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Abstract

The work contained herein constitutes a report of the “Be\thie Stan-
dard Model” working group for the Workshop “Physics at TeVIiEb
ers”, Les Houches, France, 2-20 May, 2005. We present revidw
current topics as well as original research carried outtierworkshop.
Supersymmetric and non-supersymmetric models are studgedell
as computational tools designed in order to facilitatertheenomenol-
ogy.
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Part 1
BSM SUSY

B.C. Allanach

On the eve before Large Hadron Collider (LHC) data takingréhare many exciting
prospects for the discovery and measurement of beyond #&mel&td Model physics in general,
and weak-scale supersymmetry in particular. It is also ydmaportant to keep in mind the po-
tential benefits (or pitfalls) of a future ILC in the eventtisJSY particles are discovered at the
LHC. The precision from the ILC will be invaluable in termsmfhning down supersymmetry
(SUSY) breaking, spins, coupling measurements as wellegiigting dark matter candidates.
These arguments apply to several of the analyses contagreohhbut often also apply to other
non-SUSY measurements (and indeed are required for most@imination).

At the workshop, several interesting analysis stratege®wleveloped for particular rea-
sons in different parts of SUSY parameter space. The fooirg-egion has heavy scalars and a
lightest neutralino that has a significant higgsino compoteading to a relic dark matter candi-
date that undergoes efficient annihilation into weak gawg®b pairs, leading to predictions of
relic density in agreement with the WMAP/large scale stuieefits. It is clear that LHC discov-
ery and measurement of the focus point region could be pmudtie due to the heavy scalars.
However, in Part 2, it is shown how a multi-jet+missing eryesggnature at the LHC selects
gluino pairs in this scenario, discriminating against liaokind as well as contamination from
weak gaugino production. Gauginos can have light massethanefore sizable cross-sections
in the focus-point region. The di-lepton invariant masgribstion also helps in measuring the
SUSY masses. An International Linear Collider (ILC) couléasure the low mass gauginos
extremely precisely in the focus point region, and data fovoss-sections, forward backward
asymmetries can be added to those from the LHC in order tai@nshe masses of the heavy
scalars. This idea is studied in Part 3.

Of course, assuming the discovery of SUSY-like signalsattiC, and before the advent
of an ILC, we can ask the question: how may we know the thed®USY? Extra-dimensional
models (Universal Extra Dimensions), as well as little Higgodels with T-parity, can give
the same final states and cascade decays. One importaningngoki of SUSY is the sparticle
spin. Measuring the spin at the LHC is a very challenging pect but nevertheless there
has been progress made by Barr, who constructed a chargeretsiminvariant mass for spin
discrimination in the cascade decays. In Part 4, it is shdwh $uch an analysis has a rather
limited applicability to SUSY breaking parameter spaceagdiag the fact that further efforts to
measure spins would be welcome.

There is a tantalising signal from the EGRET telescope oesxdiffuse gamma produc-
tion in our galaxy and at energies of around 100 GeV. This leas linterpreted as the result of
SUSY dark matter annihilation into photons. Backgroundhanflux are somewhat uncertain,
but the signal correlates with dark matter distributionfeired from rotation curves, adding
additional interest. If the EGRET signal is indeed due to 8W&rk matter, it is interesting to
examine the implications for colliders. The tri-leptonrsds at the Tevatron and at the LHC is
investigated in Part 5 for an EGRET-friendly point. A comdxanfit to mMSUGRA is aided by
measurements of neutral Higgs masses, and yields acoeptaision, although some work is
required to reduce theoretical uncertainties. In Part Ggge production is studied at the LHC,



and gives large signals due to the light gauginos (assunangigo universality). The EGRET

region is compatible with other constraints, such as therietl cosmological dark matter relic
density and LEP2 bounds upan,, etc. 30 fb * should be enough integrated luminosity to
probe the EGRET-friendly region of parameter space.

The calculations of the relic density of thermal neutraliteok matter are being extended
to cover CP violation in the MSSM. This obviously generaisiee usual CP-conserving cases
studied and could be important particularly if SUSY is rasgble for baryogenesis, which re-
quires CP-violation as one of the Sakharov conditions. Tifexts of phases is examined in
Part 7 in regions of parameter space where higgs-polesitateimuch of the dark matter. The
relationship between relevant particle masses and refisitiechanges - this could be an impor-
tant feature to take into account if trying to check cosmeglbyg using collider measurements
to predict the current density, and comparing with cosmickl¢astrophysical observation.

As well as providing dark matter, supersymmetry could pemithe observed baryon
asymmetry in the unvierse, provided stop squarks are rditjer and there is a significant
amount of CP violation in the SUSY breaking sector. The expental verification of this idea
is explored in Part 8 where stop decays into charm and néwrat the LHC are discussed.
Four baryogenesis benchmark points are defined for futwestigation. Light heavily mixed
stops can be produced at the LHC, sometimes in associatibrawiggs boson and the resulting
signature is examined. Finally, it is shown that quasi-tegate top/stops (often expected in
MSSM baryogenesis) can be disentangled at the ILC despjted tagging challenges.

In Part 9, it is investigated how non-minimal charginos aedtralinos (when a gauge
singlet is added to the MSSM in order to address the superggrian problem) may be iden-
tified by combining ILC and LHC information on their masses @noss-sections. Split SUSY
has the virtue of being readily ruled out at the LHC. In splitSY, one forgets the technical hi-
erarchy problem (reasoning that perhaps there is an antmegson for it), allowing the scalars
to be ultra-heavy, ameliorating the SUSY flavour probleme gluginos are kept light in order
to provide dark matter and gauge unification. We would likargue that the Standard Model
plus axion dark matter (and no single-step gauge unificat®preferred by the principle of
Occam’s razor if one can forget the technical hierarchy |gob Given the intense interest in
the literature on split SUSY, this appears to be a minorignwihowever. In Part 10, constraints
from the precision electroweak variables, andsin® .:¢ are used to constrain split SUSY.
It is found that the GigaZ option of the ILC is required to maa&sthe loop effects from split
SUSY. As shown in Part 11, split SUSY is predicted in a defatnmeersecting brane model.

In Part 12, gluino decays through sbottom squarks are iigast at the LHC. Infor-
mation on bottom squarks could be important for constrginin and the trilinear scalar
coupling, for instance. The signal is somewhat complexis2one quark jet, opposite sign
same flavour leptons and the ubiquitous missing transversgye 2k-tags as well as jet en-
ergy cuts seem to be sufficient in a basic initial study in otdeneasure the masses of sparticles
involved for the signal. Backgrounds still remain to be &adn the future.

Part 13 roughly examines the sensitivity of the LHC to CPation in the Higgs sector by
decays t. z and the resulting azimuthal angular distributions andrilavd mass distributions
of the resulting fermions. For sufficiently heavy Higgs messée.g. 150 GeV), the LHC can
be sensitive to CP-violation in a significant fraction of gn@eter space. Generalisation to other
models is planned as an extension of this work.

Finally, a salutary warning is provided by Part 14, whichcdisses combined fits to LHC
data. Although a mSUGRA may fit LHC data very well, there isuadly typically little statisti-
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cally significant evidence that the slepton masses are dnifith the squark masses, since the
squark masses are only loosely constrained by jet obse&wsabl
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Part 2

Focus-Point studies with the ATLAS
detector

T. Lari, C. Troncon, U. De Sanctis and S. Montesano

Abstract

The ATLAS potential to study Supersymmetry for the “Focusq®’

region of mMSUGRA is discussed. The potential to discovergesu
symmetry through the multijet+missing energy signaturd #re re-
construction of the edge in the dilepton invariant massragifom the
leptonic decays of neutralinos are discussed.

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the best motivated extensions of the Standard ModgakeidMinimal SuperSymmetric
Model [1]. Because of the large number of free parameteaadlto Supersymmetry breaking,
the studies in preparation for the analysis of LHC data areegdly performed in a more con-
strained framework. The minimal SUGRA framework has fiveefparameters: the common
massm , of scalar particles at the grand-unification energy scéle,common fermion mass
m 1_,, the common trilinear coupling o, the sign of the Higgsino mass parameteand the
ratiotan between the vacuum expectation values of the two Higgs etaibl

Since a strong point of Supersymmetry, in case of exact Rypaonservation, is that the
lightest SUSY particle can provide a suitable candidatdfark Matter, it is desirable that the
LSP is weakly interacting (in mMSUGRA the suitable candidatee lightest neutralino?) and
that the relic density in the present universe is compatible with the density of-baryonic
Dark Matter, which is ,,, h? = 0:1126" J91%1 [2,3]. If there are other contributions to the Dark
Matter one may have < L .

In most of the mSUGRA parameter space, however, the nautrediic density is larger
than . [4]. An acceptable value of relic density is obtained onlyparticular regions of
the parameter space. In th@cus-point regionm -, << m ) the lightest neutralino has a
significant Higgsino component, enhancing theannihilation cross section.

In this paper a study of the ATLAS potential to discover anedgtSupersymmetry for
the focus-point region of MSUGRA parameter space is prederit Section 2. a scan of the
minimal SUGRA parameter space is performed to select a poihtan acceptable relic density
for more detailed studies based on the fast simulation oATHeAS detector. In Section 3. the
performance of the inclusive jet+missing energy searchtegies to discriminate the SUSY
signal from the Standard Model background is studied. IntiGect. the reconstruction of
the kinematic edge of the invariant mass distribution oftthe leptons from the decay® !

911 is discussed.

2. SCANS OF THE mSUGRA PARAMETER SPACE

In order to find the regions of the MSUGRA parameter spacewhéve a relic density com-
patible with cosmological measurements, the neutralitio density was computed with mi-
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crOMEGAs 1.31 [5, 6], interfaced with ISAJET 7.71 [7] for teelution of the Renormalization
Group Equations (RGE) to compute the Supersymmetry massrapeat the weak scale.

\ ISAJET 7.71 m, = 175 GeV, tan = 10 A=0 GeV 1 > 0 |

= Q> Quyae

= LEP excluded
= Q<Quyppe

oo Lo
5000 6000
m, (GeV)

I
3000 4000

Figure 1: The picture shows the regions of the; ;m ;_, ) MSUGRA plane which have a neutralino relic density
compatible with cosmological measurements in red/darl.gfidhe black region is excluded by LEP. The light
gray region has a neutralino relic density which exceedmodagical constraints. White regions are theoretically
excluded. The values abn = 10,2, = 0, a positive , and a top mass of 175 GeV were used.

