=m ., the SUSY EDM diagrams are comparable as long as there asg®rass hierarchies

in the SUSY spectrum. This means that the EDM correlationiges to a large extent, although it is
possible to violate it in certain cases.

It is instructive to compare the SUSY EDM ‘prediction’ to g8®of other models. Start with
the standard model. The SM background due to the CKM phaseryssmall, probably beyond the
experimental reach. The neutron EDM can also be induceddb@tD —term,

dv 3 10 e ; (5.149)

which does not affect the electron EDM. Thus, onedas >> d..

In extra dimensional models, usually there are no extracesuof CP-violation and the EDM
predictions are similar to the SM values. Two Higgs doubledeis have additional sources of CP-
violation, however, the leading EDM contributions appegaR ar 3 loops such that the typical EDM
values are significantly smaller than those in SUSY models.

To conclude, we find that typical SUSY models preditt+d.7 © (10) 0O (100). Thus, if

d > d, (5.150)
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or
de << dp (5.151)

is found, common SUSY scenarios would be disfavoured, athsuch relations could still be obtained
in baroque SUSY models.

Itis interesting to consider SUSY GUT model, where CP phast® neutrino Yukawa couplings
contributes to hadronic EDMs. For instance, in SU(5) SUSYTGith right-handed neutrinos, not only
large mixing but also CP-violating phases in neutrino segiee significant contribution to the mixing
and CP phases in the right-handed scalar down sector. Thbughmixing in the neutrino Yukawa
coupling is strongly restricted by the ( ! e ), 2-3 mixing in the neutrino Yukawa couplings can
be significantly large and this case is interestingimphysics. Large 2—3 mixing with CP-violation in
neutrino sector may give a significant contribution not dolyhes ( ! ) but also to color EDM of
s quark which may affect [835, 836] neutron and Hg EDM.

5.7.2 EDMs in split supersymmetry

Supersymmetry-breaking terms involve many new sourcesRaf/iBlation. Particularly worrisome are
the phases associated with the invariants(a M 4)andarg(®a B ), wherea andB represent the usual
trilinear and bilinear soft terms and 4 the gaugino masses. Such phases survive in the universal lim
in which all the flavour structure originates from the SM Yulkes. If these phases are of order one, the
electron and neutron EDMs induced at one-loop by gaugienysbn exchange are typically (barring
accidental cancellations [835, 837, 838]) a couple of aad¢magnitude above the limits [839-842], a
difficulty which is known as the supersymmetric CP problem.

Different remedies are available to this problem making @dhe loop sfermion contribution to
the EDMs small enough, each with its pros and cons. One relisadyhave heavy enough sfermions
(say heavier tham0-100 Tev to be on the safe side). Gauginos and Higgsinos are not eshjtorbe
heavy, and can be closer to the electroweak scale, thusyirgséhe supersymmetric solution to the dark
matter problem and gauge coupling unification. This is thglitSlimit of the MSSM [447, 448, 843].

In this limit, the heavy sfermions suppress the dangerogslaop contributions to a negligible level.
Nevertheless, some phases survive below the sfermion ncaks and, if they do not vanish for an
accidental or a symmetry reason, they give rise to EDMs tteasafely below the experimental limits,
but sizeable enough to be well within the sensitivity of tegtrgeneration of experiments [834,843-845].
Such contributions only arise at the two-loop level, sif@eriew phases appear in the gaugino-Higgsino
sector, which is not directly coupled to the SM fermions.

Besides the large EDMs, a number of additional unsatisfadssues, all related to the presence
of TeV scalars, plague the MSSM. The number of parameterseglec100; flavour changing neutral
current processes are also one or two orders of magnitudms ahe experimental limits in most of
the wide parameter space; in the context of a grand unifieahthéhe proton decay rate associated to
sfermion-mediated dimension 5 operators is ruled out bystigerKamiokande limit, at least in the min-
imal version of the supersymmetric SU(5) model; in the sgrefity context, another potential problem
comes from the gravitino decay, whose rate is slow enoughtésfere with primordial nucleosynthesis.
While none of those issues is of course deadly — remedies @fd&mown for each of them — it should
be noted that the split solution of the supersymmetric CBIlpro also solves all of those issues at once.
At the same time, it gives rise to a predictive framework,rabterized by a rich, new phenomenology,
mostly determined in terms of only 4 relevant parameters.c@irse the price to be paid to make the
sfermions heavy is the large fine-tuning (FT) necessarygomdice the Higgs mass, which exacerbates
the FT problem already present in the MSSM. This could be ta@ccept, or not, depending on the
interpretation of the FT problem, the two extreme attitudesg i) ignoring the problem, as long as the
tuning is not much worse than permille and ii) accepting anmiin the Higgs mass as we accept the
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tuning of the cosmological constant, as in Split Supersyinmé&he second possibility can in turn be
considered as a manifestation of an anthropic selectiomipte [846—850].

Before moving the quantitative discussion of the effedtutenote that the pure gaugino-Higgsino
contribution to the EDMs, dominant in Split Supersymmetng goossibly near the experimental limit,
might also be important in the non-split case, dependindnemtechanism invoked to push the one-loop
sfermion contribution below the experimental limit.

5.7.2.1 Sources of CP-violation in the split limit

Below the heavy sfermion mass scale, denoted genericalty bhe MSSM gauginos and Higgsinos,
together with the SM fields constitute the field content ofrtiedel. The only interactions of gauginos
and Higgsinos besides the gauge ones are

P
L= 2 gHYWT,Hy,+ )Yy HYBH,+ gH YW T Hy+ g)Yu HIBHy + hx:; (5.152)

where the Higgs-Higgsino-gaugino couplings, au, o2, ¢} can be expressed in terms of the gauge
couplings andean  through the matching with the supersymmetric gauge intenag at the scaler,
H.= 1,H ,T,arethesu (2)generators, andy , = Y = 1=2. CP-violating phases can enter
the effective Lagrangian below the sfermion mass seatbrough the -parameter, the gaugino masses
M 5, 1= 1;2;3, or the couplingsy,, a4, ¢, o5 (besides of course the Yukawa couplings, not relevant
here). Only three combinations of the phases of the abowepeters are physical, in a basis in which
the Higgs VEV is in its usual formpH i = (0;v)", with v positive. The three combinations are =
arg(elgiM 1 ), 2 = amglggM2 ) = amgl@g,gse) ) Actually, the parameters above are not
independent themselves. The tree-level matching withuhehfeory abover gives in factarg (g, ) =
arg(g)), arg(eq) = arg(qg)). As a consequence, the phaseanishes, thus leaving only two independent
phases. Moreover, if the phasesvwf andM , are equal, as in most models of supersymmetry breaking,
there is actually only one CP-invariant; = arg(g,g;M 2 ).

In terms of mass eigenstates, the relevant interactions are

— g ¢ R L +
L -5 (GiPr + GijPL) 52
+ g1 CEPr+cChpy) W T+ %T(D EPe + DPL) “he+ he. ; (5.153)
where
L _ Y Yy R _ Y Yy
Giy= Vi« G+ Vg v g+ Vs G Vi Gy = Uy & Uy 3+ Uy &, Uy g (5.155)
1 1
L R
Cif= Vg + Ny, + p—z\/jh; N 4o Cij= Uy Ny, p_zuihd N o (5.156)
D= 6V U+ GV + Us, DF= DR (5.157)
In Eq. (5.154a)c: = T3 5 O¢ (52 sif ) is the neutral current coupling coefficient of the
fermion £ and, accordinglyc, = oo w, ., = (=2 §). The matrices, v, N
u ~iq
diagonalize the complex chargino and neutralino mass cesttl ., = U'™™M ?V,M, = N NN,
whereM P = DiagM ; ;M ;) 0,M) = Diag®™ {;:::;M J)  Oand
0 b p-1
M4 0 %v?) 2 glv= &
M B 0 M = 2 = 2&
Moo= 2% M= p_ p_ W L (5.158)
GaV %v?) 2 ouv= p2 0
q8v= 2 Gv= 2 0
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5.7.2.2 Two loop contributions to EDMs

Fermion EDMs are generated only at two loops, since chasgamal neutralinos, which carry the infor-
mation on CP-violation, are only coupled to gauge and Higggohs. Three diagrams contribute to the
EDM of the light SM fermionf at the two-loop level. They are induced by the effectiveh, Zh,
and w w effective couplings and are shown in Fig. 5.40. The EBMf the fermionf is then given
by [844]

de=d." + 2% + A" ;  where (5.159)
le 2 m fM N
a." = p= m (D& Lf oy 5.161
£ m ( J_l)M a2 g (Ty ) ( )
7 H e Ts¢ Z%Qf ’ R ~R L ~L me; . it
df = 16b§ ZCVZJ sélq Im D le 3i Dle 3i M B I%I fZH (rZH ,:l_’;:[_I ,er ) (5162)
2 + 0
W oW €T3t Lor My M L0 .
de © = 3 st% m C5Cy Twi fuw (g ity ): (5.163)
In Eq. (5.160) a sum over indicesj is understoodQ ¢ is the charge of the fermiof, T is the third
component of the weak isospin of the fermion’s left-handethgonent. Alsor;y = M z=my )%,
o= M= P = MMy 1Y = M 2=y )?, wherem ; is the Higgs mass, and the
loop functions are given by
Z e
r
fyl)s= i 00— (5.165)
OZ 1 x x(1 x)
171 ax xr+ (1 x)p
f irL i) = - —3J 5.166
zn (£ir1irz) 2 5 x(1 x)j . x(1 x) ( )
z 1
dx + (1
oy (T1r) = j oot @ x (5.167)
0 1 x x(1 x)

Their analytic expressions can be found in Ref. [844]. Thamgtric loop functionj(r;s) is defined

recursively by

)= 229 ey = AL IO, (5.168)

r 1 r s

Eqg. (5.160) hold at the chargino mass saealé . The neutron EDM is determined as a function of
the down and up quark dipoles at a much lower scalat which

dg( )= ocpdq®™ "); qcp= ; (5.169)
where the -function coefficient iso= 11 2n,=3 andn, is the number of effective light quarks. The
anomalous-dimension coefficientis= 8=3. For ;M ;)= 0:118 0:004and = 1Ge&V (the scale
of the neutron mass), the value afcp is 0.75 form * = 1 Tev and0:77forM © = 200G ev. We
expect an uncertainty of about 5% from next-to-leading oeféects. This result [844] gives a QCD
renormalization coefficient about a factor of 2 smaller tiignally considered [851], and it agrees with
the recent findings of Ref. [852].

The neutron EDM can be expressed in terms of the quark EDMg@CD sum rules [853, 854]:

£2m 2 1

4
dy= (1 0:5) - ~d, ; 5.170
( My + mg)(225M eV )3 34 3% ( )

wheref 92 M ev and we have neglected the contribution of the quark chrolectréc dipoles, which
does not arise at the two-loop level in the heavy-squark fnass Sincedy andd,, are proportional to
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Fig. 5.40: Two loop contributions to the light SM fermion EDMs. The thidiagram is for a down-type fermion
f.

the corresponding quark masses,depends on the light quark masses only through the fatiem 4,
for which we take the valuga ,=m 4 = 0:553  0:043.

It is instructive to consider the limiu ;; M , ;my which simplifies the EDM dependence
on the CP-violating invariantsy,g;=M » jsin , and 2¢5=M ; Jjsin ;. The terms depending on the
second invariant are actually suppressed, so that bothléc@ and neutron EDM are mostly char-
acterized by a single invariant even in the case in which theses ofv ; andM , are different. The
relative importance of the three contributionsdein Eq. (5.159) can be estimated to leading order in
IogM , =m 2 )from

azt T 2 3 4 dag " T
£ (T3¢, S Q) $ ) ;o 5, - ) (5.171)
d, 8¢ Q¢ d, 8s; Q¢
Numerically, Eq. (5.171) gives?* 005a", d' ¥ 03¢g"” andd?® at, dn

0:74," . These simple estimates show the importance of:thecontribution to the neutron EDM.

5.7.2.3 Numerical results

Let us consider a standard unified framework for the gaugimsses at the GUT scale. Using the
RGEs given in Refs. [448, 855], the parameters in Eq. (5.t&0)be expressed in terms of the (single)
phase , and four positive parameters ,, (evaluated at the low-energy scale)n , and the
sfermion mass scale . In first approximation, the dipoles depend orand through an overall factor
sn2 sin . The overall sfermion scale enters only logarithmically through the RGE equations for
Su s quﬁ. The numerical results for the electron and neutrino EDMstban conveniently be presented
intheM ,— plane by settingin 2 sin = 1 (it is then sufficient to multiply the results iyin 2 sin )
and, for examplepr = 10° G ev. Figure 5.41 shows the prediction for the electron EDM, thatron
EDM, and their ratiod,=d.. The red thick line corresponds to the present experimdimtéts d. <

16 10 ?’ecm [179], while the limitd, < 3 10 “°ecm [856] does not impose a constraint on the
parameters shown in Fig. 5.41.

An interesting test of Split Supersymmetry can be providgd Imeasurement of both the electron
and the neutron EDMs. Indeed, in the rafip=d. the dependence atin , tan andm approximately
cancels out. Nevertheless, because of the different loogtiins associated with the different contri-
butions, the ratiad,=d. varies byo (100% ) whenM , and are varied in the range spanned in the
figures. Still, the variation ofi,,=d. is comparable to the theoretical uncertainty in Eq. (5.1@0y is
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Fig. 5.41: Prediction ford,,, d., and their ratiod, =d.. In the contour plots we have chosem = 1,sin = 1,
andm = 10°Gev. The results ford, andd. scale approximately linearly within 2 sin , while the ratio
is fairly independent ofan , sih  andm. The red thick line corresponds to the present experiméintat
de < 16 10 27 ecm [179]. Note that the uncertainty iy is a factor of a few. The scatter plot showsvalues

whenM ;5 and are varied in the rang00G eV ;1 TeV 1 my, in [L00G &V ;300G &V ]and the CP phase in the
range[ ; 1

significantly smaller than the variation in the ordinary M&®rediction, even in the case of universal

phases [834]. On the other hand, the usual tight correlation between lgetren and muon EDMSs,
d =d. = m =m . persists.

3INote that thez B contribution is missing in the analysis of the Split Supersyetry case in Ref. [834], which leads to a
somewhat stronger correlation betwegnandd, .
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6 Experimental tests of charged lepton universality

Lepton universality postulates that lepton interactioasdt depend explicitly on lepton family number
other than through their different masses and mixings. Tdreept can be generalized to include the
quarks. Whereas there is little doubt about the univeysafielectric charge there are scenarios outside
the Standard Model in which lepton universality is violatadhe interactions withi andz bosons.
Violations may also have their origin in non-SM contribuisoto the transition amplitudes. Such apparent
violations of lepton universality can be expected in vasiparticle decays:

inw , 7 and decay resulting from R-parity violating extensions to th& M [906, 907],
- inw decay resulting from charged Higgs bosons [908, 909],

- in  decay resulting from box diagrams involving non-degeresiptons [910],

- in K decay resulting from LFV contributions in SUSY [826] (see&$Se6),

- in decay resulting from a light Higgs boson [911],

- in and K decay from scalar interactions [912], enhanced byttioag chiral suppression of the
SM amplitude for decays inte . . Since these contributions result in interference ternih tiie
SM amplitude the deviations scale with the mass M of the exgbarticle likel=v 2 rather than
1=M * as may be expected naively.

Allowing for universality violations one can generalizeth 2 charged current weak interaction
of leptons t6®2:

X 1
I = %W T )1+ hwo: 6.1)
=e;

Experimental limits have recently been compiled by Loiedzl. [913]. Results are shown in
Table 6.1.

Following the notation of Ref. [913] one may parametrize ¥iwations byg; gl =2)
After introducing 1 pthe various experimental limits on deviations from leptarivarsality
can be compared (see Fig. 6.1).

It is very fortunate that for most decay modes new dedicaxgeriments are being prepared. In
the following subsections the status and prospects of thgserimental tests of lepton universality are
presented.

6.1 decay
In lowest order the decay width of ! 1, (1= e; )is given by:

2.2 2 2 2
tree 91%aVua f 2 my 2
o= /2 U mm (1 —=)7 6.2
P 256 M4 7 ¢ 2 (6.2)
By taking the branching ratio the factors affected by hagramcertainties cancel:
piee  _ e _ (% Me 1 mZ=m? ,
& e g m 1 m?=m?

Radiative corrections lower this result by 3.74(3)% [85Tem assuming that final states with additional
photons are included. Within the SNIE. g. = g ) this leads to:

RM = 12354(2) 10 : (6.3)

S

325till more general violations lead to deviations from the s structure of the weak interaction.
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Table 6.1: Limits on lepton universality from various processes. Oheusd keep in mind that violations may
affect the various tests differently so which constrairtbést depends on the mechanism. Hypothetical non V-A
contributions, for example, would lead to larger effectsl@ctay modes with stronger helicity suppression such as

! e andk ! e . Adapted from Ref. [913]. The ratios estimated from tau gscae re-calculated using
PDG averages, as described in the text.

decay mode constraint
W ! e . (g =ge)y = 0.999 0.011
w ! (g =gelw = 1.029 0.014
w ! -
I e e (g =g.) = 1.0002 0.0020
e, (g =g.) = 1.0012 0.0023
-
! ee (g =0.) = 1.0021 0.0016
[ (g =g.) = 1.0030 0.0034
—
K ! e (=g = 1.024 0.020
K ! = =g x = 0979 0.017
I K~

Two experiments [858, 859] contribute to the present woviekage for the measured value:
RIP = 1231(4) 10° : (6.4)

As aresult euniversality has been tested at the level:=g.) =1.0021(16).

Measurements af .. are based on the analysis&f energy and time delay with respect to the
stopping *. The decay ! e is characterized by.. = 05m < = 69:3 MeV and an exponential
time distribution following the pion life time =26 ns. In the case of the ! decay the 4 MeV
muons, which have a range of about 1.4 mm in plastic scittiilacan be kept inside the target and
are monitored by the observation of the subsequent decay e —, which is characterized by.. <
05m & = 52:3MeV, and a time distribution which first grows according te hion life time and then
falls with the muon life time. A major systematic error isrisduced by uncertainties in the low-energy
tailofthe ! e ( )energy spectrum in the region belawsm <. This tail fraction typically amounts
to 1% . The low-energy tail can be studied by suppressing the ! e chain by the selection
of early decays and by vetoing events in which the muon isrebdein the target signal. Suppression
factors of typically10 ° have been obtained. A study of this region is also intergssince it might
reveal the signal from a heavy sterile neutrino [860].

Although the two experiments contributing to the presentldvaverage ofR .. reached very
similar statistical and systematic errors there were sogm@ficant differences. The TRIUMF experi-
ment [859] made use of a single large Nal(Tl) crystal as masitpn detector, with an energy resolution
of 5% (fwhm) and a solid-angle acceptance of 2.9 % ot The PSI experiment [858] used a setup of
132 identical BGO crystals with 99.8% of 4r acceptance and an energy resolution of 4.4% (fwhm). A
large solid angle reduces the low-energy tail of e ( )events but may also introduce a high energy
tailfor ! e~

Two new experiments have been approved recently aiming atlaction of the experimental
uncertainty by an order of magnitude. First results may hpeeted in the year 2009.

- At PSI [861] the3 sr Csl calorimeter built for a determination of the ! %"  branching
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Fig. 6.1: Experimental limits on violations of lepton universalitpin a)w decay, b) decay, c) andk decay
and d) the combination of a) - ¢). Parameters are defined itettte The 1 bands are indicated. The shaded
areas correspond to 68% and 90% confidence levels. Resuttglfie analysis in Ref. [913].

ratio will be used. Large samples of ! e decays have been recorded parasitically in the past
which were used as normalization for ! %¢t  with an accuracy ok 0:3%, i.e. the level
of the present experimental uncertaintyrof_ . The setup was also used for the most complete

studies of the radiative decays! e [862]and ! e [863] done so far. Based on this
experience an improvement in precision for_ by almost an order of magnitude is expected.

- At TRIUMF [864] a single large Nal(Tl) detector will be usedjain. The detector is similar in
size to the one used in the previous experiment but has signify better energy resolution. The
crystal will be surrounded by Csl detectors to reduce thedowergy tail ofthe ! e response
function. By reducing the distance between target and qpositetector the geometric acceptance
will be increased by an order of magnitude.

6.2 K decay
Despite the poor theoretical control over the meson decagteats, ratios of leptonic decay widths of
pseudoscalar mesons suchras K ! e )=K ! ) can be predicted with high accuracy,
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and have been traditionally considered as tests ofithe A structure of weak interactions through their
helicity suppression and of e universality. The Standard Model predicts [857]:

Rg (SM )= (2472 0001) 10° (6.5)
to be compared with the world average [164] of publisked measurements:
Ry (exp)= (244 0:d11) 10°: (6.6)

As mentioned above the strong helicity suppression@®f ! e )makesRy sensitive to physics be-
yond the SM. As discussed in detail in section 5.6.2.3 lefiearour violating contributions predicted in
SUSY models may lead to a deviationrof from the SM value in the percent range. Such contributions,
arising mainly from charged Higgs exchange with large lagdtavour violating Yukawa couplings, do
not decouple if SUSY masses are large and exhibit a strongndigmce ornan . For large (but not
extreme) values of this parameter, not excluded by othersarements, the interference between the
SM amplitude and a double lepton-flavour violating conttitmu could produce a 3% effect. Other
experimental constraints such as those fromor lepton flavour-violating decays were shown in [826]
not to be competitive with those fromy in this scenario.

6.2.1 Preliminary NA48 results foR x

In the original NA48/2 proposal [865] the measuremenkofeptonic decays was not considered in-
teresting enough to be mentioned. Nevertheless, triggersuich decays were implemented during the
2003 run. Since these were not very selective they had todidyhidlown-scaled. The data still contain
about 4000k ., decays which is more than four times the previous world samjph the analysis of
these data [866] 15% background due to misidentified , decays was observed (see below). The
preliminary result was presented at the HEP2005 Europsysiaference in Lisbon [867]:

Ry (exp)= (2416 0:043nc 0024,.) 10°; (6.7)

marginally consistent with the SM value. While the uncertiain this result is dominated by the statis-
tical error, the unoptimized ., trigger and the lack of a sufficiently large control samplsuteed in a
0:8% uncertainty.