In Fig. 1 a scan of thém ,;m ,_,) plane is presented, for fixed valueseih = 10,
A, = 0, and positive . A top mass of 175 GeV was used. The red/dark gray region olethe
is the stau coannihilation strip, while that on the rightie focus-point regionwith <, .

The latter is found at large value of, > 3 TeV, hence the scalar particles are very heavy,
near or beyond the sensitivity limit of LHC searches. Singe, < < m ,, the gaugino (chargino
and neutralino) and gluino states are much lighter. The SP®duction cross section at the
LHC is thus dominated by gaugino and gluino pair production.

The dependence of the position of the focus-point region &U@BRA and Standard
Model parameters (in particular, the top mass) and the teiogies related to the aproximations
used by different RGE codes are discussed elsewhere [8—10].

Particle| Mass (GeV)| Particle| Mass (GeV)| Particle| Mass (GeV)
0 103.35 B 2924.8 ~ 3532.3
9 160.37 o} 3500.6 h 119.01
9 179.76 % 2131.1 HO 3529.7
9 294.90 % 2935.4 a0 3506.6
y 149.42 e 3547.5 H 3530.6
5 286.81 & 3547.5
g 856.59 ~e 3546.3
o 3563.2 ~ 3519.6
Gr 3574.2 ~ 3533.7

Table 1: Mass of the supersymmetric particles for the beraskipoint described in the text.

The following point in the parameter space was chosen fodétailed study reported in
the next sections:

mop= 3550GeV;m 1=2 = 3OOGeV,'AO = OGeV,’ > O;tan = 10
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with the top mass set to 175 GeV and the mass spectrum compittedSAJET. In table 1
the mass of SUSY particles for this point are reported. Tlaasgartners of Standard Model
fermions have a mass larger than 2 TeV. The neutralinos aadjictos have masses between
100 GeV and 300 GeV. The gluino is the lightest colored stait, a mass of 856.6 GeV. The
lightest Higgs boson has a mass of 119 GeV, while the othegdiggates have a mass well
beyond the LHC reach at more than 3 TeV.

The total SUSY production cross section at the LHC, as coetphy HERWIG [11-13],
is 5.00 pb. It is dominated by the production of gaugino paifs ° (0.22 pb), °© (3.06 pb),
and (1.14 pb).

The production of gluino pairs (0.58 pb) is also significafihe gluino decays into°cg
(29.3%), °g (6.4%), or g (54.3%). The quarks in the final state belongs to the third
generation in 75.6% of the decays.

The direct production of gaugino pairs is difficult to segartom the Standard Model
background; one possibility is to select events with sdve@ons, arising from the leptonic
decays of neutralinos and charginos.

The production of gluino pairs can be separated from thedatahModel by requiring
the presence of several high-jets and missing transverse energy. The preseneget$ and
leptons from the top and gaugino decays can also be used.

In the analysis presented here, the event selection is loastded multijet+missing energy
signature. This strategy selects the events from gluinograduction, while rejecting both the
Standard Model background and most of the gaugino directymtion.

3. INCLUSIVE SEARCHES

The production of Supersymmetry events at the LHC was sitadlasing HERWIG 6.55 [11—
13]. The top background was produced using MC@NLO 2.31 [3}, The fully inclusivett
production was simulated. This is expected to be the domBmdard Model background for
the analysis presented in this note. The W+jets, and Z+gtkdround were produced using
PYTHIA 6.222[16,17]. The vector bosons were forced to ddeptonically, and the transverse
momentum of the W and the Z at generator level was require tadger than 120 GeV and
100 GeV, respectively.

The events were then processed by ATLFAST [18] to simulaelttector response.

The most abundant gluino decay modes @re  °ttandg ! th  Events with
gluino pair production have thus at least four hard jets,raag have many more additional jets
because of the top hadronic decay modes and the charginceami@dlimo decays. When both
gluinos decay to third generation quarks at least 4 jet®@es. A missing energy signature is

provided by the two ? in the final state, and possibly by neutrinos coming from tpeduark
and the gaugino leptonic decay modes.

The following selections were made to separate these efremisthe Standard Model
background:

At least one jet withp > 120 GeV

At least four jets withp > 50 GeV, and at least two of them taggedigets.
E 155 > 100 GeV

0l < K ;s Merr < 035

No isolated lepton (electron or muon) with> 20 GeV and;j j< 25.
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Sample| Events | Basic cuts| 2 bjets
SUSY | 50000 2515 1065
tt 7600000 67089 | 11987
W +jets| 3000000 16106 175
z +jets | 1900000, 6991 147

Table 2: Efficiency of the cuts used for the inclusive seaestajuated with ATLFAST events for low luminosity
operation. The number of events corresponds to an intejrateinosity of 10 fb *. The third column reports
the number of events which passes the cuts described inxhesteept the requirement of two b-jets, which is
reported in the last column.

Here, the effective mass . is defined as the scalar sum of the transverse missing
energy and the transverse momentum of all the reconstrixetéibnic jets.

The efficiency of these cuts is reported in Tab. 2. The thitdrom reports the number of
events which passes the selections reported above, ekesgduirement of twarjets, which
is added to obtain the numbers in the last column. The stdrAlErAS b-tagging efficiency of
60% for a rejection factor of 100 on light jets is assumed.

The SUSY events which pass the selection are almost exelygive to gluino pair pro-
duction; the gaugino direct production (about 90% of thalt&USY cross section) does not
pass the cuts on jets and missing energy. After all selextiom dominant background is by far
due tot-production. The requirement of twigjets supresses the remainimgtjets andz +jets
backgrounds by two orders of magnitude and is also expeoteetiuce the background from
QCD multi-jet production (which has not been simulated)egligible levels.

> 10*
3 o, Su2
. . e tt, MCatNLO
g > o Ztjets, PYTHIA
10 ® = WHijets, PYTHIA

Events/10 fb™/100 G

o
o Ao
C
[
0 o e —jee
o o

ul = =m0 |-L .

500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500 5000
Effective Mass (GeV)

o

=}

Figure 2: Distribution of the effective mass defined in thet,téor SUSY events and the Standard Model back-
grounds. The number of events correspond to an integratehasity of 10 fb *.

The distribution of the effective mass after these selectiots is reported in Fig. 2.
The statistic corresponds to an integrated luminosity ofldG. The signal/background ra-
tio for an effective mass larger than 1500 GeV is close to 1taedstatistical significance is
SUSY= SM = 23.



Sample| Events | after cuts| M ;; < 80 GeV
SUSY | 50000 185 107
t 7600000 31 13
W +jets | 3000000 0 0
7 +jets | 1200000 1 0

15

Table 3: Efficiency of the cuts used for the reconstructiothefneutralino leptonic decay. The number of events

corresponds to an integrated luminosity of 10 fb The third column contains the number of events which passes
the selection cuts described in the text. The last columartsphe number of the events passing the cuts which

have an invariant mass of the two leptons lower than 80 GeV.

4. THE DI-LEPTON EDGE
For the selected benchmark, the decays

g Y 1)

SR S (2)
occur with a branching ratio of 3.3% and 3.8% per lepton flavespectively. The two leptons
in the final state provide a natural trigger and a clear signeat Their invariant mass has a
kinematic maximum equal to the mass difference of the twdraénos involved in the decay,
which is

m o mo = 57:02 GeV m 9 mo = 76:41 GeV (3)

The analysis of the simulated data was performed with tHevhg selections:

Two isolated leptons with opposite charge and same flavotir wii> 10 GeV and
j j< 25

B o5 > 80GeV,M zrr > 1200GeV,006 < Ej ;¢ Merr < 035

At least one jet withp > 80 GeV, at least four jets with, > 60 GeV and at least six
jets withp; > 40 GeV

The efficiency of the various cuts is reported in table 3 forimegrated statistics of
10 fb '. After all cuts, 107 SUSY and 13 Standard Model events atewéh a 2-lepton
invariant mass smaller than 80 GeV. The dominant StandardeMmackground comes fromt
production, and it is small compared to the SUSY combinatdrackground: only half of the
selected SUSY events do indeed have the decay (1) or (2) Moméecarlo Truth record.

It should be noted that with these selections, the ratisy= sM is 30, which is
slightly larger than the significance provided by the sétext of the inclusive search with lepton
veto. The two lepton signature, with missing energy and petrdelections is thus an excellent
SUSY discovery channel.

The combinatorial background can be estimated from thewkitey thee and ‘e
pairs. In the leftmost plot of Fig. 3 the distribution of thepton invariant mass is reported for
SUSY events with the same (different) flavour as yellow (fedjograms. Outside the signal
region and the Z peak the two histograms are compatible. Téred&rd Model distribution is
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Figure 3: Left: Distribution of the invariant mass of leptpairs with opposite charge and the same flavour (SUSY
events: yellow histogram; Standard Model: open markers)pposite flavour (SUSY events: red histogram;
Standard Model: full markers). The number of events cowasigo an integrated luminosity of 10 fb. Right:
Flavour-subtracted distribution of the invariant massepitbn pairs, for an integrated luminosity of 300 fb The

fit function is superimposed as a black line; the contribuitoreceives from the § and 9 decays are shown
separately as a red and green line respectively. The fit pteamare the two normalizations (p0O and p1), the
mass (p2),thed 9 mass difference (p3) and thé ¢ mass difference (p4).

also reported for the same (different) flavour as open (dpsearkers'. Since the Standard
Model background is small compared to the SUSY combindtbaakground, it is neglected
in the results reported below.

The flavour subtracted distribution is reported in the nigbst plot of Fig. 3 for an inte-
grated luminosity of 300 fb'. The presence of two edges is apparent.

In order to fit the distribution, the matrix element and phsysace factors givenin Ref. [19]
were used to compute an analytical expression for the iamamass of the two leptons, under
the aproximation that the Feynman diagram with slepton amghk is negligible compared to
the Z exchange (this aproximation is justified for the Focoisfsince sleptons are very heavy).
The result is [10]

o
d m* miP(2+M23)+ (M)

dm m? mZ)

In the formulaC is a normalization constant,= m, m;andM = m,+ m,, wherem ;
andm , are the signed mass eigenvalues of the daughter and partérdlime respectively. For
the focuspoint, the mass eigenvalues of the two lightedralkos have the same sign, while
the ? has the different sign.

The fit was performed with the sum of thé and 9 decay distributions provided by
Eq. 4, convoluted with a gaussian smearing of 1.98 GeV. Theasimg value was obtained
from the width of the observed peak. The fit parameters are the mass of théwhich is the
same for the two decays), the two mass differences and § ¢, and the normalizations
of the two decays.

1Because of the presence of events with negative weight in MC@ some bins have a negative number of
entries
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The values found for the two mass differencesmare ) m (9)= (570 0:5)GeV
andm ( 9) m (%)= (773 12)GeV. They are compatible with the true values (eq. 3).

The fit provides also the value of the mass of tHesince the shape of the distribution
depends on it. This dependence is however very mild, exipetdam ( )> m ( ) m (9),
and the limited statistics only allows to place a lower limfiabout 20 GeV on the mass of the
lightest neutralino.

5. CONCLUSIONS

A preliminary study of the ATLAS potential to study Superaytry in the Focus-Point sce-
nario has been presented. This scenario is relatively diffior the LHC, because of the large
mass of the SUSY scalars (2-3 TeV).

For the selected point in the parameter space the obsemitian excess of events with
hard jets and missing energy over the Standard Model exjatsashould still be observed
rather early. A statistical significance of more than 20 gdtad deviations is obtained for an
integrated luminosity of0o fo ' both in the channel with no leptons and titagged jets and
the one with an opposite-sign electron or muon pair.

With a larger integrated luminosity afoo fb *, corresponding to about three years at the
design LHC luminosity, the two kinematical edges from thetdmic decay of the  and the

9 would be measured with a precision of the order of 1 GeV, mliog two contraints on the
masses of the three lightest neutralinos.
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Part 3

SUSY parameter determination in the
challenging focus point-inspired case

K. Desch, J. Kalinowski, G. Moortgat-Pick and K. Rolbiecki

Abstract

Inspired by focus point scenarios we discuss the potentiedmbined
LHC and ILC experiments for SUSY searches in a difficult regad
the parameter space in which all sfermions are above thePre¥ision
analyses of cross sections of light chargino production famaiard-
backward asymmetries of decay leptons at the ILC togethir nvass
information onm _, from the LHC allow to fit rather precisely the un-
derlying fundamental gaugino/higgsino MSSM parametedstarcon-
strain the masses of the heavy, kinematically not accessibttual
sparticles. For such analyses the complete spin corrakatetween
production and decay process have to be taken into accouatal$t
took into account expected experimental uncertainties.

1. INTRODUCTION

Due to the unknown mechanism of SUSY breaking, supersynmrettensions of the Stan-
dard Model contain a large number of new parameters: 105arivtimimal Supersymmetric
Standard Model (MSSM) appear and have to be specified. Erpats at future accelerators,
the LHC and the ILC, will have not only to discover SUSY butcale determine precisely the
underlying scenario without theoretical prejudices on$tSY breaking mechanism. Particu-
larly challenging are scenarios, where the scalar SUSYgbadector is heavy, as required e.g.
in focus point scenarios (FP) as well as in split SUSY (sSj.&recent study of a mSUGRA
FP scenario at the LHC, see [20].

Many methods have been worked out how to derive the SUSY peamat collider
experiments [21, 22]. In [23-27] the chargino and neutmbectors have been exploited to
determine the MSSM parameters. However, in most cases lalgroduction processes have
been studied and, furthermore, it has been assumed thatdsesiof scalar particles are already
known. In [28] a fit has been applied to the chargino produditioorder to derivea ,, , tan
andm ._. However, in the case of heavy scalars such fits lead to arraibak constraint for
m ..

Since it is not easy to determine experimentally cross @estior production processes,
studies have been made to exploit the whole productiongmeay process. Angular and energy
distributions of the decay products in production with sdugent three-body decays have been
studied for chargino as well as neutralino processes ind2P-Since such observables depend
strongly on the polarization of the decaying particle thenptete spin correlations between
production and decay can have large influence and have tdkée isto account: Fig. 1 shows
the effect of spin correlation on the forward-backward asyetry as a function of sneutrino
mass in the scenario considered below. Exploiting suchefpétts, it has been shown in [32,
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33] that, once the chargino parameters are known, usefirectdoounds for the mass of the
heavy virtual particles could be derived from forward-baekd asymmetries of the final lepton

Arg (')

2. CHOSEN SCENARIO: FOCUS POINT-INSPIRED CASE

In this section we take a FP-inspired mMSUGRA scenario defatdide GUT scale [34]. How-
ever, in order to assess the possibility of unravelling sachallenging new physics scenario
our analysis is performed entirely at the EW scale withowt eeference to the underlying
SUSY breaking mechanism. The parameters at the EW scalebtaeed with the help of
SPheno code [35]; with the micrOMEGA code [6] it has been kbddhat the lightest neu-
tralino provides the relic density consistent with the r@ryonic dark matter. The low-scale
gaugino/higgsino/gluino masses as well as the derivedesasfsSUSY particles are listed in
Tables 1, 2. As can be seen, the chargino/neutralino sexteekas the gluino are rather light,
whereas the scalar particles are about 2 TeV (with the ordggtxon ofh which is a SM-like
light Higgs boson).

M, | M, | M;jg tan m m m.oo|mc.o |Mm.oo|m.wl| m
1 2 3 4 g

60 | 121| 322 | 540| 20 117 | 552 || 59 | 117 | 545 | 550 || 416

Table 1: Low-scale gaugino/higgsineh MSSM parameters and the resulting chargino and neutralimsses.
All masses are given in [GeV].

My [Myga Mg M. |M, |Me | My | M. || Mg | Mg | My | My

119| 1934 | 1935 1994 | 1996| 1998 | 1930 | 1963 | 2002 | 2008| 1093 | 1584

Table 2: Masses of the SUSY Higgs particles and scalar jestiall masses are given in [GeV].

2.1 EXPECTATIONS AT THE LHC

As can be seen from Tables 1, 2, all squark particles are latieally accessible at the LHC.
The largest squark production cross section istfgr However, with stops decaying mainly
togt[with BR (z, ! ot)  66%], where background from top production will be large, no
new interesting channels are open in their decays. The stherks decay mainly vigg, but
since the squark masses are very heavy,. > 2 TeV, mass reconstruction will be difficult.
Nevertheless, the indication that the scalar fermions arg kieavy will be very important in
narrowing theoretical uncertainty on the chargino and radinb decay branching ratios.

In this scenario the inclusive discovery of SUSY at the LH®adssible mainly to the
large gluino production cross section. The gluino producis expected with very high rates.
Therefore several gluino decay channels can be exploited.|drgest branching ratio for the
gluino decay in our scenario is into neutralinB® (g ! ~kb) 14% with a subsequent
leptonic neutralino decagRr (~) ! ~{“*“ ), ‘= e; of about 6%, see Table 3. In this
channel the dilepton edge will clearly be visible since thiscess is practically background-
free. The mass difference between the two light neutraliagsas could be measured from the
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Figure 1: Forward-backward asymmetryf inthe process' e ! ~ ~ ,~ ! ~Je .asafunctionofn .,

in @) the rangen .. = [200;2300]GeV (left) and in b)n .. = [1750;2250]1GeV (right), both al 5= 350 GeV
and for unpolarized beams. The mass of the other scalarvVip@rticle,m ., , which contributes in the decay
process, has been assumed to fulfil the SU(2) mass refation= m? + mZ cos(2 )( 1+ sin® y ). Ina)the

light (green) line denotes the derived 5 (e ) without taking into account the chargino spin correlatibasveen
production and decay process.

dilepton edge with an uncertainty of about [34]

(m . mo) 05GeV: Q)

0
2

Other frequent gluino decays are into the light charginojaets] with abouB R (g ! ~, of’)
20% for o”in the first two families, and aboa® in the third.

BR(g! ~0b) |144% | BR(! ~ aqq)|108% | BR(~ ! ~aqq,) | 335%

BR(~) ! ~04 )| 3:0% BR (. ! gt 66% || BR(~ ! ~0¢ )| 11:0%

Table 3: Branching ratios for some important decay modealinseenario, = e; ; , g = u;g g = d;s.
Numbers are given for each family separately.

2.2 EXPECTATIONS AT THE ILC

At the ILC with© 5 = 500 GeV only light charginos and neutralinos are kinematicaltges-
sible. However, in this scenario the neutralino sector @rabterized by very low production
cross sections, below 1 fb, so that it might not be fully expldle. Only the chargino pair
production process has high rates at the ILC and all infamnaibtainable from this sector has
to be used. In the following we study the process

e | ~~ 2)
with subsequent chargino decays

~ 1 e o and ~ ! Msc (3)
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for which the analytical formulae including the completénsgorrelations are given in a com-
pact form e. g. in [29]. The production process occurs viandz exchange in the-channel
and~. exchange in thechannel, and the decay processes get contributionsifrorrexchange
and~., e (leptonic decays) os;, ¢, (hadronic decays).

Table 4 lists the chargino production cross sections anada-backward asymmetries
for different beam polarization configurations and thestatistical uncertainty based an=
200fb *for each polarization configuratiog. ;P.. )= ( 90% ;+60% )and(+ 90% ; 60% ).
Below we constrain our analyses to the first step of the ILOWE 500 GeV and study only
the ~; ~, production and decay.

Studies of chargino production with semi-leptonic decaytha ILC runs al’ s = 350
and 500 GeV will allow to measure the light chargino mass in the comtim with an error
0:5 GeV. This can serve to optimize the ILC scan at the thresh@dl \vhich, due to the
steeps-wave excitation curve in-; ~, production, can be used to determine the light chargino
mass very precisely to about [37-39]

m_ =1171 01Gev: (4)
The light chargino has a leptonic branching ratio of ateat(~, ! ~%¢ .) 11% for
each family and a hadronic branching ratio of abs@ét (~, | ~Ysc) 33%. The mass of the

lightest neutralinan o can be derived either from the energy distribution of thedep or in
hadronic decays from the invariant mass distribution oftthe jets. We therefore assume [34]

m.o =592 02Gev: (5)

Together with the information from the LHC, Eqg. (1), a massentainty for the second lightest
neutralino of about
m o= 1171 05Gev: (6)

can be assumed.

3. PARAMETER DETERMINATION
3.1 Parameter fit without using the forward-backward asymmaery

In the fit we use polarized chargino cross section multipbgdhe branching ratios of semi-

leptonic chargino decays: (e ! ~ ~ ) BR,WithBR =2 BR (¥ ! ~qq,)

BR(~ ! ~%* )+ BR(~ ! ~9* HI 034, ‘=¢e; ,q= ujcq = d;s, as given

in Table 4. We take into account statistical error, a relative uncertainty in polarizatioh
P . =P. = 0:5% [40] and an experimental efficiency of 50¢4, Table 4.