During 2004 a 56 hours special run with simplified triggeritogt  1=4 nominal beam intensity
was performed, dedicated to the collection of semi-legtani decays for a measurement &f .
About 4000K ., decays were extracted from these data. The preliminarjti@sr x is consistent with
the 2003 value with similar uncertainty although the triggticiencies were better known.

The NA48 apparatus includes the following subsystems aglefor ther x measurement

— amagnetic spectrometer, composed of four drift chambwisaadipole magnet (MNP33)

— a scintillator hodoscope consisting of two planes segetkiito vertical and horizontal strips,
providing a fast level-1 (L1) trigger for charged particles

— aliquid krypton electromagnetic calorimeter (LKr) with &1 trigger system.
In the analysis of the 2003-04 data., decays were selected using two main criteria:

— 095 < E=pc < 1:05wherek is the energy deposited in LKr angis the momentum measured
with the magnetic spectrometer.
— the missing mass y must be zero within errors, as expected for a neutrino.

The main background resulted from misidentified , decays. Thee =pc distribution of muons has
a tail which extends t@ =pc 1 and the observed fraction of muons witkb5 < E=pc < 105 IS

5 10° K , background was present fer> 25 GeV/c where thev ; resolution provided by the
magnetic spectrometer was insufficient to sepakatefrom K, decays.
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6.2.2 Anew measurementof(Kk ! e )= (K ! ) at the SPS

During the Summer of 2007 NA62, the evolution of the NA48 eipent, has accumulated more than
100K K , decays. For this run the spectrometer momentum resolutamimproved by increasing the
MNP33 momentum kick from 120 Me¥¢to 263 MeVE.

K o, decays are selected by requiring signals from the two hagesplanes (denoted fyy;) and
an energy deposition of at least 10 GeV in the LKr calorimeléis trigger has an efficiency 0:99 for
electron momenta > 15 GeV/c. The same down-scaled; trigger was used to collegt , decays. The
beam intensity was adjusted to obtain a total trigger rateobHz, which saturates the data acquisition
system.

Figure 6.2 shows th&t ? versus momentum distribution fat ., andx , decays for the 2004
data, together with the predicted distributions for the£2@mn and for the 2007 run, as obtained from a
Monte Carlo simulation (fok , decays the electron mass is assigned to the muon). In ther@Q7
for electron momenta up to 35 GeMheKk , contamination to th& ., signal is reduced to a negligible
level thanks to the improved spectrometer momentum rdsalsee Fig. 6.3a). Using a lower limit of
15 GeVt for the electron momentum, and taking into account the detecceptance, this means that
43% of thek ., events will be kinematically background free (see Fig. B.3b
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Fig. 6.2: Distributions ofu ? versusp for K ., and  Fig. 6.3: @) K , contamination in the< ., sample.

K , decays. Inthe1 y calculation the electron mass b) Simulated momentum distributions of genuine elec-
is assumed for both processes: a) measured data froffons fromx ., decay (full histogram), and of fake
the 2004 run, b) Monte Carlo predictions for 2004 con-électrons fronk , decays (dashed histogram).
ditions, ¢) Monte Carlo predictions for the conditions

expected in 2007.

The fraction ofk , fakingK ., decays was measured at all momenta in parallel with datagaki
For this purpose a 5 cm thick lead plate was inserted between the two hodosclames covering
six 6.5 cm wide vertical hodoscope counters. The requiréritext charged particles traverse the lead
without interacting helps to select a pure sampl& of, decay for which the muon =pc distribution can
be directly measured for the evaluation of the, contamination to the& ., signal. Table 6.2 lists the
relevant parameters describing the running conditionk fimtthe 2004 and 2007 runs.

The overall statistical error, which includes the statatiuncertainty on the background mea-
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Table 6.2: Comparison of the 2004 and 2007 running conditions.

2004 2007 2004 2007
Acceptance (nf) | 0:36 0:36 0:18 0:18|| SPS duty cycle (s/s) 48/16.8 4.8/16.8
(s 4 10 ' 1 107 | live time (days) 2.1 100
p=p effective (%) 3 25 nr. of pulses 108 1 3 106
RMS (%) 390 18 Protons per pulse 25 16 15 107
TRIM3 x°(mr) 0 03 beam momentum (GeWy 60 75
pr (MeV/c) 0 225 Triggers/pulse 45,000 48,000
MNP33x°(mr) 20 35 Goodk.,/pulse 0.37 0.5
pr (MeV/c) 120 263 Goodk.; (total) 4000 > 100,000

surement, is expected to 19e3% . The uncertainty in the trigger efficiency will be reduceddes than
02% . The data collected in 2007 will provide a measurememofvith a total uncertainty (statistical
and systematic errors combined in quadrature) of less tharbs .

6.3  decay

There are two ways to test lepton universality in chargedkiet@ractions using decays :

— the universality of all three couplings can be tested bymaning the rates of the decays! -,

I e™

and

e ,and

— g =g can be extracted by comparing !

and !

When comparing the experimental constraints one should keenind the complementarity of these
two tests. Whereas the purely leptonic decay modes are teddiy a transversely polarized , the
semileptonic modes involve longitudinal polarization.

6.3.1 Leptonic decays
The decay width of; !

4

£

("3 !

where(1+ C.. )= £(x)(1+

andf (x)= 1

wherec .=

0:004 andcC

8x + 8x S

g

e

including radiative corrections is given by [868] :

3m

5M

1
£

(1 +
12 In x With x

Electron - muon universality could thus be tested at the de284l using:
S
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= 2
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£

B (
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= 1:0002
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e )X1+C )

0:0020;

(6.8)

2)) combines weak and radiative corrections

(6.9)

0:0313 are the corrections from Eq. (6.8). The values of the branch-

ing ratios of leptonic decays are taken from [164] and are based mostly on measnt®fnemn LEP

experimentse

where (“; ! “

S

universality has been verified with similar precision:

(1+C o)

1+ C

)= B (1!

)
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universality can then be derived frogrg. andg =g, giving g =g

m
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m
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! )= 10012
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0:0023 ;

(6.10)

0:0044. The measurement of
= 1:0010
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The measurements used in above formulas are relativelyl@i] [ and no input from BaBar or
Belle is used. The measurements of leptonic branchingidrestwere done by the LEP experiments
in the course of the runs at or near thé resonance [164]. The*  events were selected via their
topology, and the decay products were required to pass particle identifinatising infomation from
the calorimetry, tracking devices, time projection chamstend muon systems. The largest uncertainty
on the measurement of tau branching ratios was statistié#il systematics limitations arising from the
simulation and from particle identification.

The measurement of the lifetime [164] comes from LEP experiments as well. Due toldrge
s, each inthe event has a large boost and travels 80in average. However, as there is nothing but
s produced in each event, their production vertex is unknamah has to be estimated averaging over
other events or by minimizing the sum of impact parametetsotti ’'s decay products.

The most accurate published measurement of tineass [869] was done by the BES experiment,
through an energy scan of the  production cross section ig" e collisions around the threshold
region. The collision energy scale was calibrated with and (25 ) resonances, with a precision of
0.25 MeV.

Therefore the major contributions to the uncertaintieshmnratiosg =g, andg =g, are:

— the leptonic branching fractions (0.3%), and
— the lifetime (0.4%).

In the calculation above, the measurements of leptonitecays are taken as independent. How-
ever, there are common sources of systematic uncertaisiiels as uncertainties on track reconstruc-
tion, number of decays registered by an experiment and so on. If one meathedatanching ratio
B( ! e )=B( ! ) directly in one experiment, as was done by ARGUS and CLEO and a
done for pion decays as well, most uncertainties would dafe&ing the PDG average on the branching
ratio [164] one obtaing =g, = 1:0028  0:0055.

The following improvements can be expected in the futuree KIEDR experiment is working,
like BES, at the -pair production threshold. They plan to measurewith a 0.15 MeV accuracy. A
preliminary result, with accuracy comparable to BES'’s nueasient, is available [870]. Both BaBar and
Belle have accumulated large statistics 6f events and should be able to perform measurements of
leptonic and semi-leptonic decays, as well as to improve the measurement of thigetime. While
the collected sample is much larger than at LEP, there are still signifiecartertainties remaining
on luminosity, tracking and particle identification. If tmatio of decay fractions is measured, then
only the particle identification uncertainties will remai@urrently the electron and muon identification
uncertainties for both BaBar and Belle are around 1-2%. AtHhfactories the boost in the c.m
frame is much smaller than at LEP, and in addition the engsrgfehec* ande beams are not the
same. This leads to significant differences in the techn@fube lifetime measurement. In particular
the 3-dimensional reconstruction of the trajectories ef decay products is poor and only the impact
parameter in the plane transverse to the beams, multipljetthds polar angle of the total momentum
vector of 3-prong decay products, can be used [871]. While the statisticsvalla very accurate
measurement, the work focuses on understanding the aligirofhithe vertex detector and the systematics
in the reconstruction of the impact parameter. The measeméwf the mass can also be done at the
B -factories. Belle has presented a mass measurement arptiizi kinematic limit of the invariant mass
of 3-prong decays [872]. This measurement is however less precisdltbar of BES or KEDR.

If one takes into account recent preliminary measuremeritseo mass from the KEDR experi-
ment [870] and of the lifetime from BaBar [871], the deteration of euniversality changes slightly
t0g =g. = 1:0021  0:0020.

15K



6.3.2 Hadronic decays

Another way to test universality is to compare the decay rates for and !
2 2 2 2
g B( ! )y Zm m<® m m°
Z — 1+C ); 6.11
gc B( ! ) m 3 (m 2 m? ra ) ( )
wherec = (16 %7)10 °[819,873].

Taking measurements from Ref. [164] one obtainsg = 0:299¢  0:037. Here the main
uncertainties come from

- ! decay (1%), where the dominant contribution is due to  ° contamination and®
reconstruction,

— the lifetime (0.3%), and

— the hadronic correction (0.1%).

Again, no results from the factories are available yet, and one should expect thatatige |
samples collected by BaBar and Belle will allow a significamprovement, in case the understanding of
particle identification will be improved.
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7 CP Violation with charged leptons
There are two powerful motivations for probing CP symmetryepton decays:

— The discovery of CP asymmetries indecays that are close to 100 % in a sense ‘de-mystifies’
CP violation. For it established that complex CP phasesatrimtrinsically small and can be close
to 90 degrees even. This de-mystification would be comp|et€ZP violation were found in the
decays of leptons as well.

— We know that CKM dynamics, which is so successful in deswgilguark flavour transitions, is not
relevant to baryogenesis. There are actually intriguigiarents for baryogenesis being merely a
secondary effect driven by primary leptogenesis [874]. Ekethe latter less speculative, one has
to find CP violation in dynamics of the leptonic sector.

The strength of these motivations has been well recognizdldei community, as can be seen from the
planned experiments to measure CP violation in neutrindlaisons and the ongoing heroic efforts
to find an electron EDM. Yet there are other avenues to this geavell that certainly are at least as
difficult, namely to probe CP symmetry in muon andiecays. Those two topics are addressed below in
Sections 7.1 and 7.2. There are also less orthodox probeglyattempts (i) to extract an EDM for
leptons fromete ! | (ii) to search for a T-odd correlation in polarized orthosfironium decays
and (i) to measure the muon transverse polarization in ! * % decays. It is understood that the
Standard Model does not produce an observable effect infahgse three cases or the other ones listed
above (exceptfor ! Kg ,asdescribed below).

Concerning topic (i), one has to understand that one is keagyfor a CP-odd effect in aelectro-
magnetigoroduction process unlike in decays, which are controlled by weak forces.

Inete bp ! 3 ,topic (i), one can construct various T-odd correlationgntegrated moments
between the spin vectar, » of polarized ortho-positronium and the momenrtaf two of the photons
that define the decay plane:

Aroga = BSop k¢ K21

Acp = h(Sop Ki1)(Sop Kt Ko))i (7.2)

— The moment ; .4q is P and CReven yet Todd Rather than by CP or T violation in the underly-
ing dynamics it is generated by higher order QED processbaslbeen conjectured [875] that the
leading effect is formally of order relative to the decay width due to the exchange of a photon
between the two initial lepton lines. From it one has to reethve numerically leading contribu-
tion, which has to be absorbed into the bound state wavetumcThe remaining contribution is
presumably at the sub-permille level. Alternativaly ..q can be generated at ordef — or at
roughly the10 ° level — through the interference of the lowest-order deaaypldude with one
where a fermion loop connects two of the photon lines.

— On the other hand the moment - is odd under T as well as under P and in particular CP.
Final state interactions cantgenerate a CP-odd moment with CP invariant dynamics. Olmggrv
Acp & 0thus unambiguously establishes CP violation. The presqugrgnental upper bound
is around few percent; it seems feasible, see Section 7itpmve the sensitivity by more than
three orders of magnitude, i.e. down to the ° level! The caveat arises at the theoretical level:
with the ‘natural’ scale fomweakinterference effects in positronium given by m2 10 *!,
one needs a dramatic enhancement to obtain an observadte eff

Discussing topic (iii) — the muon transverse polarizatiorki ; decays — under the heading of
CP violation in the leptonic sector will seem surprising astfi Yet a general, though hand waving
argument, suggests that the highly suppressed direct @&Rigioin nonleptonic s = 1 — as expressed
through °— rules against an observable signal even in the presencevoPlysics — unless the latter has
a special affinity for leptons. The present status of the dathfuture plans are discussed in Section 7.3.

157



7.1 decays

The muon decay ! e . and its ‘inverse’ e ! - are successfully described by the
‘V=A' interaction, which is a particular case of the localerivative-free, lepton-number-conserving,
four-fermion interaction [886]. The ‘V=A form and the nawuof the neutrinosT. and .) have been
determined by experiment [887, 888].

The observables — energy spectra, polarizations and argjatebutions — may be parameterized
in terms of the dimensionless coupling constaptsand the Fermi coupling constaat-. The matrix

element is
4G X . _ L
M = p— g Penj J endn(C ) J J i (7.2)
2 =SV T
"; =R L

5]

We use here the notation of Fetschkeal., [887,889] who in turn use the sign conventions and defimitio
of Scheck [890]. Here = s;Vv ;T indicate a (Lorentz) scalar, vector, or tensor interactiand the
chirality of the electron or muon (right- or left-handed)labeled by"; = R ;L. The chiralitiesn and
m of the . andthe™ are determined by given values of "and . The 10 complex amplitudes
andG r constitute 19 independent parameters to be determined frimxent. The ‘V—A' interaction
corresponds tey’, = 1, with all other amplitudes being 0.

Experiments show the interaction to be predominantly ofviéxetor type and left-handed;|, >
0:96 (90 $ ¢ L)] with no evidence for other couplings. The measuremenheimuon lifetime yields the
most precise determination of the Fermi coupling constantwhich is presently known with a relative
precision ofs 10 ©[891,892]. Continued improvement of this measurementiisizgy an important
goal [893], sinces ¢ is one of the fundamental parameters of the Standard Model.

7.1.1 Tinvariance in decays

Pr, —the component of the decay positron polarization whichasgverse to the positron momentum
and the muon polarisation —is T odd and due to the practic@rade of a strong or electromagnetic final
state interaction it probes T invariance. A second-gemaraxperiment has been performed at PSI by
the ETH Zurich—Cracow—PSI Collaboration [904]. They aiea, for the energy averaged transverse
polarization component:

Wr,i= ( 37 7Tdar. 34ye) 10° (7.3)

2

7.1.2 Future prospects

The precision on the muon lifetime can presumably be ine@aser the ongoing measurements by one
order of magnitude [891]. Improvement in measurements @figcay parameters seems more difficult.
The limits there are not given by the muon rates which usuatyhigh enough already (3  18s *at

the EI1 beam at PSI, for example), but rather by effects like pmsitlepolarisation in matter or by the
small available polarisation<( 7% ) of the electron targets used as analysers. The measurerie
transverse positron polarisation might be improved witmalter phase space (lateral beam dimension
of a few millimetres or better). This experiment needausedbeam with high polarisation.

7.2 CPviolation in decays

The betting line is that decays — next to the electron EDM andbscillations — provide the best stage
to search for manifestations of CP breaking in the leptoata@. There exists a considerable literature
on the subject started by discussions on a tau-charm faotong than a decade ago [877-880] and
attracting renewed interest recently [881—-884] strestiedgollowing points:

— There are many more channels than in muon decays makingotisraints imposed by CPT
symmetry much less restrictive.
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— The lepton has sizable rates into multi-body final states. Du#héar nontrivial kinematics
asymmetries can emerge also in the final state distribytiehere they are likely to be significantly
larger than in the integrated widths. The channel

K, ! © ¢&e

can illustrate this point. It commands only the tiny bramghiatio of3 10 7. The forward-
backward asymmetrya i in the angle between the®  ande'e planes constitutes a Gitld
observable. It has been measured by KTeV and NA48 to be tanfe] namely about 13%, al-
though it is driven by the small value gfx 5  0:002. l.e., one can trade branching ratio for the
size an CP asymmetry.

— New Physics in the form of multi-Higgs models can contbon the tree-level like the SM W
exchange.

— Some of the channels should exhibit enhanced sensitviyetv Physics.

— Having polarized leptons provides a powerful handle on CP asymmetries antliat@ver sys-
tematics.

These features will be explained in more detail below. lnseelear that such measurements can be
performed only ine" e annihilation, i.e. at the factories running now or better still at a Super-Flavour
factory, as discussed in the Working Group 2 report. Thew luas the added advantage that one can
realistically obtain highly polarized leptons: This can be achieved directly by having the eladb@am
longitudinally polarized or more indirectly even with udpozed beams by using the spin alignment of
the produced pair to ‘tag’ the spin of the under study by the decay of the othelike !

7.2.1 ! K
The most promising channels for exhibiting CP asymmetniesa ! ks , K °[880]:

— Due to the heaviness of the lepton and quark flavours theypase sensitive to non-minimal Higgs
dynamics while being Cabibbo suppressed in the SM.

— They can show asymmetries in the final state distributions.

The SM does generate a CP asymmetry idecays that should be observable. Based on known physics
one can reliably predict a CP asymmetry [881]:

+ +— |
("1 Ks "7y (! Ks )_ 327 o042) 10° (7.4)
(* 1 Ks ")+ ( I Kg )

due toK 's preference for antimatter over matter. Strictly spegkithis prediction is more general
than the SM: no matter what produces the CP impurity inkhewave function, the effect underlying
Eg. (7.4) has to be present, while of course not affectingg K  °.

To generate a CP asymmetry, one needs two different ames$itedntribute coherently. This
requirement is satisfied, since tke system can be produced from the (QCD) vacuum in a vector and
scalar configuration with form factors;, andrg, respectively. Both are present in the data, with the
vector component (mainly in the form of tike ) dominant as expected [876]. Within the SM, there does
not arise a weak phase between them on an observable levitlcge readily be provided by a charged
Higgs exchange in non-minimal Higgs models, which contebuor .

A few general remarks on the phenomenology might be helpfgkt the stage. For a CP viola-
tion in the underlying weak dynamics to generate an obsénadymmetry in partial widths or energy
distributions one needs also a relative strong phase batthegwo amplitudes:

( ' K % ("1 K" % / mEyF,)Imgygy, ; (7.5)
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("1 K'Y 9% / WmEsF,)Imgygy ; (7.6)

wherer; denotes the Higgs contribution f; andg; its weak coupling. This should not represent a
serious restriction, since the system is produced in a mass range with several resonarfcas the
other hand one is searching for a T-odd correlation like

Or h~ o pIi; (7.7)
then CP violation can surface even vttt a relative strong phase
Or / Re(Fg Fy)Ingy gy : (7.8)

Yet there is a caveat: final state interactions can generatilTnoments even from T invariant dynamics,
when one has

Or / In (Fyg Fy )Regy gy (7.9)

Fortunately one can differentiate between the two scesaridgs. (7.8,7.9) ata or a Super-Flavour
factory, where one can compare directly the T-odd momemtth&CP conjugate pair® and

Oor(")s0¢( ) =) CP violation! (7.10)

A few numerical scenarios might illuminate the situationHmgs amplitude 1% or 0.1% the
strength of the SMv -exchange amplitude — the former [latter] contributing [nMg to Fs [Fy] —
is safely in the ‘noise’ of present measurements of parti@thg; yet it could conceivably create a
CP asymmetry as large 1% or 0.1%, respectively. More gdgeadlP-odd observable in a SM allowed
process is mereliinear in a New Physics amplitude, since the SM provides the othg@liarde. On the
other hand SM forbidden transitions — say lepton flavouratioh as in ! — have to bejuadratic
in the New Physics amplitude.

CP odd / j[‘SM TNP j vs: LEV / j[‘ijZ (711)

Probing CP symmetry at the 0.1% level in! K thus has roughly the same sensitivity for a New
Physics amplitude as searching fot B! ) at the10 © level.

CLEO has undertaken a pioneering search for a CP asymmeitng @mngular distribution of !
Ks placing an upper bound of a few percent [885].

7.2.2 Other decay modes

It appears unlikely that analogous asymmetries could bergbd in the Cabibbo allowed channel!

, yet detailed studies of 3 =4 look promising, also because the more complex final stavevall
to form T-odd correlations with unpolarized leptons; yet the decays of polarizedmight exhibit much
larger CP asymmetries [882].

Particular attention should be paid to! K 2 , which has potentially very significant additional
advantages:

— One can interfergectorwith axial vectork 2 configurations.

— The larger number of kinematical variables and of speciii@noels should allow more internal
cross checks of systematic uncertainties like detectificieficies for positive vs. negative parti-
cles.
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Fig. 7.1: Two interfering diagrams inducing; in the multi-Higgs model (from Ref. [921]).

7.3 Search for Tviolationink * ' % * decay

The transverse muon polarization in* ! 0 + decay,Pr, is an excellent probe of T violation,
and thus of physics beyond the Standard Model. Most recémly246 experiment at the KEK proton
synchrotron has set an upper-boundf 0:0050 (90% C.L.). A next generation experiment is
now being planned for the high intensity accelerator J-PARI(h is aiming at more than one order of
magnitude improvement in the sensitivity withp; ) 10 .