We applied a four-parameter fit for the parameters M ,, andm ._for fixed tan =
5,10,15,20,25,30 values. Fixingn was necessary for a proper convergence of the minimal-
ization procedure. For the input valtien = 20 we obtain

Mi,= 0600 02Gev; M,= 1210 0:7Ge&V; = 540 50Gev; m_= 2000 100Ge&V:
(7)
Due to the strong gaugino component-gfand ~? ,, the parametens , andM , are well
determined with a relative uncertainty of 0:5% . The higgsino parameteras well asu._ are
determined to a lesser degree, with relative errors ofi0% and 5%. Note however, that the
errors, as well as the fitted central values dependzon . Figure 2 shows the migration of 1
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Figure 2: Migration of 1 contours withtan = 5;10; 20; 30 (top-to-bottom in the left panel, right-to-left in the
middle panel, top-to-bottom in the right panel).

contours inm ..M , (left), M ,— (middle) andv ;- , (right) panels. Varyingan between
5 and 30 leads to a shift 1 GeV of the fittedv; value and 35 GeV of M,, increasing
effectively their experimental errors, while the migratieffect for andm ._ is much weaker.

3.2 Parameter fit including the forward-backward asymmetry

Following the method proposed in [32, 33] we now extend théyitusing as additional ob-
servable the forward-backward asymmetry of the final etectrAs explained in the sections
before, this observable is very sensitive to the mass of Xicbanged scalar particles, even
for rather heavy masses, see Fig. 1 (right). Since in theydpoacess also the left selec-
tron exchange contributes tises (2) relation between the left selectron and sneutrino masses:
m2 =m? +m2cos(2 )( 1+ sit , )hasbeenassumed [21]. In principle this assumption
could be tested by combing the Ieptonlc forward-backwaydresetry with that in the hadronic
decay channels if the squark masses could be measured ad@EH4].

We take into account a statistical uncertainty for the asymmetry which is given by
|
Arz)=2 (1 )N (8)

where = ;=( y + 3 )andthe number of events is denotediby Due to high production
rates, the uncertainty is rather small, see Table 4.

Applying now the 4-parameter fit-procedure and combiningth the forward-backward
asymmetry leads to:

M;=600 04GeV; M,= 1210 15Gev; = 540 50Gev
= 1995 60Gev; tan > 10: (9)

Including the leptonic forward-backward asymmetry in thaltimparameter fit strongly im-
proves the constraints for the heavy virtual partiele,. Furthermore no assumptions am
has to be made. Since for smalh the wrong value of; ; is predictedan is constrained
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PYGev (. ;p.) (~~ b (~~) BRID| Aes e V%
350 ( 903 ;+60%)] 61955 7.9  2127.9 4.0 4.49 0.3
(0;0) 2039.1 4.5 700.3 2.7 45 05

(+90% ; 60%) 85.0 0.9 29.2 07 4.7 23

500 ( 90% ;+60% )| 30415 55  1044.6 23 4.69 0.45
(0;0) 1000.6 3.2 3437 17 47 08

(+90% ; 60%) 40.3 0.4 13.8 04 50 39

Table 4: Cross sections for the processs ! ~] ~, and forward-backward asymmetries for this process
followed by ~, ! ~Je , for different beam polarizatior. , P.. configurations at the cm energigs_s =

350 GeV and500 GeV at the ILC. Errors include statistical uncertainty assuming = 200 fb * for each
polarization configuration, and beam polarization undgetyeof 0.5%.BR ’ 0:34, cf. Sec. 3.1 and Table 3.

from below. The constraints for the mass_ are improved by about a factor 2 and for gaugino
mass parameters ; andM , by a factor 3, as compared to the results of the previousmecti
with unconstrainedan . The error for the higgsino mass parameteremains roughly the
same. It is clear that in order to improve considerably thest@ints for the parameterthe
measurement of the heavy higgsino-like chargino and/otrakuo masses will be necessary at
the second phase of the ILC withs 1000 GeV.

4. CONCLUSIONS

In [34] we show the method for constraining heavy virtualtigées and for determining the
SUSY parameters in focus-point inspired scenarios. Suehas®s appear very challenging
since there is only a little experimental information abthg SUSY sector accessible. How-
ever, we show that a careful exploitation of data leads teiBggnt constraints for unknown pa-
rameters. The most powerful tool in this kind of analysistuout to be the forward-backward
asymmetry. The proper treatment of spin correlations betwike production and the decay is a
must in that context. This asymmetry is strongly dependerthe mass of the exchanged heavy
particle. ThesU (2) assumption on the left selectron and sneutrino masses beuested by
combing the leptonic forward-backward asymmetry with tbevard-backward asymmetry in
the hadronic decay channels if the squark masses could bsumeéaat the LHC [34]. We
want to stress the important role of the LHC/ILC interplagcg none of these colliders alone
can provide us with data needed to perform the SUSY parandetermination in focus-like
scenarios.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank the organizers of Les Hou@@5 for the kind invitation and
the pleasant atmosphere at the workshop. This work is stggbby the European Community’s
Human Potential Programme under contract HPRN-CT-200@t9@&nd by the Polish State
Committee for Scientific Research Grant No 2 PO3B 040 24.



24

Part4

MSUGRA validity of the Barr neutralino
spin analysis at the LHC

B.C. Allanach and F. Mahmoudi

Abstract

The Barr spin analysis allows the discrimination of supersyetric spin
assignments from other possibilities by measuring a chasgenmetry
at the LHC. The possibility of such a charge asymmetry retiesa
squark-anti squark production asymmetry. We study the apmate
region of validity of such analyses in mSUGRA parameter spag
estimating where the production asymmetry may be staai$tisignif-

icant.

If signals consistent with supersymmetry (SUSY) are disced at the LHC, it will be
desirable to check the spins of SUSY particles in order tottes SUSY hypothesis directly.
There is the possibility, for instance, of producing a sam#ipectrum of particles as the minimal
supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) in the universabeditmensions (UED) model [41].
In UED, the first Kaluza-Klein modes of Standard Model p&schave similar couplings to
their MSSM analogues, but their spins differ by2.

In a recent publication [42], Barr proposed a method to deitee the spin of supersym-
metric particles at the LHC from studying tke! 59! T 1Lg! 911X gdecay chain.
Depending upon the charges of the various sparticles iedplthe near and far leptons {1
respectively) may have different charges. Forming theriavé mass ofl, with the quark nor-
malised to its maximum valuet  m, =m 72" = sih( =2), where is the angle between
the quark and near lepton in thé rest frame. Barr’s central observation is that the protigbil
distribution functionp, for I} gor 1, gis different top, (the probability distribution function of
1, gor I g) due to different helicity factors:
ﬁ=4rﬁ3; @=4m(1 m?): (1)

dmt dmt
One cannot in practice distinguish(originating from a squark) frona; (originating from an
anti-squark), but insteagverageshe g;q distributions by simply measuring a jet. This sum
may therefore be distinguished against the pure phases sfistribution

dPs s
dmt

= ot 2)

only if the expected number of produced squarks is diffeterthe number of anti-squarks
Indeed, the distinguishing power of the spin measuremeptdportional to the squark-anti
squark production asymmetry. The relevant production ggees argp ! «q, gg0r ga. The
latter two processes may have different cross-sectiorausecnf the presence of valence quarks

20One also cannot distinguish between near and far leptods@ane must formi* gandl gdistributions [42].
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Particle ST |~ N =1 g [B| | @«
Lower bound| 37| 88| 43.1| 67.7| 86.4| 195| 91| 76 | 250

Table 1: Lower bounds on sparticle masses in GeV, obtaireed Ref. [48].

in the proton parton distribution functions, which will faur squarks over anti-squarks. Such
arguments can be extended to examine whether supersymaoagtrige distinguished against
UED at the LHC [43, 44].

Due to CPU time constraints, the spin studies in refs. [4Pw&3e performed for a single
point in MSUGRA parameter space (and a point in UED spacef#n [#3, 44]). The points
studied had rather light spectra, leading one to wonder revedc the possibility of spin mea-
surements might be. Here, we perform a rough and simple asgiof the statistical significance
of the squark/anti-squark asymmetry, in order to see wheparameter space the spin discrim-
ination technique might work.

Provided that the number of (anti-)squarks produced istgreéhan about 10, we may use
Gaussian statistics to estimate the significance of anyris@umi-squark asymmetry. Denoting
0 as the number of squarks produced ands the number of anti-squarks, the significance of
the production asymmetry is

5= p—: (3)
Q+0Q
Eg. 3 does not take into account the acceptanoé the detector or the branching ratioof
the decay chain. Assuming squarks to lead to the same aoceptand branching ratios as
anti-squarks, we see from Eq. 3 that the significance of theessomed asymmetry is

s ars: (4)

The SUSY mass spectrum and decay branching ratios werdat@dwvithiSAJET-7.72
[7]. We consider a region which contains the SPS 1a slope @#53]= 04 m;_,)and we
choose the following mSUGRA parameters in order to perfotm,a m,_, scan:

Ayg= my;tan = 10; > 0) : (5)

A sample of inclusive SUSY events was generated uBvigHIA-6.325 Monte Carlo event
generator [46] assuming an integrated luminosity of 300" fand the leading-order parton
distribution functions of CTEQ 5L [47]. The LEP2 bound updme tlightest CP-even Higgs
mass impliesn 0 > 114 GeV for sin? ( ) 1. For any given point in parameter space,
we imposen 0 > 111 GeV on thelSAJET prediction ofm 1,0, which allows for a 3 GeV error.
We also impose simple-minded constraints from negativeisfgsearches presented in Table
1.

Fig. 1 displays the production and measured asymmetrieseimt  m;_, plane. In
Fig. 1a, neither the acceptance of the detector nor the bragicatios of decays are taken into
account. Thus, if the reader wishes to use some particukinch order to measure a charge
asymmetry, the significance plotted should be multiplied by. Asm , andm 1_, grow, the
relevant sparticles (squarks and gluinos) become heantktlge overall number of produced
squarks decreases, leading to less significance. We semtiudt of the allowed part of the
plane corresponds to a production asymmetry significanagesdter than 10. However, the
acceptance and branching ratio effects are likely to drakbyireduce this number.
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Figure 1: Significance in thea(,-m ;_,) plane for 300 fb ! of integrated luminosity at the LHC for (a) the produc-
tion asymmetrys and (b) the measured asymmetry bforthe chaing ! 9q! % L g! 91 1 g assuming
that the acceptance is equal to 1. The SPS 1a line is laballgldé¢k with the SPS1a point marked as an asterisk.
The red line delimits a charged lightest-supersymmetritigla (LSP) from an uncharged LSP. Contours of equal
squark or gluino mass are shown in grey for reference. Theamiagine delimits the region that does not pass
sparticle or higgs search constraints (“excluded”) froma thgion that does. The significance is measured with
respect to the bar on the right hand side of each plot, whicdmia logarithmic scale. White regions correspond
either to excluded points, or negligible significance.
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Fig. 1b includes the effect of the branching ratio for theiohthat Barr studied in the
significance. The significance is drastically reduced fram Ea due to the small branching
ratios involved. The region marked “charged LSP” is cosrgmally disfavoured if the LSP
is stable, but might be viable if R-parity is violated. Inghatter case though, a different spin
analysis would have to be performed due to the presence a8Ralecay products. The region
marked “forbidden” occurs whem , > m o, implying that the decay chain studied by Barr
does not occur.

The highest squark/anti-squark asymmetry can be foundhdmay = 100, m ;_, = 200
and its significance is around 500 or so, including branchat@gs. Barr investigated the
MSUGRA pointm, = 100 GeV ,m -, = 300 GeV,A, = m,,, tan = 2.1, > 0, as-
suming a luminosity of 500 fb'. In his paper, which includes acceptance effects, Barestat
that a significant spin measurement at this point shoulidgtihossible even with only 150 b
of integrated luminosity. Our calculation of the significars  bfor this point is 53. Assum-
ing that the acceptance is not dependent upon the mSUGRMptees, we may deduce that
avalue ofs” b> 53in Fig. 1b is also viable with 150 fi3. This roughly corresponds to the
orange and red regions in Fig. 1b. Although the parametearesigahighly constrained, there is
nevertheless a non-negligible region where the Barr spafyars may work.
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Part 5

The trilepton signal in the focus point
region

Ph. Gris, R. Lafaye, T. Plehn, L. Serin, L. Tompkins and Dwasr

Abstract

We examine the potential for a measurement of supersymmaéethe
Tevatron and at the LHC in the focus point region. In paracuive
study on the tri-lepton signal. We show to what precisionessypm-
metric parameters can be determined using measuremetis Higgs
sector as well as the mass differences between the two sigheeitrali-
nos and between the gluino and the second-lightest nendrali

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent high energy gamma ray observations from EGRET shoexeess of galactic gamma
rays in the 1 GeV range [49]. A possible explanation of theesgcare photons generated by
neutralino annihilation in galactic dark matter [50]. Urttmately, this kind cosmological data
is only sensitive to a few supersymmetric parameters, hieenhass and the annihilation or de-
tection cross sections of the weakly interacting dark matéedidate. A prime dark matter
candidate is the lightest supersymmetric particle, whicmbst supersymmetry breaking sce-
narios turns out to be the lightest neutralino [51]. To besdblderive stronger statements from
the data, one can assume gravity mediated supersymmeaibgg mSUGRA) and fit the free
parameters of this constrained model to the observed gamyngpectrum [50]. Only an addi-
tional connection of this kind (assuming we know the suparsgetry breaking scenario) allows
one to make statements about the scalar sector. In thislétief, we study the mSUGRA pa-
rameter point given byh , = 1400 GeV,m ., = 180 GeV,A, = 700 GeV,tan = 51 and

> 0, which could explain the claimed excess. We analyse thegrhenological implications
for searches and measurements of supersymmetric padidles Tevatron and at the LHC [52].
To determine the underlying mSUGRA parameters sophisgtictiols such as Fittino [53, 54]
and SFITTER [55, 56] are required. In our study we use SFITT&Retermine the expected
errors on the supersymmetric parameters.

The TeV-scale particle masses for our mSUGRA parametert poedisplayed in Ta-
ble 1. The highn , value [57-59] places most squarks and sleptons well abow/1which
means that the expected production rate at the LHC will lmagty reduced as compared to the
standard scenarios such as SPS1a [45]. The large valuarfor enhances the heavy Higgs
Yukawa coupling tdoquarks and leptons. Therefore the MSSM Higgs sector is likely to be
observed at the LHC, for example through a charged Higgsrbdsoaying to leptons [60,61]
or through a precision mass measurement for the heavy heligygs bosons decaying to muon
pairs [52]. Certainly, the comparably low-mass chargimestralinos and gluinos, will be pro-
duced at accelerator experiments.



Particle| Mass (GeV)|| Particle| Mass (GeV)|| Particle| Mass (GeV)
o 1430 g 520 h° 114

B 974 ~ 137 A° 488

T 1400 ~ 2

~ 974 3 137

Table 1: TeV-scale supersymmetric particle masses in theREEGparameter point computed with SUSPECT [62].
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Figure 1: Tevatron reach in the trilepton channel in the m ,_, plane, for fixed values ok,, > 0 and
tan = 5;35. We show results for 2, 10 and 3 ! total integrated luminosity. The figure is taken out of
Ref. [67]

2. DISCOVERY PROSPECTS

At the Run Il of the Tevatron, the 500 GeV gluinos are unlikielyoe observed, in particular in
the limit of heavy squarks, because the powerful squarkrglassociated production channel
does not contribute to the gluino rate. Only the light gaogin, , ~?, ~ might be observable.
One of the most promising channels for SUSY discovery at #aaifon is the production of
a neutralino and a chargino with a subsequent decay topioites [63—67]:pp ! 91

3+ E; + X . Unfortunately, for our SUSY parameter point, its rate sgly auppressed by
the heavy sleptons: the leading order cross section is onlyBR ’ 10 fb, with mild next-
to-leading order corrections [68]. Depending on the lursityodelivered by the Tevatron [69],
between 40 and 80 events are expected per experiment ruaniih@009. Since the 67 GeV
mass difference between thé and the~) and ~, is sizeable, the transverse momentum of the
decay leptonsis large. At the generator level,ghelistribution of the leading (next-to-leading)
lepton peaks around 35 GeV (25 GeV). Hence, given a largeginmtem triggering on this
signal will not be a problem. However, the cross-sectioros lbw to allow a discovery: in
Figure 1 [67] we see that an integrated luminosity of at leastb ' is required to claim a 5
discovery.

~

At the LHC, the total inclusive SUSY particles productiongs section for our parameter
point is 19.8 pb. The largest contributions come from thecpssesyg !  gg (50%), o !
~0~ (20%), andag ! ~, ~, (10%). The dominant source of SUSY particle production with
a decay to hard jets are of course gluino decays. We can esiedtri-lepton signal [70-73]
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Figure 2: Invariant mass of dilepton pairs after cuts. Wdude 100 fb ! integrated luminosity at the LHC.
Chargino-neutralino signal events are shown in blackyithe background in green. Opposite-sign opposite-flavor
events are subtracted.

Process Cut

Lepton Productiof 3lep | Z mass
S 129 b 28fb | 13fb
W Z 875 1b 144fb | 491b
77 161 fb 21.9fb| .0146 fb

Table 2: Cross sections for signal and background at the MCshow  BR.. including taus (first column), the
rate after requiring 3 identified leptons (second columng, @vents after the , mass window cut (third column).

ag ! ~y~ 0 494 .29 by requiring exactly three leptons with a transverse monmant
greater than 20 (10) GeV for electrons (muons).

The main backgrounds ave z andz z production where one lepton is not reconstructed
inthez z case. To reject z events, we require the invariant mass of all opposite-ggme-
flavor lepton pairs to be outsideza window aroundn , . The background events withia or
with az decaying to a leptonic are not affected by these cuts. The combinatorial backgroun
we remove through background subtraction (opposite-flaepposite-sign leptons). The in-
variant mass distribution for dilepton pairs is shown inu¥ig 2. We list the corresponding
cross sections for signal and background before and aftericurable 2. Kinematically, the
invariant mass of the same-flavor opposite-sign leptongdibs smaller than the mass differ-
ence between the two lightest neutralinos, correspondiriget case where the) is produced
at rest. Inspite of the 3-body decay kinematics, the edgéefrtvariant mass distribution is
reasonably sharp, so with a mass difference of 65 GeV thakgyents should be visible above
the background (Table 2). This channel obviously benefiisifthe good precision in the lepton
energy scale, as compared to the more difficult jet final state

In addition, the light and heavy neutral Higgs bosons h,Hwal as the A,should be
easily accessible to the LHC through the, ,and  decay channels. The lightest neutral
Higgs boson is expected to be measured with a precision gbehmille level, whereas the
two heavy neutral Higgs bosons, essentially degenerateassnshould be measurable with
a precision of the order of 1-7% [52]. The charged Higgs besane observable in the -
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Figure 3: Parton level invariant mass distribution fayuark pairs coming from gluino decays

channel [60,61]. While their observation will help discirate between SUSY and non-SUSY
models, the decay channel will not provide a precise massuneent in this particular decay
channel. Additionally, 50% of the total cross section, i1€. pb, will be gluino pair production
with a large branching ratio of about 25% for the gluino detayo~) . Thus one expects
large rate of b-jets for this process which should be distisigable from the standard model
background. At the parton level, as shown in Figure 3, a chelge can be observed for the
invariant mass ofjet pairs providing information onthe -9 mass difference. The channel
merits further investigation which is beyond the scope &f faper.

3. DETERMINATION OF THE mSUGRA PARAMETERS

To determine the errors on the underlying parameters froennlleasurements we use SFIT-
TER [55,56]. In a constrained model such as mSUGRA, five nreasents are necessary to fit
the fundamental parameters and determine their errors fixve for example using the mea-
surement ofg  2) or the branching ratio foe ! x . . In this case, the five measurements
we use are: the masses of the three neutral Higgs bosongh@4hass difference between the
second-lightest and lightest neutralino and finally the srdifference between the gluino and
second-lightest neutralino.

We explore two different strategies: First, we include otilg systematic experimental
errors (in the limit of high statistics), which are domingtey the limited knowledge of the
energy scale of leptons (0.1%) and jets (1%) [75]. The resalé shown in Table 3. The
large unified scalar mass, can be determined despite the absence of a direct measureimen
slepton and squarks masses. While in the general MSSM they liiggs boson mass A is a
free parameter, in MSUGRA, the A mass as well as the H maseaséise totan as shown
in Table 3. The supersymmetric particle measurements fix.