7.3.1 Transverse muon polarization

A non-zero value for the transverse muon polarizatien)(in the three body decay ! (K 3)vi-
olates T conservation with its T-odd correlation [918]. ©tree last three decades dedicated experiments
have been carried out in search for a non-zefo Unlike other T-odd channels in e.g. nuclear beta de-
cays,Pr inK 3 has the advantage that final state interactions (FSI), whiepinduce a spurious T-odd
effect, are very small. With only one charged particle in fimal state the FSI contribution originates
only in higher loop effects and has been shown to be small. sitigde photon exchange contribution
from two-loop diagrams was estimated more than twenty yageosasp | 5 * 10 © [919]. Quite re-
cently two-photon exchange contributions have been sifdi20]. The average value ®ff °* over the
Dalitz plot was calculated to be less tham °.

An important feature of & study is the fact that the contribution from the Standard M¢8M)
is practically zero. Since only a single element of the CKMnra/ ¢ is involved for the semileptonic
K 3 decay in the SM, no CP violation appears in first order. Theskivorder contribution comes from
radiative corrections tothe (1 5)sW  vertex, and this was estimated to be less than’ [921].
Therefore, non-zer@. in the range ofl0 *-10 * would unambiguously imply the existence of a new
physics contribution [921].

Sizablep; can be accommodated in multi-Higgs doublet models throuBhvi©lation in the
Higgs sector [922].p; can be induced due to interference between charged Higdsege €5, Fp)
andw exchangeXy, Fa) as shown in Fig. 7.1. It is conceivable that the coupling frged Higgs
fields to leptons is strongly enhanced relative to the cogpio the up-type quarks [923] which would
lead to an experimentally detectatle of 0 (10 °). Thus,P; could reveal a source of CP violation that
escapes detectionin ! 2 ;3 [921].

A number of other models also allo®: at an observable level without conflicting with other
experimental constraints, and experimental limitencould thus constrain those models. Among them
SUSY models wittr -parity breaking [924] and a SUSY model with squark familyimg [925] should
be mentioned. A recent paper [926] discusses a generidigfamperator leading to A, expression in
terms of a cut-off scale and the Wilson coefficients 5 andcC ;.

7.3.2 KEK E246 experiment

The most recent and highest precisipn experiment was performed at the KEK proton synchrotron.
The experiment used a stopped beam with an intensity of 1¢/s and a setup with a superconduct-
ing toroidal spectrometer (Fig. 7.2). Data were taken betw#396 and 2000 for a total of 5200 hours
of beam time. The determination of the muon polarization bh&sed on a measurement of the decay

1R1



Setup e
i
KEK-PS K5 beam line l € e
o Fiay i
=200/ sec K e
g iron pole gap
€3 g TOF2 " &R
Y I stapper e Ao \__‘

C 1\ L) Muon

‘olarinteter

",
i

+
e poenter

Cherenkay
Conunier

Ring Connter
TOF!
Targer Fiber

£
o7 targer

o OsF counter
g p

= i
o 1 LA A W L AR LS i T i Pl o

side view end view I

Fig. 7.2: E246 setup using the superconducting toroidal spectramite elaborate detector system [927] consists
of an active target (to monitor stopping* ), a large-acceptance Csl(Tl) barrel (to detet}, tracking chambers
(totrack *), and muon polarimeters (to measwre).

positron azimuthal asymmetry in a longitudinal magnetitdfiesing “passive polarimeters”. Thanks
to (i) the stopped beam method which enabled total coveratfeeaecay phase space and hence a for-
ward/backward symmetric measurement with respect to therection and (ii) the rotational-symmetric
structure of the toroidal system, systematic errors coeldubstantially suppressed.

The T-odd asymmetry was deduced using a double ratio scheme a
Ar = Agg  Ppwa)=2 5 (7.12)

where the fwd(bwd) asymmetry was calculated using the taldse” and “counter-clockwise” positron
emission ratesl ., andN ., as

N cw NCCW
T fwd(bwd) fwd (bwd) 713
Aﬁdd(bwd) - N + N cov ) ( ) )
fiwd (owd) fiwd (owd)
P was then deduced using
Pr = AT=f hcos Tjg 0 (714)

with  the analyzing power antbos : ithe average kinematic attenuation factor. The final resak w
[928]

Pr = 0:0017 0:0023(stat) 0:0011(syst) (7.15)
T = 00053 0:0071(stat) 0:0036(syst) ; (7.16)
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corresponding to the upper limits gfr j < 0:0050 (90% C.L.) andjm j< 0:016 (90% C.L.), re-
spectively. Here Im is the physics parameter proportional e after removal of the kinematic fac-
tor. This result constrained the three-Higgs doublet mguebmeter in the way ofim ( ; ;)j <
544(M 4, =G eV )?, as the most stringent constraint on this parameter. Sydierarrors were investi-
gated thoroughly, although the total size was smaller ttedhdf the statistical error. There were two
items that could not be canceled out by any of the two cartaellanechanisms of the 12-fold azimuthal
rotation and °-fw d=bw d: the effect from the decay plane rotation,and the misalignment of the muon
magnetic field, ., which should both be eliminated in the next generation R€A&xperiment.

7.3.3 The proposed J-PARC EO06 (TREK) experiment

A new possibler; experiment, E0O6 (TREK), at J-PARC is aiming at a sensitieity (P; ) 10 4.
J-PARC is a high-intensity proton accelerator researchgtexmow under construction in Japan with the
first beam expected in 2008. In the initial phase of the maghhe main synchrotron will deliver a &
proton beam at 30 GeV. A low momentum beansof 1¢ K * per second will be available for stopped
K *; this is about 30 times the beam intensity used for E246. riEisdtly the same detector concept will
be adopted; namely the combination of a stopgedbeam and the toroidal spectrometer, because this
system has the advantage of suppressing systematic eyraneéns of the double ratio measurement
scheme. However, the E246 setup will be upgraded significarite E246 detector will be upgraded in
several parts so as to accommodate the higher counting mdteéabetter control the systematics. The
major planned upgrades are the following:

— The muon polarimeter will become an active polarimeteoyviging the muon-decay vertex and
the positron track, leading to an essentially backgrouad-imuon decay measurement, with an
increased positorn acceptance and analyzing power.

— New dipole magnets will be added, improving the field umiftly and the alignment accuracy.

— The electronics and readout of the Csl(Tl) E246 calorimetd be replaced to maximize the
counting rate, fully exploiting the intrinsic crystal sjgke

— The tracking system and the active target will be improwadfgher resolution and higher decay-
in-flight background rejection.

As a result, 20 times higher sensitivity #g will be obtained after a one year run. The systematic errors
will be controlled with sufficient accuracy and a final expegintal error of 10 * will be attained. A
full description of the experiment can be found in the prah¢329].

It is now proposed to run for neto’s corresponding to roughly one year of J-PARC beam-time
under the above mentioned beam condition. This would yield 16 goodk *, events in the °-
fwd/bwd regions, providing an estimate ofPr )s.r = 1:35 10 4. The inclusion of other ° regions,
enabled by the adoption of the active polarimeter, wouldidthe statistical sensitivity further down
to the 10 * level. The dominant systematic errors is expected to arim@ the misalignment of the
polarimeter and the muon magnetic field; this will be detewdi from data, and Monte Carlo studies
indicate a residual systematics at the * level.

It is proposed to run TREK in the early stage of J-PARC opematiThe experimental group has
already started relevant R&D for the upgrades after ohtgiscientific approval, and the exact schedule
will be determined after funding is granted.

7.4 Measurement of CP violation in ortho-positronium decay

CP violation in theo-P s decay can be detected by an accurate measurement of theaoguklation
between the>-P s spin S, » and the momenta of the photons from the s decay [915], as shown in
Eq. (7.1). Itis useful then to write the measurable quantity

N (cos )= Ng(1+ Ccp cos ) ; (7.17)
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Table 7.1: Goal of the J-PARC TREK experiment compared with the E246ltes

E246 @ KEK-PS TREK @ J-PARC
Detector SC toroidal spectrometer E246-upgraded
Proton beam energy 12 GeV 30 GeV
Proton intensity 10 10%s 6 10°/s
K * intensity 10 10/s 3 10/s
Run time 20 10s 10 10s
(Pr )stat 23 103 10 104
(Pr )syst 11 103 <10 10°

with the CP violation amplitude parameter; o, different from zero, if CP violating interactions take
part in theo-P sdecay. In this equatiomy (cos )is the number of events with a measured vaiue

j (cos( ))j(hereafter, for the sake of simplicity, it will be referedds thecos value, intending that
this is measured with an uncertainty, depending on the apa&solution of the detector). Heres

is defined as the product abs ;, the cosine of the angle between ttgr and the unit vector in the
direction of highest energy photdfy, andcos ,, the cosine of the angle between the. and the unit
vector in the direction perpendicular to thee sdecay planen [914].

The measured distributian (cos ) should show an asymmetry given®y(cos , ) N (cos )=
2NoCcp cos ,forcos ., = cos = cos . The quantityc-p, can be determined by measuring the
rate of eventsl , foragivencos , = cos andN forcos = cos . Inpractice N, is the number
of events in whictk, forms an angle witlk, smaller than , and the>-P sspin forms an angle, smaller
than =2 with the perpendicular to the-p sdecay plane. Inths eventsk, forms an angle 12
with X, and thes,» forms an angle » With the normal to the>-P sdecay plane. In other terms, in
theN events the perpendicular to thep s decay plane is reversed with respect to the events, by
flipping the direction ofk, specularly with respect t&,. Then the measurement of the asymmetry

N, N )

A = m: CCP COSs (718)

allows to derive the experimental value®f o .

The measurement of the asymmetrymplies thatcos in Eq. (7.18) is a well defined quantity in
the experiment. In turn, this implies that the> sspin direction is defined. This direction can be selected
using an external magnetic fied, which aligns the>-pP s spin parallel (m=1), perpendicular (m=0) or
antiparallel (m= 1) to the field direction. The magnetic field, in addition, jpeos and mixes the two
m=0 states (one for the para-Ps and the other fonthe). Thus, two new states are possible for the Ps
system: the perturbed singlet and the perturbed triplé¢stdooth with m=0. Their lifetimes depend on
the B field intensity. The perturbed singlet state has a lifetiimerter than 1 ns (as for the unperturbed
singlet state of the para-Ps), which is not relevant in thasueement described here, because too short
compared to the typical detector time resolution of 1 ns. Vaues of 5 jof few kGauss,the perturbed
o-Ps lifetime can be substantially reduced [917] with respecth® unperturbed value of about 142
ns [916]. Thanks to this effect, it is possible to separagent*0 from the m= 1 states, by measuring
the o-P sdecay time. This is the time between the positron emissigm (@., a&°Na positron source) and
the detection of the-p sdecay photons. The Ps is formed in a target region, where go@der is used
as target material. The value of thg jfield that maximizes the decay time separation between mg0 an
m= 1 states is found to be B=4 kGauss, corresponding to a m=0rpedu-P slifetime of 30 ns.

The measurement of the asymmettyis performed in the following way. The direction and
intensity of thes field are fixed. Thek; andk, detectors are also fixed. In this ways has a well
defined value. For each event, the Ps decay time and the esafthe three photons from thep s
decay are measured. The off-line analysis requires theebigénergy photon in the, detector to be
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within an energy ranget ; = EF®*  EF . The second highest energy photon must be recorded
in the &, detector within an energy range , = E33*  EI ®. Then theN, andN events are
counted to determine the asymmetry in Eq. (7.18). The measemt of the asymmetry in both the
perturbed states (selected imposing short decay time beigveen 10 and 60 ns) and unperturbed states
(selected imposing long decay time, between 60 and 170 las)sato eliminate the time-independent
systematics [914]. Other systematics, which are time-aléget, do not cancel out with this method and
determine the final uncertainty on the - measurement.

An improved detector with superior spatial and energy nasmh, as compared to [914], is sketched
in Fig. 7.3. It consists of a barrel of BGO crystals with the sforming region at its centre. The crystal
signals are read out by avalanche photodiodes (APD), asetieetdr must work in the magnetic field.
Improved spatial and angular resolution is obtained thamkise smaller size of the crystal face exposed
to the photons3 3 cnt, and the larger barrel radius, 42 cm. Note that such a deteotdd also be
used efficiently for PET scanning, combined with NMR diadimosT his possibility makes this detector
a valuable investment also for applications in nuclear cadmaging.

With this detector configuration and a simulation of the diteresponse, the precision to be
reached in the measurement of the, parameter has been evaluated. A similar analysis was used fo
the event selection as described in [917], except that rimisetieeded in the present configuration, thanks
to the good spatial resolution of the proposed crystals.ioudaruncertainties affect the. » measure-
ment. The time-dependent uncertainties on the asymmedng induced mainly by the two-photon back-
ground, which affect more strongly the events with shortesray time, as well as by the inhomogeneity of
the o-P sformation region, which affect the measurement ofdfresdecay time. For high event statistics
(at least10'? selected three photon events) the following contributitmthe asymmetry measurement
were found: A o 10° A (2 Ikgd)  10° A qer(o-Psformation) 2 10°re-
sulting into a total uncertainty:A ey syse 25 10°. Being C . related to the asymmetry total
uncertainty by the relationC cp = 2 smw syse=Q [914] with Q, the analyzing power, evaluated to be

05 for this detector configuration, the total uncertainty oath» parameterisc cp 5 10°.

Although this precision is not sufficient to measure the eige Standard Modet - » value of
order of 10 ?, it is suitable to discover CP violating terms in the ordenof °, which if detected would
be signal of unexpected new physics beyond the StandardIMode
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8 LFV experiments

Mixing of leptonic states with different family number assaloved in neutrino oscillations does not
necessarily imply measurable branching ratios for LFV peses involving the charged leptons. In
the Standard Model the rates of LFV decays are suppressativeeto the dominant family-number
conserving modes by a factdrm =m;; )* which results in branching ratios which are out of reach
experimentally. Note that a similar family changing quadcady such a® ! s does obtain a very
significant branching ratio af (10 “) due to the large top mass.

As has been discussed in great detail in this report, in dlarosfurther extension to the Standard
Model such as Supersymmetry, Grand Unification or Extra Disiens additional sources of LFV ap-
pear. For each scenario a large number of model calculat@mée found in the literature and have been
reviewed in previous sections, with predictions that mayl Wwe accessible experimentally. Improved
searches for charged LFV thus may either reveal physicsrzktfte SM or at least lead to a significant
reduction in parameter space allowed for such exotic doutions.

Charged LFV processes, i.e. transitions between and , might be found in the decay of almost
any weakly decaying particle. Although theoretical prédits generally depend on humerous unknown
parameters these uncertainties tend to cancel in thevelstiiengths of these modes. Once LFV in the
charged lepton sector were found, the combined informdiiom many different experiments would
allow us to discriminate between the various interpretetioSearches have been performed jn ,
K,B,D,W andz decay. Whereas highest experimental sensitivities werehex in dedicated and
K experiments, decay starts to become competitive as well.

8.1 Rare decays

LFV muon decays include the purely leptonic modés ! " and * | e e e , as well as the
semi-leptonic e conversion in muonic atoms and the muonium - antimuoniunillagen. The
present experimental limits are listed in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1: Present limits on rare decays.

mode upper limit (90% C.L.) year Exp./Lab. Ref.
et 12 10* 2002 MEGA / LAMPF [173,930]
Tl oefefe 10 1012 1988 SINDRUM | / PSI [687]
e S et 83 10! 1999 PSI [931]
Ti! e i 61 1013 1998 SINDRUM Il / PSI [932]
Ti! & Ca 36 1011 1998 SINDRUM Il / PSI [933]
Pb! e Pb 46 101 1996 SINDRUM Il / PSI [934]
Au! e Au 7 1013 2006 SINDRUM Il / PSI [935]

Whereas most theoretical models favor | e , this mode has a disadvantage from an exper-
imental point of view since the sensitivity is limited by @&entale” coincidences and muon beam
intensities have to be reduced now already. Searches for conversion, on the other hand, are limited
by the available beam intensities and large improvemerdgemsitivity may still be achieved.

All recent results for * decays were obtained with “surface” muon beams containingns
originating in the decay of *'s that stopped very close to the surface of the pion prodoctarget,
or “subsurface” beams from pion decays just below that regiSuch beams are superior to conven-
tional pion decay channels in terms of muon stop density anchip the use of relatively thin (typically
10 mg/cnt) foils to stop the beam. Such low-mass stopping targetseayeined for the ultimate reso-
lution in positron momentum and emission angle, minimaltphgyield, or the efficient production of
muonium in vacuum.
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811 ! e
Neglecting the positron mass the 2-body decay! e of muons at rest is characterized by:

E = E.=m ¢’=2= 528MeV
. = 180
t = &
All ! e searches performed during the past three decades weredilmjt accidental coincidences

between a positron from normal muon decay! e —, and a photon produced in the decay of another
muon, either by bremsstrahlung or by e annihilation in flight. This background dominates by far
the intrinsic background from radiative muon decay! e — . Accidentale coincidences can be
suppressed by testing the three conditions listed above véittex constraint resulting from the ability to
trace back positrons and photons to an extended stoppiyef tzan further reduce background. Attempts
have been made to suppress accidental coincidences byioigstre low-energy positron associated
with the photon, but with minimal success. High muon pokdia (P ) could help if one would limit
the solid angle to accept only positrons and photons (patia)lel to the muon spin since their rate is
suppressed by the factar P for anti-parallel emission at = m c?/2 but the reduced solid angle

would have to be compensated by increased beam intensighwimuld raise the background again.

The most sensitive search to date was performed by the MEGIAl@oation at the Los Alamos
Meson Physics Facility (LAMPF) which established an uppeitl(90% C.L.)onB ( ! e )of 12
10 ' [173,930]. The MEG experiment [936] at PSI, aims at a simgylent sensitivity of 10 3
10 ', and began commissioning in early 2007. A straightforwangrovement factor of more than an
order of magnitude in suppression of accidental backgraesdlts from the DC muon beam at PSI, as
opposed to the pulsed LAMPF beam which had a macro duty cy@l§% . Another order of magnitude
improvement is achieved by superb time resolution {215 ns FWHM ont ).

The MEG setup is shown in Fig. 8.1. The spectrometer magnkésnase of a novel “COBRA’
(COnstant Bending RAdius) design which results in a gradadmatic field varying from 1.27 T at the
centre to 0.49 T at both ends. This field distribution not omgults in a constant projected bending
radius for the 52.8 MeV positron, for polar emission anglewith jcos j< 0:35, but also sweeps

Lig. Xe Scintillation

Lig. Xe Scintillation
Detector

+—— Detector

Y‘\‘\ Stopping T:
Muon Beam W pping Target
% \\Xi/ 77777
e\ /\\ Timing Counter
\
Drift Chamber > N /

Drift Chamber

im

Fig. 8.1: Side and end views of the MEG setup. The magnetic field is shapeh that positrons are quickly
swept out of the tracking region thus minimizing the load loa detectors. The cylindrical 0.8°nsingle-cell LXe
detector is viewed from all sides by 846 PMTs immersed in tke hllowing the reconstruction of photon energy,
time, conversion point and direction and the efficient regecof pile-up signals.
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Fig. 8.2:

Installing one of the timing counters into the
COBRA magnet during the pilot run with
the positron spectrometer at the end of 2006.
The large ring is one of two Helmholtz coils
used to compensate the COBRA stray field
at the locations of the photomultipliers of the
LXe detector.

away positrons with low longitudinal momenta much fastanth constant field as used by MEGA. This
design significantly reduces the instantaneous rates idrifichambers.

The drift chambers are made of 12.®n thin foils supported by C-shaped carbon fibre frames
which are out of the way of the positrons. The foils have “Werhcathode pads which permit the
measurement of the trajectory coordinate along the anodeswiith an accuracy of about 500n.

There are two timing counters at both ends of the magnet (ge@R), each of which consists of
a layer of plastic scintillator fibers and 15 plastic sclatibr bars of dimensiong 4 90 cm. The
fibers give hit positions along the beam axis and the bars umegmsitron timings with a precision of
= 40 ps. The counters are placed at large radii so only high er@ogiirons reach them, giving a total
rate of a few10/s for each bar.

High-strength Al-stabilized conductor for the magnet aoiékes the magnet as thin as 020
radially, so that 85% of 52.8 MeV gamma rays traverse the magithout interaction before entering
the gamma detector placed outside the magnet. Whereas ME&dRrather inefficient pair spectrome-
ters to detect the photon, MEG developed a novel liquid Xet#lation detector, shown in Fig. 8.1. By
viewing the scintillation light from all sides the electragnetic shower induced by the photon can be
reconstructed which allows a precise measurement of thieoplmmnversion point [937]. Special PMTs
that work at LXe temperature (-11Q), persist under high pressures and are sensitive to the S€ih/
tillation light of LXe ( 178 nm) have been developed in collaboration with HamamatstoRhus.
To identify and separate pile-up efficiently, fast wavefatigitizing is used for all the PMT outputs.

The performance of the detector was measured with a praotyijne results are shown in Ta-
ble 8.2. First data taking with the complete setup took pthaing the second half of 2007. A sensitivity
of 0 (10 *3) for the 90% C.L. upper limit in case no candidates are fourmlighbe reached after two
years.

Table 8.2: Performance of a prototype of the MEG LXe detector atE53 MeV.

observable resolution
energy 1.2%

time 65 ps
conversion point 4 mm
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8.1.1.1 Beyond MEG

Ten times larger surface muon rates than used by MEG can levadhat PSI today already but the
background suppression would have to be improved by twasfenagnitude. Accidental background
N .. Scales with the detector resolutions as:

Naee / E ¢ t (E e %) %1 7
with x the coordinate of the photon trajectory at the target apdthe target area. Here it is assumed
that the photon can be traced back to the target with an wiegrtwhich is small compared o . Since
the angular resolution is dictated by the positron multggattering in the target this can be written:

d

Naee/ E ¢ t (E X )2 — ’

Ar
with d; the target thickness. When using a series ¢dirget foils each of them could have a thickness
of dr =n and the beam would still be stopped. Since the area wouldagerliken 2 the background
could be reduced in proportion with=n?:

2 dT =n

Nace/ E ¢ t (E X) ’
n A

so a geometry with ten targets, 1 mg/ceach, would lead to the required background suppression.