The main source of uncertainty in the Higgs sector are patraecrerrors [75]. A shift in
the bottom (top) quark mass of 0.05 GeV (1GeV) translatesanthange of the heavy Higgs
masses of 40 GeV (50 GeV). Once we include errors on top quadsifi 1 GeV) and bottom
quark mass ( 025 GeV) and add theory errors (3 GeV on the Higgs boson masse®nl%
the neutralino mass difference, 3% on the gluino neutratiress difference) we obtain the
much larger errors shown in Table 3: All measurements are pescise by about an order of
magnitude. In particular, the measurementgfis seriously degraded, which makes it difficult



32

nominal | exp errors| total error
m 1400 50 610
mi_, 180 2.2 14
tan 51 0.3 4.6
Ay 700 200 687

Table 3: The nominal values and the errors on the fundampatalmeters are shown for fits with experimental
errors only, and total Error.

or impossible to establish high-mass scalars. Most of dss bf precision is due to the lightest
Higgs boson mass.

4. CONCLUSIONS

If supersymmetry should be realized with focus-point likeperties, tri-leptons will be mea-
sured at the LHC with good precision. Adding mass measur&radthe three neutral Higgs
scalars, we dan determine the SUSY breaking parametersgadh precision (assuming we
know how SUSY is broken). Once we adds the parametric as wetheoretical errors, the
precision decreases by an order of magnitude, and it williffieult to establish heavy scalars
with our limited set of measurements.
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Part 6

Constraints on mSUGRA from indirect
dark matter searches and the LHC
discovery reach

V. Zhukov

Abstract

The signal from annihilation of the relic neutralino in thalgctic halo
can be used as a constraint on the universal gaugino masdiGRA.
The excess of the diffusive gamma rays measured by the EGRIEIF s
lite limits the neutralino mass to the 40-100 GeV range. Tlogewith
other constraints, this will select a small region with_, <250 GeV
andm, >1200 GeV at large tar=50-60. At the LHC this region
can be studied via gluino and direct neutralino-chargirampction for
Ly > 30fb L.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the indirect Dark Matter (DM) search, the signal from DMhérilation can be observed as an
excess of gamma, positron or anti-protons fluxes on top o€t@mic Rays (CR) background,
which is relatively small for these components. Existinggerimental data on the diffusive
gamma rays from the EGRET satellite and on positrons anepaotons from the BESS, HEAT
and CAPRICE balloon experiments show a significant excegamima with E > 2 GeV and,
to a lesser extent, of positrons and anti-protons in corsparwith the conventional Galactic
model (CM) [76]. These excesses can be reduced, if one asdinaiethe locally measured
spectra are different from the average galactic ones [48is Gan be achieved by more than ten
supernovae explosions in the vicinity of the solar system(Q0pc) during last 10 Myr, which
is at the statistical limit. An alternative explanation réilation of relic DM in the Galactic
DM halo. The flux of i-componen% e, p) from annihilation can be written as:

Fi(E) - @B EGE; jr) , < xv>A%( )dd ,

where< v > is the thermally averaged annihilation cross section irddgnsk, A ( )-
hadronization of parton into the final state of component, (r)is the DM density distribution
in the Galactic halop (r) is the local clumpiness of the DM, or 'boost’ factar, is the mass
of the DM particle and the ; (E ;e;r) is the propagation tern( =1). The annihilation cross
section and the yield for each component can be calculatixiftame of the mSUGRA model
where the DM particle is identified as a neutralino. The redurno mass can be constrained by
the shape of the gamma energy spectrum. The DM profile timestdactor ?(r)B (r) can
be reconstructed from the angular distributions of the ganexcess [77]. The independent
measurement of the galactic rotation curve can be used twugézthe bulk profile (r) and
the clumpiness. The DM profile and the clumpiness are alsoexied to the cosmological
scenario, in particular to the primary spectrum of densiigtillations [78]. The propagation of
the annihilation products and the CR backgrounds can belesd with a galactic model. In
this study the DM annihilation was introduced into publielyailable code of the GALPROP
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Figure 1: Left: The annihilation yields from neutralina (=55 GeV) and the ratio of the fluxes from DM an-
nihilation to the CR backgrounds after propagation. Rigftie EGRET gamma spectrum and CR background
calculated with and without DM contribution.

model [79] and the simulated spectra have been comparedhvétbxperimental observations.
Fig.1(left) shows the calculated annihilation yields ahne tatio of the DM annihilation signal
from the neutralinan = 55 GeV to the CR fluxes for each component. The right hand side
of the Fig.1 shows the EGRET diffusive gamma spectrum anéldlkes with and without DM
annihilation.

In this analysis we discuss how the information from indifle® search can be used to
constrain the mSUGRA parameters and estimate the LHC pakté@nthe defined region.

2. mMSUGRA CONSTRAINTS

The current study is limited to the minimal supergravity (d@&RA) model with universal scalar

m o and gauginan ;_, masses at the GUT scale. The model is described by five wellitkno
parametersin ;, m 1_,, tan , A, and sgn(). The gluino and the neutralino-chargino mass spec-
trum at the EW scale are defined hy,_,: m 0 0:4myp, m o m 0:8m;_p,m g

27m 1, and L., / trjii The parameter space can be constralned by existing exgaiam

data. The mass limits on the light Higgs bosan,(> 114:3 GeV) from LEP and the limit
onb! s ([3.43 0.36] 10%) branching ratio from BaBar, CLOE and BELL constrain the
low m ;_, andm , region. The chargino mass./( > 103 GeV) limitsm ,_, > 150 GeV for

all m o. For highm , the smallm ,_, region is excluded by the electroweak symmetry break-
ing (EWSB) requirements. The small value of tar 5 can be excluded, if one assumes the
unification of Yukawa couplings and top mass 175 GeV [80]. The triliniar coupling,

is a free parameter. It can change significantly the intgrpfadifferent constraints, for exam-
ple, at low or negative o, theb ! s constraint overtakes the Higgs mass limits at low
Further limitation on the parameter space can be obtaireed the DM Relic Density(RD) of
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WMAP [81] h? = 0:113 0:009. The RD was calculated with thaicrOMEGAs1.4 [82]
and theSuspect2.3.4 [62] and compared with theh ?. The evolution of the GUT pa-
rameters to the EW scale requires a solution to the RGE grqupt®ns, which is sensitive
to the model parameters (M , )(0:122);m ,(4214);m (175), etc.), especially for high tan
or the largem , region close to the EWSB limit [83]. Using the RD constraim mSUGRA
m, m_, plane can be divided between a few particular regions, daogrto the annihila-
tion channel at the time of DM decoupling == 10 GeV. First of all, the lowest, are
excluded because LSP is the charged stau, not neutralinge @ the forbidden region at low
m o IS the co-annihilation channel where the neutralino is armass-degenerate with staus.
At low m , andm ,_, annihilation goes via sfermions (mostly staus) in the trcte with  final
state. In the A-channel the annihilation occurs via psecalas Higgs A with aofinal state.
The A-channel includes a resonance funnel region, wheraltbwed values ofa , m ;_, Span
the whole plane for different tan and the narrow region at smail,_, andm , > 1000, which
appears only at large tan At largem ,, close to the EWSB limit, the annihilation also can
happen via , h andd resonances. The RD constraint, including all these chansletinks the
m, m;_, parameter space to a narrow band but only at fixgd#d tan . The requirement to
have a measurable signal from DM annihilation will also titan . Indeed, nowadays at

1.8K, only a few channels can produce enough signal. Thehdatidn cross section iz ;H
andh channels depends on the momentum and is much smaller ahptesgerature. These
channels, as well as the co-annihilation, will not contiébto the indirect DM signal. Tha
channel and the staus exchange do not depend on the neukaletic energy and have the
same cross section as at decoupling v > 2-12-<2°c — These two channels can produce
enough signal although the energy spectrum of annihilgtimadlucts is quite different, the
decay producing much harder particles. The EGRET spectamstainsm in the 40-100
GeV range, ot ,_,=100-250 GeV [77]. Since the gamma rays from thelecay are almost
10 times harder, only the A-channel at low,_, can reproduce the shape of the EGRET ex-
cess. Fig. 2 shows on the left the, m;_, region compatible with the EGRET data and
different constraints. The scatter plot of Fig. 2(rightpals models compatible with the RD at
different tan . The RD is compatible with low: ;_, for the A -channel only at relatively large
tan = 50 60. This limits the mMSUGRA parameters to the ,=150-250 GeVm ,=1200-
2500 GeV and tan=50-60. The obtained limits depend on the 'boost’ factorichtwas found
tobeintherange dd 50for all components (depending on the DM profile), this is catiige
with the cosmological simulations [78]. The larger 'bodsittor above 10will allow contri-
bution from the resonance and co-annihilation channelgtathn constraint will be relaxed.

3. SIGNATURES AT THE LHC

The relatively largen  and lowm ,_, region favored by the indirect DM search can be observed
at the LHC energy s = 14 TeV. The dominant channel is the gluino production with a-sub
sequent cascade decay into neutralinds (3) and chargino ;. The direct production of the
neutralino-chargino Y + | pairs also has a significant cross section attow,. In both cases
the main discovery signature is the invariant mass didfiobuof two opposite sign same fla-
vor(OSSF) leptonsg(or ) produced from three body decay of neutralinb! 91" 1 . This
distribution has a particular triangular shape with theekimatic end point! ;**=m o m o.

Fig. 3 shows event topologies for the gluino and gaugino el The main final state for the
gluino production is the 20SSF leptons plus jets and a nussansverse energy (MET). For
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Figure 2: Left: different constraints of mMSUGRA parametgan =50, A,=0) and the region (blue) allowed by
the gamma data. Right: random scan of tdar the models compatible with the RD constraints.

the neutralino-chargino production it is the pure trilepstate without central jets.

We have studied the discovery reach of the CMS detector fselthannels using the
fast simulation (FAMOS), verified with the smaller samplesduced in full GEANT model
(ORCA). The signal and backgrounds have been generate®WitiilA6.225 andISASUGRA7.69
at leading order (LO), the NLO corrections have been takém account by multiplying with
thek y .o factor. The low luminosity pileup has been included. Thestbn of events have
been done in two steps; 1) the sequential cuts were appliggtteeconstructed events, 2) the
selected samples were passed through the Neural Network (N¢ NN was trained sepa-
rately for each signal-background pair and the cuts on theoNfguts have been optimized for
the maximum significance. The LM9 CMS benchmark point¥1450,m ,_,=175, tan =50,
A,=0) was used as a reference in this study.