8.1.2 1 3e

As has been discussed above the sensitivity of e searches is limited by background from accidental
coincidences between a positron and a photon originatinidgpenindependent decays of two muons.
Similarly, searches for the decay ! 3e suffer from accidental coincidences between positronsifro
normal muon decay ang e pairs originating from photon conversions or scatteringpositrons off
atomic electrons (Bhabha scattering). For this reason thennbeam should be continuous on the time
scale of the muon lifetime and longer. In addition to the olrgi constraints on relative timing and
total energy and momentum, which can be applied in e searches as well, there are powerful
constraints on vertex quality and location to suppress tlwedantal background. Since the final state
contains only charged particles the setup may consist ofgmatic spectrometer without the need for an
electromagnetic calorimeter with its limited performancderms of energy and directional resolution,
rate capability, and event definition in general. On the okfzd, of major concern are the high rates in
the tracking system of a ! 3esetup which has to stand the load of the full muon decay spactr

8.1.2.1 The SINDRUM | experiment

The present experimental limig, ( ! 3e)< 1 10 '? [687], was published way back in 1988. Since
no new proposals exist for this decay mode we shall analys@ribspects of an improved experiment
with this SINDRUM experiment as a point of reference. A dethidescription of the experiment may
be found in Ref. [938].

Data were taken during six months using a 25 MeSibsurface beam. The beam was brought
to rest with arate o6 16 * s ! in a hollow double-cone foam target (length 220 mm, diameter
58 mm, total mass 2.4 g). SINDRUM I is a solenoidal spectremeith a relatively low magnetic field
of 0.33 T corresponding to a transverse-momentum threstialdnd 18 MeV¢ for particles crossing
the tracking system. This system consisted of five cylirdrlddWPCs concentric with the beam axis.
Three-dimensional space points were found by measuringhtaeges induced on cathode strips oriented

45 relative to the sense wires. Gating times were typically 80 hhe spectrometer acceptance for
! 3ewas 24% of 4 sr (for a constant transition-matrix element) so the onBcplfor a significant
improvement in sensitivity would be the beam intensity.
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Fig. 8.3: Relative timing ofe” ¢" e events. The two positrons
are labelledow andhigh according to the invariant mass when
combined with the electron. One notices a contribution f co
related triples in the centre of the distribution. Thesenés@are
mainly ! 3e ~ decays. The concentration of events along
the diagonal is due to low-invariant-masse pairs in acci-
dental coincidence with a positron originating in the dechg
second muon. The' e pairs are predominantly due to Bhabha
scattering in the target.

+
Chigh

Figure 8.3 shows the time distribution of the recordéd* e triples. Apart from a prompt con-
tribution of correlated triples one notices a dominant dbntion from accidental coincidences involving
low-invariant-mass*" e pairs. Most of these are explained by Bhabha scattering sifrpas from nor-
mal muon decay ! e —. The accidental background thus scales with the target,nbagst is not
obvious how to reduce this mass significantly below the 1lcmgachieved in this search.

Figure 8.4 shows the vertex distribution of prompt eventsie @hould keep in mind that most

of the uncorrelated triples contai#t e pairs coming from the target and their vertex distributioil w
thus follow the target contour as well. This 1-fold acciggriackground is suppressed by the ratio of

Zyertex

Fig. 8.4: Spatial distribution of the vertex fitted to promgte” e triples. One clearly notices the double-cone
target.

the vertex resolution (couple of minand the target area. There is no reason, other than the fcthet o
detection system, not to choose a much larger target. Suitase might also help to reduce the load
on the tracking detectors. Better vertex resolution wowdtpblas well. At these low energies tracking
errors are dominated by multiple scattering in the first cketelayer but it should be possible to gain by
bringing it closer to the target.

Finally, Fig. 8.5 shows the distribution of total momentusrsus total energy for three classes of
events, (i) uncorrelated " e triples, (ii) correlated:" e" e triples, and (iii) simulated ! 3edecays.
The distinction between uncorrelated and correlatedesiplas been made on the basis of relative timing
and vertex as discussed above.
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Fig. 8.5: Total momentum versus total energy for three event classesissed in the text. The line shows the
kinematic limit (within resolution) defined bytcj+ jpcj m ¢ for any muon decay. The enhancement in
the distribution of correlated triples below this limit isie to the decay ! 3e ~.

8.1.2.2 How to improve?

What would a ! 3e set-up look like that would aim at a single-event sensitigitound10 '°, i.e.,
would make use of a beam rate arourtd® */s? The SINDRUM | measurement was background-free
atthe level ofl0 > withabeamobs 10 */s. Takinginto account that background would have setin
at10 '3, the increased stop rate would raise the background level t@ '°, so six orders of magnitude
in background reduction would have to be achieved. Incnggtkie target size and improving the tracking
resolution should bring two orders of magnitude from theeerequirement alone. Since the dominant
sources of background are accidental coincidences betieattecay positrons (one of which undergoes
Bhabha scattering) the background rate scales with the mimmeresolution squared. Assuming an
improvement by one order of magnitude, i.e., from the 105 FWHM obtained by SINDRUM 1 to

% for a new search, one would gain two orders of magnitude froenconstraint on total energy
alone. The remaining factor 100 would result from the testhancollinearity of thes" and thee' e
pair.

As mentioned in Ref. [938] a dramatic suppression of baakgiacould be achieved by requiring
a minimal opening angle (typically 3pfor bothe* e combinations. Depending on the mechanism for
! 3e, such a cut might, however, lead to a strong loss in 3e sensitivity as well.

Whereas background levels may be under control, the questinains whether detector concepts
can be developed that work at the high beam rates proposedgé inodularity will be required to solve
problems of pattern recognition.

8.1.3 e conversion

When negatively charged muons stop in matter they quickiynfonuonic atoms which reach their
ground states in a time much shorter than the lifetime of tammaMuonic atoms decay mostly through
muon decay in orbifMIO) @ ;z2)! e “.(& ;7 )andnuclear muon capturéMiC) (@ ;z) !

(A& ;z 1) whichin lowest order may be interpreted as the incoheremtaiielementary p! n
captures. The MIO rate decreases slightly for increasimgegaofz (down to 85% of the free muon rate
in the case of muonic gold) due to the increasing muon bindimgrgy. The MC rate at the other hand
increases roughly proportional to*. The two processes have about equal rates arauadi?2.

When the hypothetical e conversion leaves the nucleus in its ground state the noglaot
coherently, boosting the process relative to the incolignertesses with exited final states. The resulting
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7 dependence has been studied by several authors [939-9d2F. E 40 all calculations predict a
conversion probability relative to the MC rate which follsihe linear rise witlr. expected naively. The
predictions may, however, deviate by factors 2-3 at highenlues.

As a result of the two-body final state the electrons produoed e conversion are mono-
energetic and their energy is given by:

E.=m ¢ B (Z) R@A); (8.1)

whereB (z ) is the atomic binding energy of the muon and R is the atomicikrenergy for a muonic
atom with atomic numbez and mass numbey. In first approximatior8 (z )/ z?andr @)/ A 1.

8.1.3.1 Background

Muon decay in orbit (MIO) constitutes an intrinsic backgndusource which can only be suppressed
with sufficient electron energy resolution. The processipneinantly results in electrons with energy
Ey o belowm =2, the kinematic endpoint in free muon decay, with a steeglinfahigh-energy
component reaching up ® .. In the endpoint region the MIO rate varies 8 . FEyp )° and a
resolution ofi ~ 2MeV (FWHM) is sufficient to keep MIO background under contr8ince the MIO
endpoint rises at lower. great care has to be taken to avoid laweontaminations in and around the
target.

Another background source is due to radiative muon capRk&l) @;z)! @;z2 1)
after which the photon creates ahe pair either internally (Dalitz pair) or through ! & e pair
production in the target. The RMC endpoint can be kept belowfor selected isotopes.

Most low-energy muon beams have large pion contaminati®igns may produce background
when stopping in the target through radiative pion capt&®2¢) which takes place with a probability
of 0 (10 ?). Most RPC photons have energies abave. As in the case of RMC these photons may
produce background through ! & e pair production. There are various strategies to cope WRICR
background:

— One option is to keep the total number of stopping in the target during the live time of the
experiment below 0* °. This can be achieved with the help of a moderator in the bequioiting
the range difference between pions and muons of given mameat with a muon storage ring
exploiting the difference in lifetime.

— Another option is to exploit the fact that pion capture tlace at a time scale far below a
nanosecond. The background can thus be suppressed witlmacbeater in front of the experi-
mental target or by using a pulsed beam selecting only delayents.

Cosmic rays (electrons, muons, photons) are a copious eaiirelectrons with energies around
100 MeV. With the exception of | & e pair production in the target these events can be recognized
by an incoming particle. In addition, passive shielding aetb counters above the detection system help
to suppress this background.

8.1.3.2 SINDRUM II

The present best limits (see Table 8.1) have been measuiledniSINDRUM Il spectrometer at PSI.
Most recently a search was performed on a gold target [936§his experiment (see Fig. 8.6) the pion
suppression is based on the factor of two shorter range ofms compared to muons at the selected
momentum of 52 MeV/c. A simulation using the measured rangilolition shows that about one in
10° pions cross an 8 mm thick CHnoderator. Since these pions are relatively slow 99.9% eifith
decay before reaching the gold target which is situated some further downstream. As a result pion
stops in the target have been reduced to a negligible levieat\V¥mains are radiative pion capture in the
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Fig. 8.6: Plan view of the SINDRUM Il experiment. TheMW 590 MeV proton beam hits the0 mm carbon
production target (top left of the figure). TheE5 beam line transports secondary particles (;e) emitted in
the backward direction to a degrader situated at the ergraha solenoid connected axially to the SINDRUM Il
spectrometer. Inset a) shows the momentum dispersion giaigon of the first slit system. Inset b) shows a
cross section of the beam at the position of the beam focus.

degraderand ! e . decay in flight shortly before entering the degrader. Thelteg electrons
may reach the target where they can scatter into the solitk @ageptance of the spectrometer(10)
events are expected with a flat energy distribution betw@eaingl100 MeV. These events are peaked in
forward direction and show a time correlation with the cyia rf signal. To cope with this background
two event classes have been introduced based on the valpetaofangle and rf phase. Fig. 8.7 shows
the corresponding momentum distributions.

The spectra show no indication for e conversion. The corresponding upper limit on

B . ( Au! e Auye)= Au)< 7 10 90% ci:

(8.2)

capture (

has been obtained with the help of a likelihood analysis @ittomentum distributions shown in Fig. 8.7
taking into account muon decay in orbit, e conversion, a contribution taken from the observed
positron distribution describing processes with interfagzphotons such as radiative muon capture and
a flat component from pion decay in flight or cosmic ray backguh

8 Class 2 events: prompt forward
Class 1 events: prompt forward removed % 4 +
_ . *4+, & measurement § 10 5 ? + *ﬁq’
GCJ 1075 ﬁﬁ}ﬁ}ﬁ} e* measurement 42 T e
1 PR
% , ~T MIO simulation Q T ﬁ Tﬁ ﬁ T T : T T T
N 4 i T T st : T
% 10 PO, o we simulation o 80 90 100
O

g w0 %q}?? F momentum (MeV/c)
> ; .
o i Fig. 8.7:

1 4 H . . . .

L {T Momentum distributions of electrons and positrons for

momentum (MeV/c)

two event classes described in the text. Measured dis-
tributions are compared with the results of simulations

of muon decay in orbit and
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8.1.3.3 New initiatives

Based on a scheme originally developed during the eightiethE Moscow Meson Factory [943]e-
conversion experiments are being considered both in the &®n Japan. The key elements are:

— A pulsed proton beam allows to remove pion background bgcsely events in a delayed time
window. Proton extinction factors below) ° are needed.

— A large acceptance capture solenoid surrounding the piodugtion target leads to a major in-
crease in muon flux.

— A bent solenoid transporting the muons to the experimeatgét results in a significant increase
in momentum transmission compared to a conventional qpatiklchannel. A bent solenoid not
only removes neutral particles and photons but also segsaedéctric charges.

Unfortunately, the MECO proposal at BNL [944] designed gltimese lines was stopped because
of the high costs. Presently the possibilities are studiguetform a MECO-type of experiment at Fermi-
lab (mu2e). There is good hope that a proton beam with theérezhjoharacteristics can be produced with
minor modifications to the existing accelerator complexakhivill become available after the Tevatron
stops operation in 2009. A letter of intent is in preparation

Further improvements are being considered for an expetiateikRPARC. To fully exploit the life-
time difference to suppress pion induced background tharaépn has to occur in the beam line rather
than after the muon has stopped since the lifetime of the mwdom may be significantly shorter than
the 2.2 s of the free muon. For this purpose a muon storage ring PREge Rotated Intense Slow
Muon source, see Fig. 8.8) is being considered [945] whickemaise of large-acceptance fixed-field
alternating-gradient (FFAG) magnets. A portion of the PRIBFAG ring is presently under construc-
tion as r&d project. As the name suggests the ring is also tsedduce the momentum spread of
the beam (from 30 % to 3 %) which is achieved by accelerating late muons and dextalgrearly

@ pion capture solenoid

(2) transport solenoid

(3) muon phase rotation

(4) electron detection

Fig. 8.8: Layout of PRISM/PRIME. The experimental target is situaethe entrance of the 18®ent solenoid
that transports decay electrons to the detection systeetelefor further explanations.
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Table 8.3: e conversion searches.

project Lab status E,[GeV] p [MeV/c] stops [s '] s@

SINDRUM I PSI finished 0.6 521 10 2 101%3
MECO BNL cancelled 8 45 25 101 2 10Y
mu2e FNAL under study 8 4525 0.6 1&° 4 107Y
PRISM/PRIME J-PARC LOI 40 68 3 102 5 107%

single-event sensitivity: value @& . corresponding to an expectation of one observed event

muons in RF electric fields. The scheme requires the corisiruof a pulsed proton beam [946] a de-

cision about which has not been made yet. The low momentueadmwf the muons allows the use of a
relatively thin target which is an essential ingredienttiaggh resolution in the momentum measurement
with the PRIME detector [691].

Table 8.3 lists the  stop rates and single-event sensitivities for the variaogepts discussed
above.

8.2 Searches for lepton flavour violation in  decays

Highest sensitivities to date are achieved atBhfactories and further improvements are to be expected.
At the LHC the modes with three charged leptons in the finaéstach as ! 3 could be sufficiently
clean to reach even higher sensitivity. Studies have bedorped for LHCb [154] and CMS (see
below).

8.2.1 B -factories

Present generation -factories operating around th¢4S) resonance also serve adactories, because
the production cross sections; = 1:dinband - = 09nb are quite similar at center-of-mass
energy near 10.58 &7 . Babar and BELLE have thus been able to reach the highestiginso lepton
flavour violating tau decays.

Many theories beyond the Standard Model allowfor! “ and ! “ * ‘ decays, where
=e ; ,atthelevelof 0 (10'° 10 7). Examples are:

4

SM with additional heavy right-handed Majorana neutrinosvith left-handed and right-handed
neutral isosinglets [947];

MSUGRA models with right handed neutrinos introduced he@ageesaw mechanism [232,948];
supersymmetric models with Higgs exchange [168, 793] d18symmetry [159, 949];
technicolour models with non-universal &change [950].

Large neutrino mixing could induce large mixing between s@ersymmetric partners of the
leptons. While some scenario’s predict higher rates for ! decays, others, for example with
inverted mass hierarchy for the sleptons [232], predichbigates for ! e decays.

Semi-leptonic neutrino-less decays involving pseuddascaesons like '« pY where
p%= 0; ; 9may be enhanced over ! “ ‘ ‘ decays in supersymmetric models, for example,
arising out of exchange of CP-odd pseudo-scalar neutradHimpson, which are further enhanced by
colour factors associated with these decays. The largeliogupf Higgs at thess vertex enhances final
states containing the meson, giving a prediction of ( ! ) :B( ! ):B( !

)= 84 :1 :1:5[796]. Some models with heavy Dirac neutrinos [191, 951} tdiggs doublet
models, R-parity violating supersymmetric models, andadilachangingz ® models with non-universal
couplings [952] allow for observable parameter space of pleysics [953], while respecting the existing
experimental bounds at the level of 0 (10 7).
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8.2.1.1 Search Strategy

In the cleane" e annihilation environment, the decay products of two tawslpced are well separated

in space as illustrated in Fig. 8.9.

Fig. 8.9: Transverse and longitudinal views of a simulated
decayste —.
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Fig. 8.10: m g vs. E for simulated ! events as re-

constructed in the Babar detector. The tails of distriugiare
due to initial state radiation and photon energy reconstrac
effects. Latter causes also the shiftire i
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event in the Babar detector. The second tau

(J _.I T T T ":‘]t' T
S 2l -
] L E
S [ ]
o [ i
€18 —
o . :
C v L s I e ]

-1 -0.5 0 0.5
A E (GeV)

Fig. 8.11: Measured distribution ofn ;¢
vs. E for ! reconstructed by
Babar [184]. The shaded region taken from
Fig. 8.10 contains 68% of the hypothetical
signal events.

As shown in Fig. 8.10 neutrino-less-decays have two characteristic features:

— the measured energy ofdaughters is close to half the center-of-mass energy,
— the total invariant mass of the daughters is centered drthenmass of the lepton.

While for “““ modes the achieved mass resolution is excellent, the tesol( ) of the + final state
improves from 20 MeV to 9 MeV by assigning the point of closest approach of themmtrajectory
to thee' e callision axis as the decay vertex and by using a kinematiwitt the CM energy
constrained t& s=2[184]. The energy resolution is typically 45 MeV with a lorgjltdue to radiation.
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The principal sources of background are radiative QED (demor Bhabha) and continuungd)
events as well as*  events with a mis-identified standard model decay mode. €lisealso some
irreducible contribution from *  events with hard initial state radiation in which one of the decays
into a mode with the same charged particle as the signal. »empgle, ! decays accompanied
by a hard is an irreducible background in the ! search.

The general strategy to search for the neutrino-less desagslefine a signal region, typically of
size 2 , inthe energy-mass plane of thedaughters and to reduce the background expectation from
well-known CM processes inside the signal region by opfiingia set of selection criteria:

— the missing momentum is consistent with the zero-massthgpis
the missing momentum points inside the acceptance of tieetde
the second tau is found with the correct invariant mass
minimal opening angle between two tau decay products
minimal value for the highest momentum of any reconstidittack
particle identification

The analyses are performed irbbnd fashion by excluding events in the region of the signal batd un

all optimisations and systematic studies of the selectitieria have been completed. The cut values
are optimized using control samples, data sidebands andeM@arlo extrapolation to the signal region
to yield the lowest expected upper limit under the no-signglothesis. The measuredz. vs. E

distribution for the ! search after applying the constraints listed above is shiov#igure 8.11.
For the '+ pYsearches, the pseudo-scalar mesany are reconstructed in the following
decay modes: ° ! for 1+ o+ 0 and ! O 9 yfor ' ¢ and
Or (! yand®! 9 for 1 4 ©

8.2.1.2 Experimental results from Babar and BELLE

By the beginning of 2007 Babar and BELLE had recorded integrduminosities of. 400 and
700 fb !, respectively, which corresponds to a total of 17 -decays. Analysis of these data sam-
ples is still ongoing and published results include onlyt pathe data analysed. No signal has yet been
observed in any of the probed channels and some limits andatiesponding integrated luminosities
are summarized in Table 8.4. Frequentist upper limits haenlralculated for the combination of the
two experiments [176] using the technique of Cousins andhlditgd [958] following the implementation
of Barlow [959].

Table 8.4: Integrated luminosities and observed upper limits on tlebhing fractions at 90% C.L. for selected
LFV tau decays by Babar and BELLE.

Babar BELLE
Channel L ByL Ref. L ByL Ref.
(fo 1) (10 9) (fb ) (10 9)
I e 232 11 [175] 535 12 [174]
! 232 6.8 [184] 535 4.5 [174]
o 92 11-33 [632] 535 2-4 [954]
e O 339 13 [636] 401 8.0 [955]
! 0 339 11 [636] 401 12 [955]
I e 339 16 [636] 401 9.2 [955]
! 339 15 [636] 401 6.5 [955]
e O 339 24 [636] 401 16 [955]
! 0 339 14 [636] 401 13 [955]
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8.2.1.3 Projection of limits to higher luminosities

B( ! yandB (! ) have been lowered by five orders of magnitude over the past
twenty-five years. Further significant improvements in #efity are expected during the next five years.
Depending upon the nature of backgrounds contributing twengsearch, two extreme scenarios can be
envisioned in extrapolating to higher luminosities:

— If the expected background is kept beloml) events, while maintaining the same efficiency
BZ9 / 1=L if no signal events would be observed. In ! searches, for example, the
backgrounds are still quite low and the irreducible backgas are negligible even for projected

Supers -factories.

— Ifthere isgackground now already and no reduction coulddideved in the future measurements
B / 1= L.
UL

p— L T . .
The L scaling is, however, unduly pessimistic since the analysgsove steadily. Better understand-
ing of the nature of the backgrounds will lead to a more eiffecteparation of signal and background.

The ! searches suffer from significant background from both and *  events
and to a lesser extend frong production. While one can expect to reduce these backgsowrih
continued optimization with more luminosity at the presday B -factories, much of the background
from *  events is irreducible coming from ! decays accompanied by initial state radiation.
This source represents about 20% of the total backgrourtieisg¢arches performed by the Babar exper-
iment [184] and it is conceivable that an analysis can beldpee that reduces all but this background
with minimal impact on the efficiency. One could also includsv selection criteria such as a cut on the
polar angle of the photon which could reduce the radiatiuetiucible” background by 85% with a 40%
loss of signal efficiency. Table 8.5 summarizes the futuresisgities for various LFV decay modes.

Table 8.5: Expected 90% CL upper limits on LFV decays with75 ab' assuming no signal is found and
reducible backgrounds are small © (1) events) and the irreducible backgrounds scale=as

Decay mode Sensitivity
! 2 107
I e 2 10°
! 2 1010
| eee 2 101%°
! 4 1010
I e 7 1010

In order to further reduce the impact of irreducible backgrds at a future Super B-factory ex-
periment, one can consider what is necessary to improve #ss nesolution of the, e.g., system.
Currently, this resolution is limited by the angular resolution. Therefore improvements might be ex-
pected if the granularity of the electromagnetic calorienés increased.

8.2.2 CMS
So far, only ! transitions have been studied since muons are more easiljified and the CMS
trigger thresholds for muons are generally lower than fecebns. The ! channel was studied in

the past [969] both for CMS and for ATLAS but found not to be gutitive with the prospects at the
B-factories. The ! 3 channel looks more promising and will be discussed below.

8.2.2.1  production at the LHC

It is planned to operate the LHC in three different phasegerAd commissioning phase the LHC will
be ramped up to an initial luminosity af = 10°* an ?s * followed by a low luminosity phase.(=
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2 10° an ?s 1). A high luminosity phase with. = 10> an ?s * will start in 2010 and last for a
period of several years. The integrated luminosity per yakibe 10 30 fio * and100 300 fio * for
the low and high luminosity phases, respectively [970].

The rate of leptons produced was estimated with the helppofHIA 6.227 using the parton
distribution function CTEQS5L. The results are shown in Tals. During the low luminosity phase

Table 8.6: Number of leptons per year produced during the low-luminosity phdsbeLHC.

production channe| w ! =7 | F!@ X B ! X Bs! X Dg! X
N /10B ! 17 16 32 10 40 10 38 10 79 10° 15 107

assuming an integrated luminosity of only fo * per year about0'?  leptons will be produced within
the CMS detector. The dominant production sources tfptons at the LHC are the, and variouss
mesons. Ther and thez production sources will provide considerably lesseptons per year, but at
higher energies which is an advantage for the efficient tieteof their decay products (see below).

8.2.2.2 ! 3 detection

A key feature of CMS is &T magnetic field, which ensures the measurement of chargeidtpano-
menta with a resolution of .. =pr = 1:5% for 10 G ev muons [970] using a four-station muon system.
A silicon pixel detector and tracker allow to reconstruct@®dary vertices with a resolution of about
50 m [971] and help to improve the muon reconstruction. FurtleeenCMS has an electromagnetic
calorimeter (ECAL) composed afbw 0 4 and a copper scintillator hadronic calorimeter (HCAL). As
a result of the high magnetic field and the amount of matehial has to be crossed only muons with
pr > 3 GeV/c are accepted. The reconstruction efficiency variégsdmn 70% at5G ev [972] and
98% at 100 GeV/c [970Q].

The two levels of the CMS trigger system are called “level 1T) and “high level” (HLT). The
triggers relevant for this analysis are the dedicated siagid di-muon triggers. For the low luminosity
phase it is planned to use as thresholds for single muons 14 GeV/c at L1 and 19 GeV/c foHh&.
The thresholds for the di-muon trigger will be 3 GeV/c at LiahGeV/c for the HLT.

Most ! 3 events produced via andz decays will be accepted by the present triggers.
Unfortunately, the lowp;: of the muons from the decays of's originating inD, or B decay result
in a very low trigger efficiency (Fig.8.12). Dedicated treggalgorithms with improved efficiency are
presently being studied.

To improve the identification of lowpr muons a new method is currently under development
combining the energy deposit in the ECAL, HCAL and the nundfeeconstructed muon track segments
in the muon systems. The invariant mass distribution of metracted ! 3 events is shown in
Fig.8.13. The resolution is about 24 MeY¥/ which ensures a good capability to reduce background
events.

8.2.2.3 Background and expected sensitivity

The main sources of muons are decay® aindB mesons which are copiously produced at LHC ener-
gies. A previous study [973] suggested that these backgdreuants can be suppressed by appropriate
selection criteria. The probability to misidentify an ev&om pile-up is small and cosmic rays can be re-
jected by timing. Due to the high momentum of the muons froraddiv andz decays, the contribution

to the background is negligible [974].

One rare decay that can mimic the signabig ! followed by a decay ! . This
background can be reduced by an invariant mass cut around t@ss. Radiative decay !
survives this cut since the photon usually remains undedeciThese radiative decays and any other
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Fig. 8.12: p; distributions of the leading and next-to-leading Fig. 8.13: Invariant mass distribution from
muon from the decay ! 3 at CMS. The indicated trigger the simulationof ! 3 events.

thresholds for the low luminosity phase are clearly too High

the efficient detection of these events.

heavy meson decays may be suppressed using secondary prepexties and isolation criteria and by
exploring the three-muon angular distributions. Thesdisgiare in progress.

Predictions of the achieveable sensitivity are availablan older CMS Note [973]. In case no
signal is observed the expected upper limit on the 3 branching ratio ab5% CL for thew source
is70 10°(38 10 %) for10f ' (301 ?)ofcollected data. For the source alimitof34 10’
and for theB meson source a limit of:1 10 7 was derived assuming an integrated luminosity of
30 b 1. TheD 4 source was not studied in this early paper.

Potentially including the muons from andB meson decays may lead to significant improve-
ments of the sensitivity. Further studies are necessaryalerfirm predictions.

8.3 Bg;s 1 e

The present limits B8S ! e ) < 17 107 [976] determined by Belle and 8. ! e ) <
6:1 10 °[977] from CDF are of interest since they place bounds on thes@s of two Pati-Salam lep-
toquarks [351] (see below). Both measurements are almokglb@und free so significant improvements
should be expected from these experiments. These decaysrhade similarities with thet ? | e
decay for which an upper limit of:7 10 *? exists [978].

The prospects of a more sensitive search have been studidtefotHCb experiment [979]. Al-
though background levels are higher, this is more than cosgied by the improved single-event sen-
sitivity. The event selection closely follows that of thd ! *  decay. The dominant backgrounds
come from (i) events in which two b hadrons decay into leptmmabining to a fake vertex and (ii) from
two-body charmless hadronic decays when the two hadronsaidentified as leptons. Signal and
background are separated on the basis of particle idenitgfiganvariant mass ((m s )=50 MeV/c?),
transverse momenta, proper distance and the isolationeaf thcandidate from the other decay prod-
ucts. See Ref. [979] for details. Simulation shows that foirdegrated luminosity of 2fb' the total
background can be reduced to80 events with a selection efficiency of 1.4%. Assuming noaig
would be found the 90% C.L. upper limits would be&s 10 ®and6:5 10 °forB(BJ ! e )and
B(BJ! e ), respectively. These values correspond to 90% C.L. loivetd on the Leptoquark mass
and mixings of 90 £%, TeV and 65 £°, TeV, wherer *> are factors taking into account generation
mixing within the model. Present limits are 50 TeV and 21 Tiegpectively (see Fig. 8.14).
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projected for LHCb for an integrated luminosity of 2tbin case no signal would be observed. Dashed regions
indicate the theoretical uncertainties in the relatiomlesn the variables.

8.4 In flight conversions

Lepton Flavour Violation could manifest itself in the corsien of high-energy muons into tau leptons
when scattering on nucleons in a fixed target configurati@®]9Muons can be produced much more
copiously than tau leptons so! conversions could be more sensitive than neutrinoless X de-
cays. When considering the effective lepton-flavour-viakg four-fermion couplings, tau decays mainly
involve light quarks, so heavy quark couplings are only &psonstrained [981]. In SUSY models,
muon to tau conversion could be greatly enhanced by Higgsatied at energies where heavy quarks
contribute [798].

Within the context of this workshop the experimental fedisybof such experiment has been in-
vestigated. The cross section for mu to tau lepton conversintarget has been estimated to be at most
550ab [981] for 50 GeV muons, using an effective model independent interfioetanf the tau decay
LFV constraints [953] based on the 2000 data [982]. By résgdhe upper limiton B ! T )to
the current value [956, 957], one obtains an upper limit & 90L on the cross section a@f:7ab. This
value scales roughly linearly with the muon energy. In thetert of the MSSM, the experimental data
available in 2004 constrained the cross section in the rémoge 0:1 ab to1ab for muon energies from
100GeV t0300GeV [798].

The following assumptions were made to assess the expdahieasibility:

— the goal is a sensitivity to the cross section correspantbnl/10 of the present limits from tau
decay, collecting at least thousand events per year;

— the active target consists of 330 planes@d m thick silicon, with either strip or pixel readout;

— the target has transverse dimensions corresponding teearofil m? and the beam is distributed
homogeneously over the target.

As a consequenceg:75  10° muons/yr are needed which, assuming a 10% duty cycle and an
effective data-taking year afo’ s, corresponds t8:75 10> muons/s (peak) ang:75 10> muons/s
(average).

Using the LEPTO 6.5.1 generator [983] deep inelastic muattestng off nucleons was studied.
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The amount of power dissipated in the target is sustainavlé,the interaction rate is 0.6 interactions
per 25 ns, which is comparable to LHC experiments. Radid¢ieels and occupancy in the silicon active
target appear to be tractable, provided pixel readout id.use

When requiring momentum transfer above 2 GeV and invariaagrof the hadronic final state
above 3 GeV an effective interaction cross section of 47 nbfaand. This value reduces to 15 nb when
applying the level 0 trigger requirement of at least 60 GeViadronic energy which results in a rate of
7.7 MHz. The amount of data that needs to be extracted frorntrdlaker for further event selection can
probably be handled at such rate.

Unfortunately it appears that the required muon flux is inpatible with the operation of calorime-
ters as triggering and detecting devices. Assuming an LHKKebelectro-magnetic calorimeter with a
2.6 cm thick lead absorber and an integration time of 25 n#,amsuming that electrons from muon de-
cay travel unscreened for 4 m before encountering the electignetic calorimeter, three high energy
electrons per 25 ns integration time reach the calorimetexenting any effective way of triggering on
electrons. Assuming an LHCb-like hadronic calorimeteudtured in towers consisting of 75 layers
including13  13cnt scintillating pads and 16 mm of iron each, each tower wilede25 TeV of equiv-
alent hadronic energy for each 25 ns of integration time lpestause of the muon flux energy loss. The
Poisson fluctuation of the number of muons will induce a flagtun in the detected hadronic energy per
tower of about 200 GeV, preventing the use of the hadronioritakter as a trigger forn ! x .

In conclusion, the idea of using an intense but transvergagad muon flux to produce and detect
LFV muon conversions to tau leptons does not appear feasiltfes preliminary study, mainly because
it does not appear possible to operate calorimeters at these
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9 Experimental studies of electric and magnetic dipole momets
9.1 Electric dipole moments

We review here the current status and prospects of the sairfon fundamental EDMs, a flavour-
diagonal signal of CP violation. At the non-relativistiovég, the EDMd determines a coupling of the
spin to an external electric field, & S. Searches for intrinsic EDMs have a long history, stretch-
ing back to the prescient work of Purcell and Ramsey who usedéutron EDM as a test of parity in
nuclear physics. At the present time, there are two primantivations for anticipating a nonzero EDM
at or near current sensitivity levels. Firstly, a viable im&gism for baryogenesis requires a new -odd
source, which if tied to the electroweak scale necessasdly important implications for EDMs. The
second is that p-odd phases appear quite generically in models of new physicoduced for other
reasons, e.g. in supersymmetric models. Indeed, it is dwlimited field content of the SM which
limits the appearance af P -violation to the CKM phase and, . . The lack of any observation of a
nonzero EDM has, on the flip-side, provided an impressivecgoaf constraints on new physics, and
there is now a lengthy body of literature on the constraintpased, for example, on the soft-breaking
sector of the MSSM. Generically, the EDMs ensure that newodd phases in this sector are at most
ofo (10 * 10 ?), atuning that appears rather unwarranted giverothe) value of the CKM phase.

The strongest current EDM constraints are shown for thregatteristic classes of observables in
Table 9.1, and will be discussed in detail in the following.

Table 9.1: Current constraints within three representative class&Dd/s.

Class EDM Current Bound Ref.
Paramagnetic 2057 i< 9 10 “Peam [179]
Diamagnetic 199Hg Fugi< 2 10 Peam [984]
Nucleon n H,j< 3 10 *°eam [985]

We summarize first the details of the EDM constraints, andrittieced bounds on a generic class
of C P-odd operators normalized at 1 GeV, commenting on how thé gexeration of experiments
will impact significantly on the level of sensitivity in alestors. We then turn to a brief discussion of
some of the constraints on new physics that ensue from theseds. More detailed discussions of
phenomenology of EDMs is given in the first half of this repeee e.g. Section 5.7).

9.1.1 cC P -odd operators and electric dipole moments

We will briefly review the relevant formulae for the obserl@liEDMs in terms ofC P -odd operators
normalized at 1 GeV. Including the most significant flavoiargdnalCc p -odd operators (see e.g. [986])
up to dimension six, the corresponding effective Lagramdgées the form,

1Gev gg ; i X — i X —
Lees = 3 2 Gt & 7 - di jE )s i > & 995G )5 3
i=eud;s i=ud;s
1 . X
3w e ¢ & T4 Cis( 1 )0 515 9)+ (9.1)
ijj=eq

The -term, as it has a dimensionless coefficient, is particplddngerous leading to the stroage
problem and in what follows we will invoke the axion mechami©87] to remove this term.

The physical observables can be conveniently separatedhrte main categories, depending
on the physical mechanisms via which an EDM can be gener&Bdds of paramagnetic atoms and
molecules; EDMs of diamagnetic atoms; and the neutron EDiM. iliheritance pattern for these three
classes is represented schematically in Fig. 9.1 and, vilideexperimental constraints on the three
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Fig. 9.1: A schematic plot of the hierarchy of scales between the féptand hadronic CP-odd sources and
three generic classes of observable EDMs. The dashed fid&ste generically weaker dependencies in SUSY
models. The current situation is given on the left, while loa tight we show the dependencies of several classes
of next-generation experiments.

classes of EDMs differ by several orders of magnitude, itripartant that the actual sensitivity to the
operators in (9.1) turns out to be quite comparable in alesasThis is due to various enhancements
or suppression factors which are relevant in each caseaphmassociated with various violations of
“Schiff shielding” — the non-relativistic statement that electric field applied to a neutral atom must
necessarily be screened and thus remove any sensitivie tBDM.

9.1.2 EDMs of paramagnetic atoms

For paramagnetic atoms, Schiff shielding is violated bgtieistic effects which can in fact be very large.
One has roughly [988, 989],
dpara (Do) 10 2Z°de; (9.2)

which for large atoms such as Thallium amounts to a huge eemaent of the field seen by the electron
EDM (see e.g. [988,990]), which counteracts the apparémiher sensitivity of the TI EDM bound,

dry= 5854 43Gev  eQMI%: (9.3)

We have also included here the most relevant-odd electron-nucleon interaction, namelyei seN N,
which in turn is related to the semileptonic 4-fermion opersiin (9.1).

9.1.3 EDMs of diamagnetic atoms

For diamagnetic atoms, Schiff shielding is instead vialdig the finite size of the nucleus and differences
in the distribution of the charge and the EDM. However, thia rather subtle effect,

daw  102° Ry =Ra )*dy; (9.4)

and the suppression by the ratio of nuclear to atomic radji=R » , generally leads to a suppression of
the sensitivity to the nuclear EDM, parameterized to legdirder by the Schiff momerst, by a factor of
10° (see e.g. [988,990]). Thus, although the apparent seihsitivthe Hg EDM is orders of magnitude
stronger than for the TIEDM, both experiments currentlydhewmparable sensitivity to varioase -odd
operators and thus play a very complementary role. Com@ittie atomicd; 4 (S ), nuclears (g y ),
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and QCDg(lN)N (@), components of the calculation [986, 990], we have
dig=7 10°e(@ dy)+ 10 de+ O (Cs;Cqq) (9.5)

where the overall uncertainty is rather large, a factor &, 2lue to significant cancellations between
various contributions. A valuable feature af is its sensitivity to the triplet combination of colour
EDM operatorsd,.

9.1.4 Neutron EDM

The neutron EDM measurement is of course not sensitive taltbge atomic enhancement/suppression
factors and, using the results obtained using QCD sum rualentques [986] (see also [991] for al-
ternative chiral approaches), wherein under Peccei-Qtetaxation of the axion the contribution of
sea-quarks is also suppressed at leading order:

dy = (14 06)@& 025d)+ (11 05)ely+ 05&,)+ 20M eV ew + O (Cyq):(9.6)

Note that the proportionality t6;logi  mghggi  £m 2 removes any sensitivity to the poorly known
absolute value of the light quark masses.

9.1.5 Future developments

The experimental situation is currently very active, andiaher of new EDM experiments, as detailed in
this report, promise to improve the level of sensitivity Ihtaree classes by one-two orders of magnitude
in the coming years. These include: new searches for EDM®laiipable paramagnetic molecules,
which aim to exploit additional polarization effects enbiaug the effective field seen by the unpaired
electron by a remarkable factor of up 16°, and are therefore primarily sensitive to the electron EDM;
new searches for the EDM of the neutron in cryogenic systemg;also proposed searches for EDMs
of charged nuclei and ions using storage rings. This lagieriique clearly aims to avoid the effect of
Schiff shielding and enhance sensitivity to the nuclear E&nd its hadronic constituents. A schematic
summary of how a number of these new experiments will be semso the set ot P -odd operators is
exhibited in Fig. 9.1.

9.1.6 Constraints on new physics

Taking the existing bounds, and the formulae above, we otk following set of constraints on the
C P-0dd sources at 1 GeV (assuming an axion removes the depsndan),

C C C
det+ e@6Mev): 3= 4 11224+ 5°2 <16 10?7emm from dry; (9.7)
mgq ms mp
(@ i)+ 0 (@ideiCqqiCqe) < 2 10%eam  from dyg; (9.8)
e(dy+ 0:56d,)+ 13y 025d)+ O (@;wiCqy) < 2 10%°ean from dy; (9.9)
where the additionab ( ) dependencies are known less precisely, but may not alwagslbéeading

in particular models. The precision of these results vdr@s 10-15% for the Tl bound, to around 50%
for the neutron bound, and to a factor of a few for Hg. It is rekable to note that, accounting for the
naive mass-dependende / m ¢, all these constraints are of essentially the same orderaginitude

and thus highly complementary. Constraints obtained inht@ronic sector using other calculational
techniques differ somewhat but generally give results isterst with these within the quoted precision.

The application of these constraints to models of new pByisas many facets and is discussed
in several specific cases elsewhere in this report. We wiilit Ibur attention here to just a few simple
examples relevant to the motivations noted above.
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Fig. 9.2: Constraints on the CMSSM phases and from a combination of the three most sensitive EDM
constraintsd,,, dr; anddy 4, forM sy sy = 500 GeV, andtan = 3 (from [986]). The region allowed by EDM
constraints is at the intersection of all three bands around = 0.

9.1.7 The SUSYX P -problem

It is now rather well-known that a generic spectrum of softSitbreaking parameters in the MSSM
will generate EDMs via 1-loop diagrams [839] that violate tkxisting bounds by one-to-two orders
of magnitude leading to the SUSYP problem. The situation is summarized rather schematically
Fig. 9.2.

In many respects the situation is better described by theuatnof fine tuning of the MSSM
spectrum that is required to avoid these leading-orderritions, and by how much the ability to
avoid the EDM constraints is limited by secondary constsaimom numerous, and more robust, 2-
loop contributions [1068] and four-fermion sources [99Mdeed, if we consider two extreme cases:
(i) the 2HDM, where all SUSY fermions and sfermions are vegaly; and (ii) split SUSY, where all
SUSY scalars are very heavy, one finds that while 1-loop EDidsappressed, 2-loop contributions are
already very close to the current bounds [844,845,992]s bades well for the ability of next-generation
experiments to provide a comprehensive test of large SU¥grhat the electroweak scale, regardless
of the detailed form of the SUSY spectrum.

9.1.8 Constraints on new SUSY thresholds

If SUSY is indeed discovered at the LHC, but with no sign ofgd®in the soft-sector, one may instead
consider the ability of EDMs to detect new supersymmetric-odd thresholds. At dimension-five there

are severak -parity—conserving operators, besides those well-knavammples associated with neutrino

masses and baryon and lepton number violation [993]. Vritie relevant dimension-five superpotential
as [994]

ge qq qq
Yh ijk 1 ijk1 ijk 1

W = —HqH HqH + —2=(Ui04)ExL1+ —— (U0 5)DxQ 1)+ —— Ui 0 )(D ' Q1);
h qe S| S|

(9.10)
one finds that order-one p -odd coefficients with a generic flavor structure, partidyldor the semi-
leptonic operators, are probed by the sensitivitylof anddy , at the remarkable level of  10° GeV
[994]. This is comparable to, or better than, the correspangensitivity of lepton-flavor violating
observables.

9.1.9 Constraints on minimal electroweak baryogenesis

As noted above, one of the primary motivations for antidgimahonzero EDMs at or near the current level
of sensitivity is through the need for a viable mechanismanf/bgenesis. This is clear in essentially all
baryogenesis mechanisms that are tied to the electrowaék #ks a simple illustration, one can consider
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aminimalextension of the SM Higgs sector [995-997],

(HYH )E{H YL y: (9.11)

1 Z 3 z§ zZ¢
Lam 6= —

3 i3 c i c i
HYH )Y+ —5—HH )U;HQ 4+ —— HYH DH Y0+ —
CP CP CP

The first term is required to induce a sufficiently strong fosder electroweak phase transition, while the
remaining operators provide the additional source (orces)rofc P -violation, where we have assumed
consistency with the principle of minimal flavour violatiorModified Higgs couplings of this kind,
including c P -violating effects, are currently the subject of signifitagsearch within collider physics,
relevant to the LHC in particular [578], making EDM probeswiddels of this kind quite complementary.

As discussed in [997], such a scenario can reproduce théreedoaryon-to-entropy ratio,;, =
89 10 ', while remaining consistent with the EDM bounds, providee thresholds and the Higgs
mass are quite low, e.gd00 GevV < ; p < 800 Gev. The EDMs in this case are generated at
the 2-loop level, and it is clear that an improvement in EDMsstvity by an order of magnitude would
provide a conclusive test of minimal mechanisms of this form

9.2 Neutron EDM

The neutron electric dipole moment is sensitive to many cesiof CP violation. Most famously, it
constrains QCD (the “strong CP problem”), but it also putgticonstraints on Supersymmetry and
other physics models beyond the Standard Model. The Stamdadel prediction of 10 *? ecmis a
factor of 10 below existing limits, so any convincing signal within camt or foreseen sensitivity ranges
will be a clear indication of physics beyond the SM.

All current nEDM experiments use NMR techniques to searclelfectric-field induced changes in
the Larmor precession frequency of bottled ultracold rengr Recent results from a room-temperature
apparatus at ILL yielded a new limit ofi,5< 29 10 ?® ecm (90% CL) which rules out many
“natural” varieties of SUSY. Several new experiments hapeiprove on this limit: two of these involve
new cryogenic techniques that promise an eventual incri@asensitivity by two orders of magnitude.
First results, at the level of 10 7 ecm, are to be expected within about four years.