For the gluino decay the main backgrounds are coming fromztthé+jets(heres > 20
GeV) and inclusive SUSY(LM9) channels. The selection cetplire at least 2 OSSF isolated
leptons withp.. >10 GeV/cp: > 15 GeV/c) for muons(electrons), more than 4 centgaljk
2:4) jets W|thET > 30 GeV and the missing transverse enewgy T >50 GeV. The NN was

trained with the following variablesy .., E %, oo, M , M ET,  Er, Pf,iu plz The NN
orders the variables according to the significance for eaptasbackground combination. The
dilepton invariant mass for all OSSF combinations aftesaléctions is shown on the left side of
Fig. 4 for the LM9 point. The events, which has invariant nesssdose to the Z peaki(; > 75
GeV), have been excluded. The significarscg=23 is expected for an integrated luminosity
30 fb *. The discovery region compatible with the EGRET, is showrthanright hand side of
the Fig. 4. The scan was limited to,_, > 150 GeV due to constraints on the chargino mass.
The gluino channel has more other signal signatures whichpoavide even better background
separation and this estimation should be considered as knhatuv

For the direct neutralino-chargino productiofl , the trilepton final state was selected
using the following criteria: no central jetg { > 30GeV and < 2:4), two OSSF isolated
leptons ¢, > 10 GeV/c,pg > 15 GeV/c) plus any lepton with; > 10 GeV/c, see Fig. 3. The
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Figure 3: Events topology at the LHC for the mSUGRA region patible with the indirect DM search
(m -, <250 andn o > 1000 GeV)
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MET cut, very effective for the background suppression imeotSUSY channels, fails here as
the gauginos are lightat,_, < 250 GeV. The main background comes from Z+jets, Drell Yan,

ttand ZW/ZZ production. The NN was trained with the variabl%spT N Pf,ii ii ,

M 1, M ET. The expected significance of the trilepton final state ferltM9 point issTcp:é.l

for 1.,,.=30 fb * at low luminosity, see Fig. 5. At high luminosity the jets @efelection can
reduce the signal selection efficiency by 30% and another selection cuts are needed. The

right hand side of Fig. 5 shows the discovery reach of theptdn final state.

Both channels, in spite of different event topology, havertapping discovery regions
and are compatible with the region defined from indirect DMrsb.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The existing experimental data from the indirect DM seatabether with the electroweak and
relic density constraints, limit the mSUGRA parameters toaarow regionm ;_,  150-250
GeV,m, 1200-2500 GeV and tan 50-60. The LHC will probe this region at integrated
luminosity L., >30 fb *. The main discovery channels are the gluino decay into with
20SSF dilepton plus jets final state and the neutralinogthardirect production with the pure
trilepton final state.

Acknowledgements

| would like to thanks my collaborators at Karlsruhe UnivgraN. de Boer, C. Sander, M.
Niegel who share all results and T. Lari, A. Pukhov, M. Galldbt Kazakov for usefull discus-
sions during and after the workshop.



39

Part 7

Relic density of dark matter in the MSSM
with CP violation

G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, S. Kraml, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov

Abstract

We calculate the relic density of dark matter in the MSSM V@ vio-
lation. Large phase effects are found which are due bothifts $h the
mass spectrum and to modifications of the couplings. We dstrair
this in scenarios where neutralino annihilation is donedaby heavy
Higgs exchange.

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the interest of supersymmetric models with R-paritgservation is that they provide
a natural cold dark matter candidate, the lightest supemsstmic particle (LSP). The precise
measurement of the relic density of dark matter by WMAR945 < h? < 0:1287 [2, 3]
now strongly constrains the parameter space of supersymemeddels. Such is the case for
example in MSUGRA models, where the relic density of darktenas often too large [4, 8,
84-88]. It has been pointed out that if one allows the parameif the MSSM to be complex,
the relic density could be modified, even opening up new atbwegions of parameter space
[89, 90]. Furthermore, the issue of CP violation in the MSSalso interesting from the
cosmological point of view as it provides a possible solutio the baryon number asymmetry
via the electroweak baryogenesis mechanism [91]. As a fiegt towards a comprehensive
study of the relic density of dark matter in the MSSM with CBlation, we present here some
results for the case where the neutralino is the LSP and gaieity dominantly through heavy
Higgs exchange.

2. THE MODEL

We consider the general MSSM with parameters defined at th& s&ale. In general, one can
have complex parameters in the neutralino/chargino sedtbr™ ; = # ;& :, = j &

as well as for the trilinear couplings,: = A% . The phase ofl , can be rotated away.
Among the trilinear couplingsa . has the largest effect on the Higgs sector. Morever as the
phase of is the most severely constrained by electric dipole momebtM) measurements,
we set it to zero and consider only the two remaining phaseand ..

In the MSSM, the Higgs sector consists of two CP-even stdtes ° and one CP odd
statea. Adding CP violating phases in the model induces mixing leetwthese three states.
The mass eigenstates ;h,;h; (my,, < m,, < my,) are no longer eigenstates of CP. The
mixing matrix is defined by

(15 27a); = Hai(hishysha)l s (1)

In what follows we will mainly be concerned with the coupliofthe lightest neutralino to Hig-
gses that govern the neutralino annihilation cross sesttenHiggs exchange. The Lagrangian
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for such interactions writes
Loooy =2 0 (Cx + isg” )~7h; (2)
~9 ~Oh; 2 1 h.NgNO 5 h.NSNS 1441

with the scalar part of the coupling

gfmo o=Re [(N 12 &N 11 ) (H 11N 13 HyiN 14 jH3i(S N 13 cN 14 N1 (3)

11

whereN is the neutralino mixing matrix in the SLHA notation [92]. &lpseudoscalar com-
ponentgﬁiNo _, corresponds to the imaginary part of the same expressioa.LBFP couplings
to Higgsesl will clearly be affected both by phases in the na¢éinb sector, for example .,
which modifies the neutralino mixing, as well as from phades enter the Higgs mixing.
The latter can for example result from introducing a phaséhatrilinear couplinga .. In-
deed in the MSSM the mixing is induced by loops involving tgparks and is proportional to
Im (A )=(m§ )[93]. Thus a large mixing is expected when (& . )is comparable to
the squared of the stop masses. Note that the masses of thiegdyiggses also depend on
the phase of .. In particular larger mass splitting between heavy Higgsesfound for large

values of A..

3. RELIC DENSITY OF DARK MATTER

The computation of the relic density of dark matter in supenmetric models is now standard,
and public codes are available which perform this calcofagither in the context of the MSSM
or of a unified model. Here we are using an extensiommrOMEGAS [5, 6] that allows for
complex parameters in the MSSM [94]. UsihgnHEP [95], a new MSSM model file with
complex parameters was rebuilt in t@&alcHEP [96] notation, thus specifying all relevant
Feynman rules. For the Higgs sector, an effective poterstialritten in order to include in a
consistent way higher-order effects. Masses, mixing medrand parameters of the effective
potential are read directly frol@PsuperH [97] as well as masses and mixings of neutralinos,
charginos and third generation sfermions. On the other maaskes of the first two genera-
tions of sfermions are computed at tree-level from the irgarameters of the MSSM at the
weak scale. All cross sections for annihilation and coaitatibn processes are computed au-
tomatically withCalcHEP, and the standanchicrOMEGASs routines are used to calculate the
effective annihilation cross section and the relic densitgiark matter.

The cross sections for some of the annihilation and coalaibmn processes will depend
on phases, and so will the thermally-averaged cross sectikirthe same time, the phases
change the physical masses and so can strongly impact the ofdhe relic density, especially
when coannihilation processes are important or when aaiibm occurs near a resonance. It
is the latter case that we will consider in more details here.

At vanishing relative velocityy, neutralino annnihilation through s-channel exchange is
p-wave suppressed; the annihilation proceeds strictlyuthin pseudoscalar exchange. Never-
theless when performing the thermal averaging, the scatdrasmge cannot be neglected alto-
gether. In the MSSM with real parameters it can amourtt {1@0% ) of the total contribution.

In the presence of phases both heavy Higgses can acquiraudgssalar component (that is
gﬁ 0.9 & 0) and so both, andh; can significantly contribute to neutralino annihilatioreav
at smallv. There is a kind of sum rule that relates the couplings squafdhe Higgses to
neutralinos. Therefore, for the two heavy eigenstates kwaie in general close in mass, we do
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not expect a large effect on the resulting relic density fitdiggs mixing alone. A noteworthy
exception occurs when, for kinematical reason, only onéeftivo resonances is accessible in
neutralino annihilation, thatis ,, < m 0 < M.

4. RESULTS

In order not to vary too many parameters, we chotse= 150G eV ;M , = 300G &V ;tan =
5Mo.m,0, = 500G eV andA . = 1200 G ev. EDM constraints are avoided by setting= 0

and pushing the masses of the 1st and 2nd generation sfexmaoian Tev. We consider two
scenarios, = 500Gev and = 1 Tev leading to small and large mixing in the Higgs sector
respectively for . & 0. In both cases the LSP is dominantly bino. As mentioned above
allowing for non-zero phases not only affects the neuteadéind Higgs couplings but also their
physical masses. Since the relic density is very sensitiihé mass differencem .o, =

my,  2m. [83,98], it is important to disentangle the phase effect&imematics and in
couplings. As we will see, a large part of the huge phase tffeaported in Ref. [99] can
actually be attributedto achangeim o, = my,,  2m..

4.1 Scenario 1: small Higgs mixing

In the first scenario we fix = 500 G ev so that there is small Higgs mixing. Details of the mass
spectrum are shown in Table 1. The mass of the charged Higgs,= 340G v, is chosen
such that for real parameters the relic density falls withemWMAP range, h > = 0:11. In this
case, when the parameters are realis the pseudoscalar. The main channel for annihilation
of neutralinos are then characterictictof branching fractions, which goes predominantly into
fermion pairs i (78%), (10%) with a small contribution from the light Higgs chamnselh
(7%). When we vary either the phaseszof or of M ;, we observe large shifts in the relic
density.

First consider varying the phase, which affects the stop sector as well as the Higgs
masses and mixings through loop effects. In this scenatio wsmall, the scalar-pseudoscalar
mixing never exceeds 8%. We show that the phase dependedtedsy linked to the mass
dependence of the, which is predominantly pseudoscalar. In Fig. 1 we plot thedothat is
allowed by WMAP in then ; . plane. One can see that lower and upper WMAP bounds
correspond to the contours fom 2p, = 362and38% G ev respectively with onlyls devia-
tion. So the main effect of . can be explained by shifts in the physical masses and posifio
the resonance.