9.21 ILL

A measurement of the neutron EDM was carried out at the ILilwbeh 1996 and 2002, by a collabo-
ration from the University of Sussex, the Rutherford Appltetaboratory, and the ILL itself. The final
published result provided a limit ofi, < 2:9 10 ?® ecm (90% CL) [998]. This represents a factor
of two improvement beyond the intermediate result [999] almdost a factor of four beyond the results
existing prior to this experiment [1000, 1001]. The colledd@n, which has now expanded to include
Oxford University and the University of Kure, has designad developed “CryoEDM”, a cryogenic ver-
sion of the experiment that is expected to achieve two ordersagnitude improvement in sensitivity.
Construction and initial testing are underway at the timevofing.

Experimental technique

The room-temperature measurement was carried out usirggsitiracold neutrons (i.e. having energies
© 200 neV) from the ILL reactor. The Ramsey technique of sdpdrascillatory fields was used to
determine the Larmor precession frequency of the neutratisnas” andg fields. The signature of an
EDM is a frequency shift proportional to any change in theligdpelectric field.

The innovative feature of this experiment was the use of aloibing atomic-mercury magnetome-
ter [1002]. Spin-polarized Hg atoms shared the same volwtbeaneutrons, and the measurement of
their precession frequency provided a continuous higbli®n monitoring of the magnetic field drift:
prior to this, such drift entirely dominated the timy-field induced frequency changes that were sought.

Systematics
Analysis of the data revealed a new source of systematic, @vtach, as the problem of B-field drift had
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been virtually eliminated, became potentially the domiremor. Its origins lay in a geometric-phase
(GP) effect [1003] - an unfortunate collusion between anwlsapplied axialB -field gradient and the
component of8” induced in the particle’s rest frame by the Lorentz transfation of the electric field.
This GP effect induced a frequency shift proportionaktpand hence a false EDM signal. In fact, the
Hg magnetometer itself was some 50 times more susceptilhesteffect than were the neutrons, so the
introduction of the magnetometer brought the GP systematitit.

This effect was overcome by careful measurement of the oledit-Hg frequency ratios for both
polarities of magnetic field, in order to determine the paiominally corresponding to zero applied
axial B-field gradient, as well as by a series of auxiliary swaments to pin down small corrections due
to local dipole [1004] and quadrupole fields (as well as thetEarotation). The final result therefore
remained statistically limited.

The experiment is now complete and, as will be discussedwpéh@ equipment will be used for
further studies by another collaboration based largelh@iRSI.

Still another collaboration, led by the PNPI in Russia, isaleping a new room-temperature
nEDM apparatus, which they plan to run at ILL. It is also irded to reach a sensitivity of 10 2’ ecm,
to be achieved in part by the use of multiple back-to-backsueament chambers with opposing electric
fields to cancel some systematic errors.

Cryogenic experiments overview

It has been known for several decades [1005] that/8®eutrons incident on superfluitHe at 0.5
K will down-scatter, transferring their energy and momentto the helium and becoming ultracold
neutrons (UCN) in the process. This so-called super-thieth@aN source provides a much higher flux
than is available simply from the low-energy tail of the Masdidistribution. In addition, the immersion
of the apparatus in a bath of liquid helium should allow foe fhrovision of stronger electric fields
than could be sustained vacua The other two variables that contribute to the figure of i
this experiment, namely the polarization and the NMR comhezetime, should also be improved: the
incident cold neutron beam can be very highly polarized, taedoolarization remains intact during the
down-scattering process; and the improved uniformity ofjnaic field attainable with superconducting
shields and coil will reduce depolarization during storagkile losses from up-scattering will be much
reduced due to the cryogenic temperatures of the walls afi¢hiron storage vessels.

ILL CryoEDM experiment status
The majority of the apparatus for the cryoEDM experiment haen installed at ILL, and testing is
underway. UCN production via this superthermal mechanias been demonstrated [1006], and the
solid-state UCN detectors developed by the collaboratewelalso been shown to work well [1007]. At
the time of writing, there are still some hardware problembé resolved, in particular with components
in and around the Ramsey measurement chamber. A high-oredsan of the magnetic field was
carried out in 2007, and measurements were made of the nquatarization. An initial HV system will
be installed in spring 2008. By the end of 2008, the systempee&ed to have a statistical sensitivity of
10 27 ecm.

Future plans
In order to achieve optimum sensitivity, a number of improesats will need to be made:

- The superconducting magnetic shielding requires aduitiprotective “end caps” to shield fully
the ends of the superconducting solenoid.

- The current measurement chamber only has two cells: orrelWtapplied, and one at ground as
a control. It is planned to upgrade to a four-cell chambethwwie HV applied to the central elec-
trode, in order to be able to carry out simultaneous measeme with electric fields in opposite
directions. As well as canceling several potential systengarors, this will reduce the statistical
uncertainty by doubling the number of neutrons counted.
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- The ILL is preparing a new beam line with six times the cutiseavailable intensity of 8.R
neutrons, and wishes to transfer the experiment to that Haearin 2009. Funding for these
improvements is expected to be contingent on successfalrrgrof the existing apparatus.

A sensitivity of 2 102® ecm should be achievable within two to three years of runninthhenew
beam line.

9.2.2 PSI

The present best limit for the neutron electric dipole monEDM), ¢, j< 2:9 10 ?° ecm [998], was
obtained by the Sussex/Rutherford/ILL collaboration fror@asurements at the ILL source for ultracold
neutrons [1008], as discussed in the previous section. Aerienent is at this point statistically limited
and also facing systematic challenges not far away [99&,1(@04]. In order to make further progress,
both, statistical sensitivity and control of systematlwsye to be improved. Gaining in statistics requires
new sources for ultracold neutrons (UCN). These can beriated into the experiment as for the new
cryogenic EDM searches (see [1009]), delivering UCN in silye helium, or a multipurpose UCN
source, delivering UCN in vacuum. This high intensity UCNisz® is presently under construction at
the Paul Scherrer Institut in Villigen, Switzerland [1010f is expected to become operational towards
the end of 2008 and to deliver UCN densities of more than 1600°do typical experiments, i.e. almost
two orders of magnitude more than presently available.

The in-vacuum technique will be pushed to its limits, deiive first results in about 4 years. The
following steps are planned by a sizeable internationdéboration [1011]:

- While the new UCN source is under construction the collabon operates and improves the ap-
paratus of the former Sussex/RAL/ILL collaboration at ILIreBoble. In order to better control
the systematic issues, the magnetic field and its gradiditiseamonitored and stabilized using an
array of laser optically pumped Cs-magnetometers [10123]L0AN order of magnitude improve-
ment compared to todays field fluctuations over the typicaasneement times of 100-1000 s is
certainly feasible. Itis also necessary to improve theifeitg of the Hg co-magnetometer [1014].
Other improvements of the system are with regard to UCN prdtion and detection as well as
upgrading the data acquisition system. The hardware sféog accompanied by a full simulation
of the system.

- It is planned to move the apparatus from ILL to PSI towardsehd of 2008 in order to be ready
for data taking for about two years, 2009 and 2010. In additmthe improvements of phase
I, an external magnetic field stabilization system and a tgatpre stabilization are envisaged.
Furthermore, work on developing a second co-magnetomeaiag @ hyper-polarized noble gas
species is ongoing and might further improve the systematimtrol. In case of a successful
development, also the replacement of the Hg system togeiittean increase of the electric field
strength may become possible. In any case, a factor of 5 gaarisitivity is expected from the
higher UCN intensity, corresponding to a limit of abdut 6 102’ ecm in case the EDM is
not found. In parallel to the described activities, the gesf a new experimental apparatus will
start in 2007. After a major design effort in 2008, set-uphaf hew apparatus will start in 2009.

- The new experiment will be an optimized version of the rommperature in-vacuum approach.
Another order of magnitude gain in sensitivitg Will be olsted by a considerable increasfg_of the
statistics due to a IargEgr_experimental volume (5), a better adaption to the UCN source ( 2),
longer running time (~ 3) and by an improvement of the electric field strength4). Completion
of the new experimental apparatus is anticipated for end0d2 and data taking planned for
2011-2014.

The features of the experiment include
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- continued use of the successful Ramsey-technique with WCkacuum and the apparatus at
room-temperature,

- increased sensitivity due to much larger UCN statistidh@ainew PSI source, larger experimental
volume, better polarization product and possibly largectic field strength,

- application of a double neutron chamber system,

- improved magnetic field control and stabilization with tiple laser optically pumped Cs-mag-
netometers, and

- an improved co-magnetometry system.

As another very strong source for UCN is currently under tmesion at the FRMII in Munich,
in the long run and for the optimum conditions for the expeni) the collaboration will have the oppor-
tunity to choose between PSI and FRMII.

9.2.3 SNS

A sizeable US collaboration [1015] is planning to develomygenic experiment, following an early
concept by Golub and Lamoreaux [1016]. It will be based atSN& 1.4 MW spallation source at Oak
Ridge. A fundamental neutron physics beam line is undertogetgon, which will include a double
monochromator to select 88 neutrons for UCN production in liquid helium.

In this experiment, spin-polarizetHe will be used both as a magnetometer and as a neutron de-
tector. The precession of thele can, in principle, be detected with SQUID magnetometdesanwhile,
the cross section for the absorption reaction iHe ! p + °H + 764 keV is negligible for a total spin
J = 1, but very large ( 5 Mb) for J = 0. In consequence, a scintillation signal from this reaction
will be detected with a beat frequency corresponding to ifferdnce between the Larmor precession
frequencies of the neutrons and thée.

An application for funding to construct this experiment isrently under review. Extensive tests
are underway to study, for example, the electric fields rmdtalie in liquid helium, théHe spin relaxation
time and the diffusion ofHe in “He. If construction goes according to plan, commissioniritjbe in
approximately 2013, with results following probably fourfive years later. The ultimate sensitivity will
be below 10 %% ecm.

9.3 The deuteron EDM

A new concept of investigating the EDM of bare nuclei in magngtorage rings has been developed by

the storage ring EDM collaboration (SREC) over the pastre¢years. The latest version of the methods

analyzed turns out to be very sensitive for light (bare) auahd promises the best EDM experiment for
ocp, quark and quark-color EDMs.

The search for hadronic EDMs has been dominated by the skarameutron EDM and nuclear
Schiff moments in heavy diamagnetic atoms, suciddg. The latter depend on nuclear theory to relate
the measured Schiff moment to the underlying CP violatingraction.

The sensitive ‘traditional’ EDM experiments are, so falparformed on electrically neutral sys-
tems, such as the neutron, atoms, or molecules. A strontyieléeld is imposed, together with a weak
magnetic field, and using NMR techniques, a change of the diaprecession frequency is looked for.
The application of strong electric fields precludes a shtdiigward use of this technique on charged
particles. These particles would accelerate out of thepsétaving little time to make an accurate mea-
surement.

Attempt to search for an EDM on simple nuclear systems, sadheaproton or deuteron, when
part of an atom, are severely hindered by shielding. Thisaled Schiff-screening precludes an external
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electric field to penetrate to the nucleus. Due to rearraegerof the atomic electrons, the net effect of
the electric field on the nucleus is essentially zero. Knowaptholes include relativistic effects, non-

electric components in the binding of the electrons, andxéeneled size of the nucleus. None of these
loopholes are sufficiently strong to allow a sensitive measent on a light atom. For hydrogen atoms,
the atomic EDM resulting from a nuclear EDM is down by somessearders of magnitude.

Nevertheless, light nuclei, and the deuteron in particuae attractive to search for hadronic
EDMs because of their relatively simple structure. Morepaenovel experimental technique, using the
motional electric field experienced by a relativistic pelgiwhen traversing a magnetic field, make it
possible to directly search for EDM on charged systems, asdhe (bare) deuteron.

9.3.1 Theoretical considerations

The deuteron is the simplest nucleus. It consists of a wesddyd proton and neutron in a predominantly
S, state, with a small admixture of the D-state. From a thecaétpoint of view, the deuteron is
especially attractive, because it is the simplest systewhich the P-odd, T-odd nucleon-nucleon (NN)
interaction contributes to an EDM. Moreover, the deuteraopprties are well understood, so reliable
and precise calculations are possible.

In [1048], a framework is presented that could serve as &rggguoint for the microscopic calcu-
lation of complex systems. The most general form of the aukon, based only on symmetry consid-
erations, contains ten P- and T-odd meson-nucleon couptingtants for the lightest pseudo-scalar and
vectormesons (, , and!).

This P-odd, T-odd interaction inducespawave admixture to the deuteron wave function. It is
this admixture that leads to an EDM. Since the proton andraeuhat make up the deuteron may also
have an EDM, a disentanglement of one- and two-body cortiiits,

ap * dlM+ gl (9.12)

to the EDM is necessary to uncover the underlying structfitbeoP-odd T-odd physics.

The two-body component is predominantly due to the poltidneeffect, and shows little model
dependence for all leading high-quality potentials. Aiddial contributions arrive from meson exchange.

The one body contribution is simply the sum of the proton aedtton EDMs. The nucleon
EDM has a wide variety of sources, as already discussed énéltron. There exists no good model
to describe the non-perturbative dynamics of bound quatksommonly used method is to evaluate
hadronic loop diagrams, containing mesonic and baryongreses of freedom. Within the framework
presented in [1048], the EDMs for the proton, neutron andaten are found (reproducing only the pion

dependence),

(1) (2)

d, = 005¢” +003g" +014g” +
dn = +0:14g"? 0144? + (9.13)
d = +009g"” +023g" +

These dependences clearly show the complementarity of these particles.

The magnitudes of the coupling constants can be calculatedefveral viable sources of CP-
violation. In the Standard Model, there is room for CP-viima via the so-called parameter. In the
case of the nucleons, one has the relation

&’ &’ 3 10 em; (9.14)
which yields the severe constraint< 1 10 ‘°. For the deuteron, one finds

dp /' 10 eam: (9.15)
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At the level ofd, ’ 10 ?° eam, one probes at the level ofi0 '°. Since contributes differently to
the neutron and the deuteron, it is clear that both expetisreme complementary. Indeed. the prediction

dp=dy = 1=3 (9.16)

provides a beautiful check as to whetheis the source of the observed EDMs, should both be measured.
In fact, measurement of the EDMs of the proton, deuteron*&telwould allow to verify if they satisfy
the relation

dp :dp :dspye” 1:3: 3 (9.17)

Here, it was assumed thatle has properties very similar to the neutron, which prosidest of the
spin.

Generic supersymmetric models contain a plethora of netictes, which may be discovered at
LHC, and new CP-violating phases. Following the work by Ladyeet al. [1049] and the review by
Pospelov and Ritz [728], we find that SUSY loops give rise wirary quark EDMsd,, as well as
quark-color EDMs,d;. For the neutron and deuteron one finds (with the color EDM gaided in
isoscalar and isovector parts)

dn 7 1#4(dg 0254) + 083e &+ d, + 027 d3 & (9.18)
4 (G + du) 02 dy+ &y +6e & & ; '

and similar relations foe.g. the mercury EDM. The isovector part is limited tec(dy & )j< 2

10 %° eam by the present limit on thé’°’Hg atom. The experimental bound on the neutron suggests
that £(d; + &,)j< 4 10 ?° eam, assuming the isoscalar contribution to be dominant. Atsthis
case, the deuteron and neutron show complementarity. $his particular in their sensitivity to the
isovector contribution, which is 20 times larger for the tzan.

The large sensitivity to new physics (seg.[1049]) and the relative simplicity of calculating the
nuclear wavefunction, make it clear that small nuclei halebg discovery potential and should therefore
be vigorously pursued.

9.3.2 Experimental approach

All sensitive EDM searches are performed on neutral systarhih are (essentially) at rest. The only
exception is the proposed use of molecular ions (H#ad ThF ) [1050], but also for this experiment,
the motion of the molecules is not crucial.

In the recent past, several novel techniques have beengedgo use the motional electric field
sensed by a particle moving through a magnetic field at wettit velocities. The evolution of the spin
orientation for a spin-1/2 particle in an electromagnetdir ;B') is described by the so-called Thomas
or BMT equation [1051]. The spin precession vectaelativeto the momentum of the particle, is given
by [1052]

e
— aB + a Y E+ - E+ 7T B
m 2 1 2 +1

T(CE) (9.19)

with ~ = 2(1+ a)(e=m )S andd@ = =2 (e=m )S. It was assumed that B = 0. The first two terms
between brackets will be referred to as, whereas the last one will be referred to'as

For fast particles, the electric field in the rest frame of plagticle is dominated by  B. For
commonplace storage rings, this field can exceed the sizatatia electric field made in the laboratory
by more than an order of magnitude, thus giving the storaggmethod a distinct advantage.

In a homogeneous magnetic field, / 3 and+ / ~ B are orthogonal, leading to a small
tilt in the precession plane and an second order increageiprecession frequency. Although this was
used to set a limit on the muon EDM [181, 1053], it does nowalior a sensitive search.
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The application of a radially oriented electric fietd- to slow down! ., and thus to increase the
tilt, was proposed in [1054]. For a field strength

a

E=—
1 (1+a)?

B, (9.20)

the spin of an originally longitudinally polarized beam ra@ms aligned with the momentum at all times.
In this case™ E = 0, and thus

e
Y= —— E+ 7 B (9.21)
m 2
The EDM thus manifests itself as a precession of the spinnardbe motional electric field: =
E + ~ B ,i.e. as a growing vertical polarization component parallelBto This approach can

be used for all particles with a small magnetic anomaly, s the necessary electric field strength
remains feasible. Concept experiments, employing thisnigce, have been worked out for the muon
[1055-1057] and the deuteron [1058]. Other candidate ghastihave been identified as well (seg.
[1059)).

A third, most sensitive approach is reminiscent of the mignmesonance technique introduced
by Rabi [1060]. The spin is allowed to precess under the inflaeof a dipole magnetic field. In the
original application, an oscillating magnetic field oriedtperpendicular to the driving field is applied.
By scanning the oscillation frequency, a resonance willtmeoved when the frequency of the oscillating
field matches the spin precession frequency.

In this application, the oscillating magnetic field are esgd by an oscillating electric field [1061].
When at resonance, the electric field coherently interadts tve electric dipole moment. As a conse-
guence, the polarization component along the magneticdiddlates in the case of a sizeable EDM. In
practice, only the onset of the first oscillation cycle wid taisible in the form of a slow growth of the
vertical polarization, proportional to the EDM.

The oscillating electric field is obtained by modulating Wedocity of the deuterons circulating in
a magnetic field, setting up a so-called synchrotron osidiia For a time dependent velocity(t) =
0+ (t) generated by an oscillating longitudinal electric figld- (t) and a constant magnetic field
B, the spin evolution follows from

e N © 2
= — aB+—-% B +—- ~( B
m 2 2

&y (0 o+ (D) (9.22)

The first term yields spin precession abou, without affecting the polarization parallel to it. For
(t) = cos(! t+ ), andB 2 =( + 1)Egr ;the parallel polarization component is given
by

dp,=dt ' Cp B cos( ! t+ ); (9.23)
m

with ! o !and . The beam is assumed to have a longitudinal polarizatiat
injection time. For ! = 0the vertical polarization will grow continuously at a rateportional to the
EDM. Maximum sensitivity is obtained for = 0or , whereas for = =2or 3 =2thereis no
sensitivity to the EDM. The latter will prove useful in coalling systematic errors. At the same time,
the radial polarization component is given by

P, ' Ppsin( ot+ ): (9.24)

This polarization component can be incorporated in a fegdlbgcle, to phase-lock the velocity modu-
lation to the spin precessione. to guarantee ! = 0and constant. In addition, observation of ,
allows to measure or stabilize the magnetic field.

From Eq. (9.23) and (9.24), the main design criteria are\edstived, several of which are com-
mon to all other EDM experiments. They include
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high initial polarizatiorp g;

large field strengt f / (B );

close control over the resonance conditionsand phase ;
long spin coherence tine (t);

long synchrotron coherence time (t);

sensitive method for independent observatior,0andp, .

The parameters of the current concept deuteron EDM ring meeepted in Tab. 9.2. Coherent

Table 9.2: Parameters of the concept deuteron EDM storage ring.

Parameter symbol design value
Deuteron momentum oo 1500 MeVk
Magnetic field strength B 2 T
Bending radius 25 m
Length of each straight section 1 5 m
Orbit length L 26 m

Momentum compaction o 1
Cyclotron period ol 137 ns
Spin precession period o 660 ns
Spin coherence time s 1000 s
Motional electric field E = 375 MV/m
Synchrotron amplitude = 1 %

Synchrotron harmonic h 40
Particles per fill N 10%2
Initial polarization P 0.9
EDM precession rate @= 10 %° ean ! 1 radls

synchrotron oscillation can be obtained by a set of two RHKieay one operating at a harmonic of the
revolution frequency to bring the beam close to the spirchyotron resonance, and a second operating
at the resonance frequency to create a forced oscillation.

The statistical reach of the experiment is determined bythmber of particles used to determine
the polarization, as well as the analyzing power of the poleter. The most efficient way to probe the
deuteron polarization at the energy considered is by nuslegttering. To obtain high efficiency, con-
ventional techniques, in which a target is inserted intoktham are unsuitable. Instead, slow extraction
of the beam onto a thick analyzer target is necessary. Slénaation could be realized by exciting a
weak beam resonance, or alternatively, by Coulomb scadtesff a thin gas jet. The thickness of the
analyzer target is optimized to yield maximum efficiencyjehhmay reach the percent level.

The EDM will create a left-right asymmetry in the scatteretdticle rate, whose initial rate of
growth is proportional to the EDM. False signals froerg, oscillating radial magnetic fields in the ring
will be mitigated by varying the lattice parameters. Thidlwhange the systematic error amplitude,
while leaving the EDM signal unchanged. Various featurethefring design and bunches with opposite
EDM signals will be used to reduce the impact of other systenedfects.

The expected very high observability of most of the field infietions in the experiment comes
from the combination of gross amplification of the origina&rfurbations in the control bunches, and
observation and correction of the amplified parasitic gloweitthe vertical polarization component. This
growth is many orders of magnitude more sensitive to ringdrfections than any other beam parameter.
Preliminary studies shows no unmanageable sources ofnsgsteerrors at the level of the expected
statistical uncertainty of0 ?° ecm.
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There is currently great interest in EDM experiments beeaisheir potential to find new physics
complementary to and even reaching beyond that which caowwalfat future accelerators (LHC and
beyond). The new approach described here would be the mustige experiment for the measurement
of several possible sources of EDMs in nucleons and nucteihi® foreseeable future, if systematic
uncertainties can be controlled.

9.4 EDM of deformed nuclei: 225Ra

In the nuclear sector, the strongest EDM limits have beergeell measurements which restrict the
EDM of '’"Hgto< 2:1 10 “®ecm. A promising avenue for extending these searches is ® tak
advantage of the large enhancements in the atomic EDM peeldfor octupole-deformed nuclei. One
such case i$°Ra, which is predicted to be two to three orders of magnitudeersensitive to T-violating
interactions than®?Hg. The next generation EDM search around laser-cooled rapped-*°Ra is
being developed by the Argon group. They have demonstratedverse cooling, Zeeman slowing,
and capturing of?°Ra and??°Ra atoms in a magneto-optical trap (MOT). They have measuiauy

of the transition frequencies, lifetimes, hyperfine sjplgs and isotope shifts of the critical transitions.
This new development should enable them to launch a new gmerof nuclear EDM searches. The
combination of optical trapping and the use of octupole aeém nuclei should extend the reach of a
new EDM search by two orders of magnitude. A non-zero EDM anwgnetic atoms is expected to be
most sensitive to a chromo-electric induced EDM effect.

Radium-225 is an especially good case for the search of thd Bfrause it has a relatively long
lifetime (g _, = 14.9 d), has spin 1/2 which eliminates systematic effegéstd electric quadrupole cou-
pling, is available in relatively large quantities from ttecay of the long-lived?°Th (;_, = 7300 yr),
and has a well-established octupole nature. The octupdtendation enhances parity doubling of the
energy levels. For example, the sensitivity to T-odd, P-effdcts in?*>Ra is expected to be a fac-
tor of approximately 400 larger than i#°Hg, which has been used by previous searches to set the
lowest limit (< 2 10 ?® ecm) so far on the atomic EDM. The 14.9-day half-life féfRa is suffi-
ciently long that measurements can be performed and syStsntan be checked without resorting to an
accelerator-based experiment. Nevertheless?ifRa beam facility were available for this experiment,
approximately a hundred times more atoms could be produtéchweould have the impact of improving
the sensitivity by yet another order of magnitude.

Laser cooling and trapping 6f°Ra atoms was developed in preparation of an EDM search. The
laser trap allows one to collect and store the radioactivRa atoms that are otherwise too rare to be
used for the search with conventional atomic-beam or vapbrtype methods. Moreover, an EDM
measurement on atoms in a laser trap would benefit from thanéalges of high electric field, long
coherence time, and a negligible so-called “ £ ” systematic effect.

The Argon group has demonstrated a magneto optical trap (M®Ra atoms by using thes?
sy ! 7s7p P, transition as the primary trapping transition, anad °D ; ! 7s7p 'P; as the re-pump
transition (see Fig. 9.3). They used a Ti:Sapphire ringrlagstem to generate the 714 nm light to excite
the 7s® 's, ! 7s7p °P; transition.The primary leak channel from this two-levebgiicycling system
is the decay fronVs7p °P; to 7s6d °D 1, from which the atoms were pumped back to the ground-level
via the 7s6d °D ; ! 7s7p P, transition followed by a spontaneous decay fraavp ‘P, back to the
ground-level. The re-pump was induced by laser light at 18128n generated by a diode laser. This
re-pump transition can be excited for an average of 1400stine¢ore the atom leaks to other metastable
levels. Therefore, with the re-pump in place, an atom catedge an average af:5 10 times and stay
in the MOT for at least 30 s before it leaks to dark levels. HeesMOT is used only to capture the atoms;
the trapped atoms would then be transferred to an optical@ipap for storage and measurement. They
plan to achieve a lifetime of 300 s in the dipole trap.

The ultimate goal of the present series of measurementgi®tide a measurement that is com-
parable in sensitivity to the atomic EDM experiment féfHg. Because of the enhancement from the
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Fig. 9.3: Atomic level structure of
radium-225 indicating the cycling tran-
sition at 714 nm and the re-pump tran-
sition at 1428 nm. The values in boxes
indicate the relative transition probabil-
ities.

« Without repump, 2.5 x 10 cycles.

* With repump at 1428 nm, 3.5 x 107 cycles.

J Dzuba & Flambaum, Oct 2006

octupole deformation of°Ra, the measurement would then be more than two orders ofimdgmore
sensitive to T-violating effects in the nucleus than thahef >’Hg experiment. The immediate goal over
the next two years is to provide an initial atomic EDM limit of 1~ 102° ecm. Thereafter, the plan is
to improve the experiment until the ultimate goal is achieve

9.5 Electrons bound in atoms and molecules
9.5.1 Theoretical aspects

We discuss here permanent EDMs of diatomic molecules itlbgethe EDM of the electron and by
P- and T-odd &N neutral currents. In heavy molecules the effective eledtdld £. on unpaired
electron(s) is many orders of magnitude higher than thereakdaboratory field required to polarize
the molecule. As a result, the EDM of such molecules is styorghanced. The exact value of the
enhancement factor is very sensitive to relativistic dffemd to electronic correlations. In recent years
several methods to calculate. were suggested and reliable results were obtained for a euwib
molecules.

The study of a non-relativistic electron in a stationantesiemmediately leads to the zero energy
shift " for an atom in the external field, induced by the electron EDM. = d. . Indeed, the average
acceleratiorra i= 0, so the average force etk 1= 0. Therefore, "= d He i= 0. This statement
is known as Schiff theorem. In the relativistic case, thatmsdependence of the Lorentz contraction
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of the electron EDM leads instead to a net overall atomic EROBR]. Even thoughE i= 0, it still can
be (and indeed is) the case thet. Ei6& 0, if dis not spatially uniform. Taking account of the fact
that the length-contracted value ®f is NOT spatially uniform for an electron inside the Coulormaddi
of an atom exactly reproduces the form of the enhancemeturfac

Reliable calculations of atomic energy shifts are easi¢h thie relativistic EDM Hamiltonian for
the Dirac electron, which automatically turns to zero in tloa-relativistic approximation [1018]:

8 0 E= 2d. 8 0 B : (9.25)

Hq= 2de

This Hamiltonian is singular at the origin and we neglectegldéxternal field: ;. Using Eq. (9.25)
it is straightforward to show that the induced EDM of the heatomd.. is of the order ofil0 2z 3d.,
whereZ is the number of protons in the nucleus. zZIf ~ 1¢ the atomic enhancement facter,
dae=d.  1C. This estimate holds for atoms with an unpaired electroi wit % For higher angular
momentum;j the centrifugal barrier strongly suppresses.

Atomic EDM can be also induced by a scatgyT -odd e-N neutral current [1018]:

Hg = i%z ks o sn(r); (9.26)
whereG is Fermi constant, ; are Dirac matricesn (r) is the nuclear density normalized to unity, and
Zks = Zksp+ Nkgp iS the dimensionless coupling constant for a nucleus withrotons andv
neutrons. Atomic EDMs induced by the interactions (9.2Z8®9are obviously sensitive to relativistic
corrections to the wave function. Numerical calculatiols® @how their sensitivity to correlation effects.
For example, the Dirac-Fock calculation for Tl giveés; = 19104 while the final answer within all-
order many-body perturbation theoryds, = 5854 (see Ref. [1018] for details). Note that the present
limit on the electron EDM follows from the experiment with [W79].

The internal electric field in a polar moleculg,, .1 Vi 10 V=an, is 4 — 5 orders of
magnitude larger than the typical laboratory field in an dBEDM experiment. This field is directed
along the molecular axis and is averaged to zero by the ootati the molecule. The molecular axis can
be polarized in the direction of the external electric fielgd One usually needs the fielth 10" v=am
to fully polarize the heavy diatomic molecule. The corresiiog molecular enhancement factor is

knot e 2 10k

For closed-shell molecules all electrons are coupled amdéh EDM is zero. Therefore one needs
a molecule with at least one unpaired electron. Such masduhve nonzero projectionof electronic
angular momentum on the molecular axis. Again, as in the chatoms, for the molecules with one
unpaired electron the largest enhancement corresponds t(%. The centrifugal barrier leads to strong
suppression of the factat, ., for higher values of . On the other hand, such molecules can be polarized
in a much weaker external field.

For strong external field , the factork, .; depends ork , and it is more practical to define an
effective electric field on the electran. so, that thee ;T -odd energy shift for a fully polarized molecule
is equal to:

"o = Ee de+ W sks ; (9.27)

where two terms correspond to interactions (9.25) and {9.Z&lculated values of . andw 5 for

a number of molecules are listed in Table 9.3. An EDM expeninig currently going on with YbF
molecules. This molecule has a ground state with % TheP ;T-odd parameters (9.27) were calcu-
lated with different methods by several groups, and es@émat the systematic uncertainty are available.
Several other molecules and molecular ions have been segges the search for electron EDM includ-
ing PbO, PbF, HgH, and PtH PbF and HgH have = % and calculations are similar to the YbF case.
The ground state of PbO has closed shells and the experismidone on the metastable state with two
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Table 9.3: Calculated values of parametets andw s from Eq. (9.27) for diatomic molecules. The question
marks reflect the uncertainty in the knowledge of the grouatks

Molecule State E. 10°% W 5 (kHz) Ref.

BaF ground 1=2 75 08 12 1 [1069,1070]
YbF ground 1=2 25 3 44 5 [1032,1070]
HgF ground 1=2 100 15 190 30 [1071]

HgH ground 1=2 79 144 [1071]

PbF ground 1=2 +29 +55 [1071]

PbO metastable 1 26 [1034]

HI* ground 3=2 4 [1036]

PtH* ground (?) 3 20 [1037]

HfF* metastable (?) 1 24 [1072]

unpaired electrons and= 1. Here electronic correlations are much stronger and caticuls are more
difficult.

Finally, molecular ions like PtH are less studied and even their ground states are not known
exactly. Itis anticipated that such ions can be trapped dogacoherence time for the EDM experiment
can be achieved. Recently the first estimates of the efee@itld for PtH and several other molecular
ions were reported [1037]. These estimates are based orefagivistic molecular calculations. Proper
relativistic molecular calculations for these ions may kigeanely challenging.

9.5.2 Experimental aspects

Over a dozen different experiments searching for the alacélectric dipole moment that are under
way or planned will be reviewed here. At present the expemialeupper limit ond, is [179]: .
16 10 “’ecm, whereeis the unit of electronic charge.

Most of this work is being done in small groups on universigmpuses. These experiments
employ a wide range of technologies and conceptual appesadiany of the latest generation of exper-
iments promise two or more orders of magnitude improvemestatistical sensitivity, and most have
means to suppress systematic errors well beyond thosenettai the previous generation.

To detectd., most experiments rely on the energy shift = d. E upon application of
to an electron. Until recently, most experimental seardbesl. used gas-phase paramagnetic atoms
or molecules and employed the standard methods of atomilecuolar, and optical physics (laser and
rf spectroscopy, optical pumping, atomic and moleculamiear vapor cells, etc.) in order to directly
measure the energy shife. Recently, another class of experiments has been activesupd, in
which paramagnetic atoms bound in a solid are studied. Hhererinciples are rather different than for
the gas-phase experiments, and techniques are more similamse used in condensed matter physics
(magnetization and electric polarization of macroscopimgles, cryogenic methods, etc.). We discuss
these two classes of experiments separately.

9.5.2.1 A simple model experiment using gas-phase atomslecutes

Experimental searches for. using gas-phase atoms or molecules share many broad feathk@ch
consists of a state selector, where the initial spin stateeoystem is prepared; an interaction interval in
which the system evolves for a timein an electric field: (and often a magnetic field k £ as well);
and a detector to determine the final state of the spin. Torstadel the essential features, we consider
a simple model that is readily adapted to describe moststeaéxperimental conditions. In this model,
an “atom” of spin 1/2 with enhancement facwr containing an unpaired electron with spin magnetic
moment and EDMd.. The spin is initially prepared to lie along i.e., is in the eigenstate * of spin
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1 , , L .
alongg: jogi= ¥ pl—z B During the interaction interval the spin precesses aliout E2

andB = B2, inthexyplane,byangle = (QRE+ B) =~. Attime the quantum state has then
e i
ei

evolved to§ 1= pl—E . Finally, the detector measures the probability that thsilteng spin

state lies along. This is determined by the overlap of the wavefunctipn with ¥ pl—z

i
Hence the signat from N detected atoms observed intimds s = N ¥ = N cof
The angle is the sum of a large term; = B =(2~) and an extremely small term =
ARE =(2~). To isolate , one observes for £ andB both parallel and anti-parallel. Reversing

E B changes the relative sign ofand , and thus changes; the largest change ia occurs by

choosingB such that | = =4, With this choice, we have SE Bl 0)= %(1 q22_)

The minimum uncertainty in determination of the phaséen time , due to shot noise, is , = Ni

If the experi(rqnentcfs > repeatemi= times for a total time of observatioh, the statistical uncertainty in

d.is &= - 7 g, whereweuse&E = E. . In practice, other “technical’ noise sources
can significantly increase this uncertainty, particuldllictuations in the magnetic field. Hence, careful

magnetic shielding is required in all EDM experiments.

9.5.2.2 Systematic errors

The EDM is revealed by a term in the signal proportional to &&d pseudoscalar such@s B . False
terms of the same apparent form can appear even without BJatien through a variety of experimental
imperfections. The most dangerous effects appear vehetepends on the sign af, which can occur

in several ways. For example, leakage currents flowing tilidnsulators separating the electric field
electrodes can generate an undesired magneticHigldAlso, if the atoms or molecules have a non-zero
velocity v, a motional magnetic field ot = %E v exists in addition to the applied magnetic field
along with various other imperfections in the system, tlffisat can lead to systematic errors. A related
systematic effect involves geometric phases, which agp#ee direction of the quantization axis (often
determined byB ota = B + B mot) Varies between the state selector and the analyzer [1018].

A variety of approaches are employed to deal with these dref aystematics. Aside from leakage
currents, most systematics depend on a combination of twaare imperfections in the experiment
(i.e. misaligned or stray fields); these can be isolated Wipelately enhancing one imperfection and
looking for a change in the EDM signal. Some experimentszetilin addition to the atoms of interest,
additional species as so-called “co-magnetometers”. &besnagnetometer species (e.g., paramagnetic
atoms with lowr ) are chosen to have negligible or small enhancement fadiatgetain sensitivity to
magnetic systematics such as those mentioned above.

In paramagnetic molecule experiments, issues with systerafiects are somewhat different.
Here the ratice. =E.,. is enhanced, and relative sensitivity to magnetic systesat correspondingly
reduced. Thee v effect is effectively eliminated by the large tensor Staffee [1019] typically
found in molecular states. The saturation of the molecutdarzation £ j(and hencet. ) leads to a
well-understood non-linear dependence of the EDM signat gnthat can discriminate against certain
systematics. Conversely, the extreme electric polariibatheads to a variety of new effects, such as a
dependence of the magnetic momenbn E.., and geometric phase-induced systematic errors related
to variations in the direction df ...

9.5.2.3 Experiments with gas-phase atoms and molecules

- The Berkeley thallium atomic beam experiment
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This experiment gives the best current limit @n In its final version [179], two pairs of vertical
counter-propagating atomic beams, each consisting of H (81; Rt1=  585[1020]) and Na(z =
11; Rya = 0:32), were employed (See Fig. 9.4). Spin alignment and rotatfdhe®6’p;_, (F = 1)
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> < 4 Light pipe
T~
590 m” | ' \590 nm photo-

dlodes
378 nm/' > < I\ 378 nm
—_—
RF RF
[E] E;]
. E El
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— - ! o
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— ; ;
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! beam stop
|

Up beam oven

2.54 cm

Fig. 9.4: Schematic diagram of the Berkeley thallium experiment [L7®t to scale. Laser beams for state
selection and analysis at 590 nm (for Na) and 378 nm (for ®)marpendicular to the page, with indicated linear
polarizations. The diagram shows the up-going atomic bestige.

state of Tl and the&?s,_, (F = 2;F = 1) states of Na were accomplished, respectively, by lasecalpti
pumping and by atomic beam magnetic resonance with sefdaoatgllating rf fields of the Ramsey
type. Detection was achieved via alignment-sensitiverdgsiiced fluorescence. In the interaction
region, with length 1 meter, the side-by-side atomic beams were exposed to nbynidentical B
fields, but opposite: fields of 120 kV/cm. This provided common-mode rejection of magneticseoi
and control of some systematic effects. Average thermalcites corresponded to an interaction time
23 ms (1 ms) for Tl (Na) atoms. Use of counter-propagating atobgiams served to cancel all
but a very small remnant of the v effect. Various auxiliary measurements, including use afds
a co-magnetometer, further reduced this remnant and exbtae geometric phase effegtand leakage
currents were measured using auxiliary measurements loastiet observable quadratic Stark effect in
TI. About52 10 photo-electrons of signal per up/down beam pair were ciateby the fluorescence
detectors. Thefinalresultis, = (629 7:4) 10%®ecm, whichyields the limitg.§ 16 10%’ecm
(90% cont.).

- Cesium vapor cell experiments

An experiment to search fat. in a vapor cell of Cs{ = 55 R-s = 115[1021]) was reported
by L. Hunter and co-workers [1022] at Amherst in 1989. Thehuodtis being revisited in a present-day

200



search by led by M. Romalis at Princeton [1023]. The Amhexpeement was carried out with two
glass cells, one stacked on the other in thdirection. Nominally equal and opposite fields were
applied in the two cells. The cells were filled with Cs, as vadIN, buffer gas to minimize Cs spin
relaxation. Circularly polarized laser beams, directauhgl:, were used for spin polarization via optical
pumping. Magnetic field components in all three directiorerewreduced to less thard ’ G. Thus
precession of the atomic polarization in thg plane was nominally due ta alone. The final spin
orientation was monitored by a probe laser beam directathaloThe effective interaction time was the
spin relaxation time 15 ms. The signals were the intensities of the probe beamaitied through
each cell. Anon-zero EDM would have been indicated by a ddgrace of these signals on the rotational

invariantJ ( E) ,where ;J were the pump and probe circular polarizations, respdgtivEhe
most important sources of possible systematic error wexlealge currents and imperfect reversakof
Theresultwasl.= ( 15 55  1:5)  16°ecm.

In the new experiment at Princeton, each cell also contaise at high pressure. Cs polarization
is transferred to thé*’x e nuclei by spin-exchange collisions. Under certain condgithis coupling can
also give rise to a self-compensation mechanism, where ah@amges in components of magnetic field
transverse to the initial polarization axis are nearly edad by interaction between the alkali electron
spin and the noble gas nuclear spin. This leaves only a sgypopbrtional to an anomalous interaction
that does not scale with the magnetic moments—for examy&aiction ofd. with E. . This mechanism
(which is understood in some detail [1024]) has the potetdieeduce both the effect of magnetic noise,
and some systematic errors.

- Experiments with laser-cooled atoms

Laser-cooled atoms offer significant advantages for ededdDM searches. The low velocities of
cold atoms yield long interaction times, and also suppress v effects. However, these techniques typ-
ically yield small numbers of detectable atoms, and magmeatise must be controlled at unprecedented
levels. New systematics due to, e.g., electric forces omstand/or perturbations due to trapping fields
(see e.g. [1025]) can appear.

Experiments based on atoms trapped in an optical lattice baen proposed by a number of
investigators [1026—1028]. Two such experiments, sinmildheir design, are currently being developed:
one led by D.S. Weiss at Pennsylvania State University anthanled by D. Heinzen at the University
of Texas. Both plan to use Cs atoms to detgégtalong with Rb atomsA = 37, Ry, = 25) as a co-
magnetometer. The Texas apparatus consists of two sidg@dbyfar-off-resonance optical dipole traps,
each in a vertical 1-D lattice configuration. These trapspd@aeed in nominally equal and opposite
fields and a commom field of several mG parallel t&@. To load the atoms into the optical lattice,
cold atomic beams from 2D magneto-optical traps exterigh&shields will be captured with optical
molasses between thefield plates. The electric field plates will be constructeai glass coated with
a transparent, conductive indium tin oxide layer.

We are aware of two other EDM experiments based on laseedaibms. One employing a slow
“fountain”, in which Cs atoms are launched upwards and théfbdck down due to gravity, has been pro-
posed and developed by H. Gould and co-workers at the LawiBatkeley National Laboratory [1029].
Another, using'°Fr( = 32min;z = 87;Rs, = 1150), has been proposed and is being developed by
a group at the Research Center of Nuclear Physics (RCNPkaQsaiversity, Japan [1030].

- The YbF experiment

E. A. Hinds and co-workers [1031] at Imperial College, Lond@ve developed a molecular beam
experiment for investigation af. using YbF. Figure 9.5 shows the relevant energy level sireabf the
X 2 ' _(v=0;N = 0)J = 1=2ground state of a’*y br molecule.'’*y b has nuclear spifly, = 0,
while Ir = 1=2; hence they = 1=2 state has two hyperfine componerits= 1 andF = 0, separated
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170 MHz

F=0

Fig. 9.5: Schematic diagram, not to scale, of the hyperfine structileeax 2 electronic state of-7*YbF in the
lowest vibrational and rotational level.is the tensor Stark shift. is the shift caused by the combination of the
Zeeman effect and the effectafin &, .

by 170 MHz. An external electric field ... along 2 with magnitudet,. = 8:3 kV/cm corresponds to
Ee 13 GV/cm [1031, 1032], which splits the = 1;my = 1 levels by2dE. . In this external
field, the levelr = 1;m = 0is shifted downward relative ta = 1byanamount = 67MHz
due to the large tensor Stark shift associated with the mitdeelectric dipole.

In the experiment, a cold beam of YbF molecules is generayedhbmical reactions within a
supersonic expansion of Ar or Xe carrier gas. Laser optioatjping removes alf = 1 state molecules,
leaving onlyF = 0remaining in the beam. Next, a 170 MHz rf magnetic field alargxcites molecules
fromF = 0to the coherent superpositioni= pl—Ef = 1l;my = 1i+ Pl—zj].; 11 While flying through
the central interaction region of length 65 cm, the beam s&d to parallel electric and magnetic fields
( E; B)2(B 0:1 mGauss). Next, an rf field drives eaeh= 1 molecule back t@ = 0. Because of
the phase shift developed in the central region, the final populatiom of 0 molecules is proportional
to cos’ . Theser = 0 molecules are detected by laser-induced fluorescence jorohe region.

The most significant systematic errors in this experimeatexpected to arise from variation in
the direction and magnitude af along the beam axis. If the direction bfchanges in an absolute sense,
a geometric phase could be generated, arddhanges relative te , the magnetic precession phase
proportional toE .+ B £1j.:] could be affected. A preliminary result of the YbF expenmhpl031],
published in 2002, isd. = ( 02 3:2) 10°°ecm. Many significant improvements have been made
since 2002, and it is likely that this experiment will yielaraich more precise result in the near future.

- The PbO experiment

A search ford. using the metastable(1)® ; state of PbO is being carried out at Yale [1033].
Thea (1) state has a relatively long natural lifetime:[a(1)]= 82(2) s, and can be populated in large
numbers using laser excitation in a vapor cell. In this stéte level of total (rotational + electronic)
angular momentuny = 1 contains two closely-spaced Houblet” states of opposite parity, denoted
ase andf*. An external electric fieldf ... = Eo:2 Mixese and£f® states with the same value
of M , yielding molecular states with equal but opposite eleatrpolarizationp. The degree of polar-
ization 5 1for Er & 10 V/cm. When$ j= 1 the effective molecular field is calculated to be
E. = 26 GV=an [1034]. The opposite molecular polarization in the twaloublet levels leads to
a sign difference in the EDM-induced energy shift betweaséhtwo levels. This difference provides
an excellent opportunity for effective control of systeinarrors, since comparison of the energy shifts
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in the upper and lower states acts as an “internal co-magretér” requiring only minor changes in
experimental parameters to monitor.

The Yale experiment is carried out in a cell containing Pb@ovaconsisting of an alumina body
supporting top and bottom gold foil electrodes, and flat appwindows on all 4 sides. The electric
field E oxt = Eexc2 iS quite uniform over a large cylindrical volume (diametecr§, height 4 cm), and is
chosen in the range 30-90 V/cm. The magnetic fieldis chosen in the range 50-200 mG. The cell is
enclosed in an oven mounted in a vacuum chamber. At the apgtatmperature 700 C, the PbO density
IS npyo 4 18 o 2.

A state with simultaneously well-defined spin and electpodarization is populated as follows. A
pulsed laser beam withlinear polarization excites the transitiong = 0" ]! a(1)0 =1 ;M = 0}

(x is the electronic ground state of PbO.) Following the lasgsg a Raman transition is driven by
two microwave beams. The first, with linear polarization, excites the upward 28.2 GHz transitio

a)=1 ;M =0]! a(l)ig = 2";M = 1] The second, witl linear polarization and detuned
to the red or blue with respect to the first by 20-60 MHz, drittes downward transitiom (1)[J =
2t M = 11! a@)g = 1;M = 1] The net result is that about 50% of the= 1;M = 0

molecules are transferred to a coherent superpositian cf 1 levels in a single desired-doublet
component. The subsequent spin precession (dueR@twB ) is detected by observing the frequency
of quantum beats in the fluorescence that accompanies siponis decay to the state. The signature
of a non-zero EDM is a term in the quantum beat frequency ghatoportional tor ... B and that
changes sign when one switches from ordoublet component to the other.

The present experimental configuration is sufficient tod/gthtistical uncertainty comparable to
the present limit ond. in a reasonable integration time of a few weeks. Howevegelamprovements
can be made in a next generation of the experiment. In the oleense, detection will be accomplished
via absorption of a resonant microwave probe beam tunedet@®®2 GHz transition described above.
With this method, the signal-to-noise ratio is linearly poctional to the path length of the probe beam in
the PbO vapor. In a second generation experiment the cebeamade 10 times longer than it is now,
and the probe beam can pass through the cell multiple timesiog suitable mirrors. Improvements in
sensitivity of up to a factor of 3000 over the current gerieraire envisioned.

- Other molecule experiments

E. Cornell and co-workers at the Joint Institute for LaboratAstrophysics (Boulder, Colorado)
have proposed an experiment [1035] to searchdfoin the > ; electronic state of the molecular ion
Hf". The premise is to take advantage of the long spin coherémes typical for trapped ion exper-
iments with atoms, along with the large effective electr@diacting ond. in a molecule. Preliminary
calculations [1036] suggest that the ; state is a low-lying metastable state with very smatloublet
splittings; as in PbO, this state could thus be polarizedrbglisexternal electric fields.( 10 V/cm) to
yield E. 18 G V=acm [1037]. To search fot, electron-spin-resonance spectroscopy, using the Ram-
sey method, is to be performed in the presence of rotatingreleind magnetic fields. The electric field
polarizes the ions and its rotation prevents them from baitgglerated out of the trap. As in PbO, use
of both upper and lower-doublet components will yield opposite signs of the EDMhsilg but nearly
identical signals due to systematic effects. However,gkjfgeriment has the unique disadvantage that it
is impossible to reverse the electric field: in the labonafaame it must always point inward toward the
trap center.

N. Shafer-Ray and co-workers at Oklahoma University hawp@sed an experiment to search
for d. in the ground® ,_, electronic state of PbF [1038]. The proposed scheme isairdlthe YbF
experiment, and the value &L is also approximately the same as for YbF. The primary acgnof
PbF is that its electric field-dependent magnetic momentildheanish when a suitable, large external
electric fieldg, 67 kV/icm is applied [1038]. This could dramatically reduce metic field-related
systematic errors.
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9.5.2.4 Experiments with solid-state samples

Recently, S. Lamoreaux [1039] revived an old idea of F. Siogfii040] to search fod,. by applying an
electric fieldE . to a solid sample with unpaired electron spinsddfé 0, at sufficiently low temper-
ature the sample can acquire significant spin-polarizadiu thus a detectable magnetization along the
axis of E ... Lamoreaux pointed out that use of modern magnetometrimtgquaes and materials (such
asG dsG as0 15: gadolinum gallium garnet, or GGG) could yield impressieagstivity tod.. GGG has

a number of attractive properties. Its resistivity is sobh{g 10'®* Ohm-cm forT < 77 K) that it can
support large applied electric fields {.. 10 kV/cm) with very small leakage currents. Moreover, the
ion of interest in GGG d>* (z = 64) has a non-negligible enhancement factor [1041]. A complem
tary experiment is being done by L. Hunter and co-workergtPl@at Amherst College. Here, a strong
external magnetic field is applied to the ferrimagneticéald; .Y FesO 1, (gadolinium yttrium iron
garnet, or GdYIG), thus causing substantial polarizatibthe G d** electron spins. Ifi. & 0, this
results in electric charge polarization of the sample, &g & voltage developed across the sample that
reverses with applied magnetic field.

The basic theoretical considerations that must be takendontount to estimate the expected
signals [1043] in these solid-state experiments includesdime types of calculations needed for free
atoms. In addition, however, it is necessary to construatletsofor the modification of atomic elec-
tron orbitals in the solid material, as well as the resporfstn@® material to the EDM-induced pertur-
bation of the heavy paramagnetic atom. The results of theulzlons are as follows. When all Gd
spins are polarized in the GdIG sample, the resulting maopis electric field across the sample is:
E= 07 10 '9d.=10 ?’ecm) V/cm. A similar calculation can be used to determine tbgrele of
spin polarization of GGG upon application of an externateile field [1039]. An externally applied
electric field of 10 kV/cm yields an effective electric figld = E=d.= 3% 10 V/cm acting on
the EDM ([1043]; see also [1044]). The resulting magneitra of the sample is simply related to its
magnetic susceptibility: M = dE = ., where , is the magnetic moment of a Gdion. Using the
standard expression for(T ) in a paramagnetic sample, one finds  8n; 4 (AE )=(kg T ). Herekg is
the Boltzmann constant ardis the sample temperature. This yields a magnetic flux4 M S over
an areas of an infinite flat sheet. In a recent development [1044], Lasaox has pointed out that this
type of electrically-induced spin polarization can be afiga in a system that is super-paramagnetic, so
that its magnetic susceptibility is extremely large. It appears that GdIG (GdYIG with= 0) has this
property at sufficiently low magnetic field. If so, the sendtiy of a magnetization measurement in GdIG
atT = 4K could be similar to that of GGG at much lower temperaturesatly simplifying the required
experimental techniques.

- The Indiana GGG experiment

C. Y. Liu of Indiana University has devised a prototype expent [1045,1046] in which two GGG
disks, 4 cm in diameter and of thickness 1 cm, are sandwiched between three planar electrodes. High
voltages are applied so that the electric fields in the toplattbm samples are in the same direction.

If d. & 0, a magnetic field similar to a dipole field should be generaded this is to be detected by

a flux pickup coil located in the central ground plane. Theelais designed as a planar gradiometer
with 3 concentric loops, arranged to sum up the returning #iod to reject common-mode magnetic
fluctuations. As the electric field polarization is moduthtéhe gradiometer detects the changing flux
and feeds it to a SQUID sensor. The entire assembly is imménsz liquid helium bath.

The EDM sensitivity of the prototype experiment is estindatie be 4. 4  10%°ecm. Al-
though this falls short of the ultimate desired sensitiafy 0 *°ecm, the prototype experiment is useful
as a learning tool for solving some basic technical probledsindiana, a second-generation exper-
iment is also being planned, which will operate at much loteenperatures ( 10-15 mK), and will
employ lower-noise SQUID magnetometers. However, questiemain as to the nature of the magnetic
susceptibility of GGG at such low temperatures.
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Some thought has gone into possible systematic effectssrsyistem. Although crystals with
inversion symmetry such as GGG and GdIG should not exhibiteat magnetoelectric effect [1047],
crystal defects and substitutional impurities can spdaidl itheal. Furthermore a quadratic magnetoelectric
effect does exist, and to avoid systematic errors arisiomfit, good control of electric field reversal is
required.

- The Amherst GdYIG experiment

GdYIG is ferrimagnetic, and both Gt ions and Fe lattices contribute to its magnetization
Their contributions are generally of opposite sign, but atlarately low temperatures the Fe compo-
nent is roughly constant while the Gd component changedlyapith T. There exists a “compensation”
temperaturer. where the Gd and Fe magnetizations cancel each other, angkthmagnetizatiom
vanishes. For > Tq (< T¢ ), M is dominated by Fe (Gd). The Gd contributionMo can be reduced
by replacing some d>* ions with non-magnetia ** . With x the average number of Y ions per unit
cell, (so that 3x is the average number of Gd ions per unit cell), the compenrstsmperature becomes
Tc = [290 115(3 x)JK. This dependence af on x is exploited in the Amherst GdYIG experi-
ment. A toroidal sample is employed, consisting of two haibids, each in the shape of the letter C. One
“C” has x = 1:35 with a corresponding: = 103 K. The other “C” hasx = 1:8 with a corresponding
Tc = 154 K. These are joined together with copper foil electrodehatinterface. Atr = 127 K, the
magnetizations of the 2 “C’s” are identical, but their Gd metizations are nominally opposite. When a
magnetic fieldd is applied to the sample with a toroidal current coil, all @ihs are nominally oriented
toward the same copper electrode. Thus EDM signals ftarandcC , add constructively. However be-
low 103 K (above 154 K) the Gd magnetization is parallel (@antllel) toM in both C’s, which results
in cancellation of one EDM signal by the other. Data are aeguby observing the voltage differenae
(B ) between the two foil electrodes for positive (negative)apity of the applied magnetic field . An
EDM should be revealed by the appearance of an asymmieira B that has a specific temperature
dependence, as described above.

A large spurious effect has been seen that mimics an EDMIsigien T < 180 K, but which
deviates grossly from expectations for> 180 K. This effect, which is associated with a component of
magnetization that does not reverse withhas so far frustrated efforts to realize the full potentihe
GdYIG experiment. The best limit that has been achievedrsis fa042]:d. < 5 10 ?* ecm.

9.6 Muon EDM

The best direct upper limits for an electric dipole momenDKE of the muon come from the ex-
periments measuring the muon anomalous magnetic momea}. (J-he CERN experiment obtained
11 10 '® ecm (95% C.L.) [1053] and the preliminary limit from Brookhavis2:8 10 '° ecm [181].
Assuming lepton universality, the electron EDM limitaf < 22 10 ?’ ecm [179] can be scaled by
the electron to muon mass ratio, in order to obtain an intliiett of d < 5 10 ?°>ecm. How-
ever, viable models exist in which the simple linear masérsgaloes not apply and the value for the
muon EDM could be pushed up to values in the ?> ecm region (see, e.g., [833, 1063-1065]). In
order for experimental searches to become sufficientlyithemsdedicated efforts are needed. Several
years ago, a letter of intent for a dedicated experiment ARIP[1066] was presented, proposing a
new sensitive “frozen spin” method [1054, 1055]: The an@uslmagnetic moment precession of the
muon spin in a storage ring can be compensated by the apphiczta radial electric field, thus freezing
the spin; a potential electric dipole moment would lead totation of the spin out of the orbital plane
and thus an observable up-down asymmetry which increagbgimie. The projected sensitivity of the
proposed experiment (0.5 GeV/c muon momentum, 7 m ring sddano 2 10 ?®>ecm. Recently

it has been pointed out that there is no immediate advantage Wworking at high muon momenta and
a sensitive approach with a very compact setup (125 MeV/cmmiomentum, 0.42 m ring radius) was
outlined [1057]. Already at an existing beam line, such &s tB1 beam at PSI, a measurement with
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a sensitivity of better thaa 5 102 ecm within one year of data taking appears feasible. The
estimates for the sensitivity assume an operation in a fonen-per-time” mode and the experiment

would appear to be statistically limited. With an improvedaon accumulation and injection scheme,

the sensitivity could be further increased [1067]. Thusdbmpact storage ring approach at an existing
facility could bring the proof of principle for the frozen isptechnique and cover the next 3-4 orders of

magnitude in experimental sensitivity to a possible muoivVED

9.7 Muong-2

In his famous 1928 paper [1073] Dirac pointed out that theratttion of an electron with external electric
and magnetic fields may have two extra terms where “the twa égtms

§< ,-H)+§1< iE); (9.28)
C C

...when divided by the factaglm can be regarded as the additional potential energy of thtretedue
to its new degree of freedom.” These terms represent the etizgtipole (Dirac) moment and electric
dipole moment interactions with the external fields.

In modern notation, for the magnetic dipole moment of the mwe have:

“ rf) g u (9.29)

2
el +
u (@)

whereF, (0)= 1;andF,(0)= a .

The magnetic dipole moment of a charged lepton can diffemfits Dirac value § = 2) for
several reasons. Recall that the protom'galue is 5.6 &, = 1:79), a manifestation of its quark-gluon
internal structure. On the other hand, the leptons appeaate no internal structure, and the magnetic
dipole moments are thought to deviate from 2 through radiatorrections, i.e. resulting from virtual
particles that couple to the lepton. We should emphasizetiiese radiative corrections need not be
limited to the Standard Model particles. While the currexpezimental uncertainty of 0:5 ppm on
the muon anomaly is 770 times larger than that on the eleemamaly [1074], the former is far more
sensitive to the effects of high mass scales. In the lowetgraliagram where mass effects appear, the
contribution of heavy virtual particles with mass scales asm 1.wn= )%, giving the muon a factor of
(m =m.)*’ 43000 increase in sensitivity over the electron.

9.7.1 The Standard Model value of the anomalous magnetic neorn
The standard model value of a lepton’s anomalous magneticenbthe anomaly

9s 2)
2

a:

has contributions from three different sets of radiativegaisses: quantum electrodynamics (QED) —
with loops containing leptonsef ; ) and photons; hadronic — with hadrons in vacuum polaripatio
loops; and weak — with loops involving the bosansz ;and Higgs:

ED i
asM = gfFP 4 ghadronic

+ ayek . (9.30)

The QED contribution has been calculated up to the leadiregléiwp corrections [1075]. The
dominant "Schwinger term” [10763?) = =2 , is shown diagrammatically in Fig. 9.6(a). Examples
of the hadronic and weak contributions are given in Fig.9-6¢).

The hadronic contribution cannot be calculated directyfrQCD, since the energy scate ()
is very low, although Blum has performed a proof of principlculation on the lattice [1077]. Fortu-
nately, dispersion theory gives a relationship betweemwdoceum polarization loop and the cross section
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Fig. 9.6: The Feynman graphs for: (a) lowest-order QED (Schwingem téb) lowest-order hadronic correction;
(c) and (d) lowest order electroweak terms. The * emphasdizasin the loop the muon is off-shell. With the
known limits on the Higgs mass, the contribution from thegterHiggs loop is negligible.

foret e ! hadrons

1
a Hadjl)= (—y d—ZSK (SR (s) ; (9.31)
3 4m2 S
where
R wr(€"e ! hadrons)= (r(e"e ' T ) (9.32)

and experimental data are used as input [1078, 1079]

The Standard Model value of the muon anomaly has recently isxewed [1078], and the latest
values of the contributions are given in Table 9.4. The surthe$e contributions, adding experimental

Table 9.4: Standard-model contributions to the muon anomalous magdigiole momenta . All values are
taken from Ref. [1078].

QED 116 584 71809  0:d4peops 008  0:04 asees 10 !
Hadronic (lowest order) a HVP(06)] = 6901 42¢ 1% oo 10 **
Hadronic (higher order) a HVP ho:] = 979 09, 03 10
Hadronic (light-by-light) a HLLS] = 110 40 101t
Electroweak a Ew ] = 154 2 1 10t

and theoretical errors in quadrature, gives

aSM® — 11 6591785 (61) 10 % ; (9.33)
which should be compared with the experimental world avefag0]

a®™ = 116592080 (63) 10! : (9.34)

One finds a = 295(88) 10 !!, a34 difference. It is clear that both the theoretical and the
experimental uncertainty should be reduced to clarify Wwaethere is a true discrepancy or a statistical
fluctuation. We will discuss potential improvements to tkpegiment below.

9.7.2 Measurement of the magnetic dipole moment

The measured value of the muon anomaly has a 0.46 ppm sftisticertainty and a 0.28 ppm system-
atic uncertainty, which are combined in quadrature to olittaé total error of 0.54 ppm. To significantly
improve the measured value, both errors must be reduced. r8¥eicuss the experimental technique,
and then the systematic errors.
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In all but the first experiments by Garwat al.[1080] the measurement of the magnetic anomaly
made use of the spin rotation in a magnetic field relative ¢onlomentum rotation:

agB  gB
e = = 2q
S o m( )
S :
m
ta s L
2 9B B
- g =L _ F, (9.35)
2 m m

A series of three beautiful experiments at CERN culminated 7.3 ppm measure ef [1081]. In
the third CERN experiment, a new technique was developeeldoas the observation that electrostatic
quadrupoles could be used for vertical focusing. With thieaity transverse to the magnetic field (

B = 0), the spin precession formula becomes

(9.36)

For nagic = 293, (p = 3:09 GeVig), the second term vanishes $g becomes independent of the
electric field and the precise knowledge of the muon momentéiso the knowledge of the muon
trajectories to determine the average magnetic field besdess critical which reduces the uncertainty
inB.

This technigque was used also in experiment E821 at the Ben@thNational Laboratory Alter-
nating Gradient Synchrotron (AGS) [180, 1078]. The AGS @nobeam is used to produce a beam of
pions, that decay to muons in an 80 m pion decay channel. Mwithsp,, .,:. are brought into the
storage ring and stored using a fast muon kicker. Calorimgmaced on the inner-radius of the storage
ring measure both the energy and arrival time of the decastreles. Since the highest energy electrons
are emitted anti-parallel to the muon spin the rate of higbrgy electrons is modulated by the spin
precession frequency:

N EGEw)=NogEwm)e © L+ AEp)oos(lat+ Ew))k (9.37)

The time spectrum for electrons with > E4, = 1:8 GeV is shown in [180] Fig. 9.7. The value of
! . is obtained from these data using the 5-parameter funckgn (9.37)) as a starting point, but many
additional small effects must be taken into account [1898).0

The magnetic field is measured with nuclear magnetic resen@MR) probes, and tied through
calibration to the Larmor frequency of the free proton [18Dhe anomaly is determined from

4 _ _taztp _ ; (9.38)

where the tilde ont, indicates that the measured muon precession frequency dwas duljusted for
any necessary (small) corrections, such as the pitch aridl raléctric field corrections [1078], and
= = pistheratio of the muon to proton magnetic moments.

9.7.3 Animproved g-2 experiment

One of the major features of an upgraded experiment wouldsastantially increased flux of muons
into the storage ring. The BNL beam [180] took forward muamsrf pion decays, and selected muons
1.7% below the pion momentum. With this scheme, approxilpaiaf of the injected beam consisted of
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4 Billion Positrons with E>2 GeV
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Fig. 9.7: The time spectrum of0° positrons with energy greater than 1.8 GeV from the Y2000 fithe endpoint
energy is 3.1 GeV. The time interval for each of the diagomafjjles” is given on the right.

pions. An upgraded experiment would need to quadruple thdmpoles in the pion decay channel, to
increase the beam-line acceptance. To decrease the haabbmflinjection one would need to go further
away from the pion momentum. Alternatively one could inseethe pion momentum to 5.32 GeV/c so
that backward decays would produce muons at the magic momenThen the pion flash would be
completely eliminated, which would significantly reduce #ystematic error from gain instabilities.

The inflector magnet that permits the beam to enter the staiag undeflected would need to be
replaced, since the present model loses half of the beamaghrmultiple scattering in material across
the beam channel. The fast muon kicker would also need to peirad. With the significant increase in
beam, the detectors would have to be segmented, new reddotibrics would be needed, and a better
measure of lost muons would also be needed.

To reduce the magnetic field systematic errors, significtattevill be needed to improve on the
tracking of the field with time, and the calibration proceglused to tie the NMR frequency in the probes
to the free proton Larmor frequency [180].

While there are technical issues to be resolved, the présgmique— magic, electrostatic focus-
ing, uniform magnetic field — could be pushed to below 0.1 ppago further would probably require a
new technique. One possibility discussed by Francis F@tle§2] would be to use muons at much higher
energy, say 15 GeV, which would increase the number of psemes that can be observed. The storage
ring would consist of a small number of discrete magnets witifiorm field and edge focusing and the
field averaged over the orbit would be independent of orlalius (particle momentum). The averaged
field could be calibrated by injecting polarized protons abderving the proton g—2 precession.
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