We next vary the phase,, keeping . = 0. This phase changes the neutralino masses and
mixings, which in turn determine the couplings of neutrasirto Higgses, Eq. 3. Far, . =
340 G ev, when increasing ,, the relic density drops, see Fig. 1b. This is because thes ofas
the neutralino increases slowly, resulting in a smalter o, . If one readjusts either the mass
of the neutralino or the mass of the Higgs to have a constass atifference, we find rather that

the relic densityincreaseswith. Thereasonisthatfor, = 0 (g° ;5" ) hZNH = (10 °; 056)
and @° 9" s - 9.0 = ( :045;10 ), while for ; = 90, (¢° ;g7 )y, - 0.0 = (0047; :008)and
9° 79 00 = ( 002;0:043). Therefore for, = 0, h, exchange dominates with a large

cross section while for; = 90 one gets about equal contribution fram andh; although
with a smaller overall cross section. When increasingurther (up to180 ), h, exchange
again dominates, however with a coupling to neutralinosliemby 30% than for ; = 0.
Thus one needs a smaller mass splitting .o, for h 2 to fall within the WMAP range, see
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Figure 1: The WMAP allowed bands (green/dark grey) in the a) cand b)m  « 1 plane for Scenario 1.
Contours of constant mass differences2 = m o, are also displayed. In the yellow (light grey) regiom 2
is below the WMAP range.
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Figure 2: h? as a function of , in Scenario 1. The value of ; is adjusted so thatm -0y, Stays constant. The
green (grey) band corresponds to theWMAP range.

Fig. 1b. Moreover, for large phases there is also a sizeaigibution from~?~% 1 h h; with

a constructive interference between s-channednd t-channel neutralino exchange. In Fig. 2
we show the variation ofh 2 with ; while keeping m .oy, fixed. The maximum deviation,
which is purely an effect due to shifts in couplings, can es@%.

4.2 Scenario 2: large Higgs mixing

As second case, we consider a scenario with a large mixinigeirHiggs sector. For this we
fix = 1 TeV. All other parameters have the same values as in the fiestagio safe for the
charged Higgs mass which is setitq + = 334 G v such that for real parameters the value of
the relic density agrees with WMAPR 2 = 0:125. This mass is lower than in the previous sce-
nario because the Higgsino fraction of the LSP is smalleprsoneeds to be closer to the Higgs
resonance. For. 6 0we have a large pseudoscalar/scalar mixing and hence astrdapen-
dence of h?2on .. For .= 0, h;is the pseudoscalar and gives the dominant contribution to
neutralino annihilation while for . = 90 h, is the pseudoscalar, hence giving the dominant
contribution. Consequently in Fig. 3, agreement with WMAlPgached form o, 25Gev
withh; = hsat .= 0and180,andh;= h,at .= 90.

When the neutralino mass is very near the two heavy Higgsessmes, one finds an-
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Scenariol, .= 0 Scenario2, ; = 0
my. = 340 my+ =334 | my. = 305
: 0 90 180 . 0 90 0 90

~9 | 147.0| 148.7| 150.3 ~0 1 149.0| 149.0| 149.0| 149.0
my, | 3831.5] 331.5| 331.5| | m,, | 324.4| 318.4| 294.7| 288.2
my, | 332.3] 332.3| 332.3| | m,, | 326.2| 328.9| 296.5| 299.5
h?| 0.11 | 0.087| 0.072 h?|0.125| 0.044| 0.107| 0.064

Table 1: Examples of LSP and Higgs masses (in GeV) and th#ingsuh 2 for the two scenarios considered.
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Figure 3: The WMAP allowed bands (green/dark grey) inithe. « plane for scenario 2 with a)  «
335Gev andb)m - 305Gev . Contours of constant mass differencesi= m ..., are also displayed. In
the yellow (light grey) region h 2 is below the WMAP range.

other region where the relic density falls within the WMARge. In the real case one needs
my+ = 305GeV, giving a mass differencen ., = 1:5Gev. Note that annihilation is
efficient enough even though one catches only the tail of seeigoscalar resonance. For the
same charged Higgs mass, the masg-ohcreases when one increases so that neutralino
annihilation becomes more efficient despite the fact thabecomes scalar-like artgljg O3
decreases. When, 75 90, the couplingg®, on, becomes very small and one needs

m .o, = 0 1:5Gev to achieve agreement with WMAP, see Fig. 3b. Here we are in the
special case where,, < 2m . my,,, SO that onlyh; contributes significantly to the relic
density. This feature is very specific to this choice of pagters. Even for constant values of

m o, = 1:5GevV wegetanincrease irh? relative to the . = 0 case by almost an order
of magnitude. This is however far less than the shifts of tvetecs of magnitude found for fixed
values ofm 4 - . Note that there is also a small contribution fremexchange but no significant
interference with t-channel diagrams.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The predictions for the relic density of dark matter in the 3Mwith CP violation can differ
significantly from the ones in the CP conserving case. Sonthasfe effects are simply due
to shifts in neutralino and/or Higgs masses. However, ose bas phase dependences due to
shifts in the couplings of neutralinos and Higgs as wellmspiecific cases, due to interferences
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between several contributions. Removing kinematicalceffewve find a maximal deviation of

h 2 of one order of magnitude. We have here only showed resutthto case where the
neutralinos annihilate via Higgs exchange. A systematiestigation of the different scenarios
of neutralino annihilation (the cases of wino, Higgsino axea gaugino-Higgsino LSP, as well
as the case of coannihilation with stops or staus) inclu@Rgviolation is underway.

Acknowledgements

We thank J.S. Lee for his help with CPsuperH and W. Porod fecudisions. This work was
supported in part by GDRI-ACPP of CNRS and by grants from thesian Federal Agency
for Science, NS-1685.2003.2 and RFBR-04-02-17448. A.khaeledges the hospitality of
CERN and LAPTH where some of the work contained here was pedd. S.K. is supported
by an APART (Austrian Programme for Advanced Research actiA@ogy) grant of the Aus-
trian Academy of Sciences. She also acknowledges the falasigpport of CERN for the
participation at the Les Houches Workshop.



45

Part 8
Light scalar top quarks

C. Bakzs, M. Carena, A. Finch, A. Freitas, S. Kraml, T. Lari, A. Men@aMilstene, S. Moretti,
D.E. Morrissey, H. Nowak, G. Polesello, A.R. Raklev, C.l¢pBlerd-Themistocleous, A. Sopczak
and C.E.M. Wagner

editors of this part.

1. INTRODUCTION

Most of the matter in the Universe consists of baryons andlaonnous (dark) matter. The

amount of these components are typically predicted indegethy from each other. In this sec-
tion, we discuss the collider implications of a supersyminstenario that provides a common
origin for both major components of matter. A cornerstonehi$ scenario is the assumption
that the baryon asymmetry of the Universe is generated @etrelweak baryogenesis. This
assumption, in its minimal form, leads to a light scalar tyjaudg, 100 GeV < m . < m..

If this light scalar top is found at colliders it can be a smmakigun signature of electroweak
baryogenesis.

After highlighting the basics and the consequences of #@meweak baryogenesis mech-
anism in the Minimal Supersymmetric extension of the Stash@iéodel (MSSM), in section 2.
the viability that the MSSM simultaneously provides the swead baryon asymmetry and dark
matter abundance is summarized.

Then, in section 3. a new method is presented to discoveryddanesis motivated light
scalar top, decaying dominantly inte?, at the LHC. The principal idea is to exploit the Ma-
jorana nature of the gluino, which implies that gluinos d¢ distinguish betweent, and t&;
combinations. This leads to like-sign top quarks in evefiglaino pair production followed
by gluino decays into top and stop.

This is followed by section 4. where a detailed analysis thasea parametrized simula-
tion of the ATLAS detector is presented. A benchmark modsitiglied in the framework of
the MSSM, with a scalar top quark lighter than the top quarkldyng a final state similar to
the one fortt production. It is demonstrated that a signal for the stoplmextracted in this
case, and the kinematic features of the stop decay can biedtutl technique to subtract the
Standard Model background based on the data is developetiiteva this result.

If scalar tops are light enough and are subject to large migifects, in the context of the
MSSM, they may be produced at the LHC in pairs and in assodiatith the lightest Higgs
boson (decaying into bottom quark pairs). For the case ichvtdp squarks are lighter than top
quarks, they typically decay into charmed quarks and urntiée neutralinos. Thus the overall
emerging signature is naturally composed of four isolagesl fwo of which may be taggedias
jets and two as-jets, accompanied by sizable missing transverse enevgyMSSM scenarios
are considered in section 5., for which we investigate thebm®ur of kinematic variables that
could possibly be employed in the experimental selecticsuch events.

Finally, scalar top quark studies at a Linear collider arespnted in section 6.. The
cosmologically interesting scenario with small mass ddfee between the scalar top and the
neutralino has been addressed in particular. The ILC wilabke to explore this region effi-
ciently. The simulation is based on a fast and realisticdetesimulation. The scenario of
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small mass differences is a challenge for c-quark tagginf wivertex detector. A vertex de-
tector concept of the Linear Collider Flavor IdentificatiCFI) collaboration, which studies
CCD detectors for quark flavor identification, is implemehte the simulations. The study
extends simulations for large mass differences (largdlsnergy).

2. BARYOGENSIS AND DARK MATTER

2.1 Overview of electroweak baryogenesis

The cosmological energy density of both main componentsaifen baryons and dark matter,
is known with a remarkable precision. Recent improvemehth® astrophysical and cosmo-
logical data, most notably due to the Wilkinson Microwaveigatropy Probe (WMAP) [3],
have determined the baryon density of the Universe (in umiitthe critical density . =
3H 2=(8 Gy ))tobe

sh?= 00224 0:0009; (1)

with h = 0:717995. (HereH, = h 100 km =s=M pc is the present value of the Hubble
constant, and ; is Newton’s constant.) According to the observations, theytn density is
dominated by baryons while anti-baryons are only secongiargucts in high energy processes.
The source of this baryon—anti-baryon asymmetry is oneefthjor puzzles of particle physics
and cosmology.

Assuming that inflation washes out any initial baryon asytmyregter the Big Bang, there
should be a dynamic mechanism to generate the asymmetnjrgfegion. Any microscopic
mechanism for baryogenesis must fulfill the three Sakhaequirements [100]:

baryon number (B) violation,

CP violation, and

departure from equilibrium (unless CPT is violated [101]).
All three requirements are satisfied in both the SM and the MSiBring the electroweak
phase transition. This is the basis for electroweak bamegis (EWBG) [102-106]. While
electroweak baryogenesis is viable in the MSSM, SM procesaenot generate a large enough
baryon asymmetry during the electroweak phase transition.

Baryon number violation occurs in the SM and the MSSM due tantum transitions
between inequivalent SU(2) vacua that viol@gte 1. ) [107]. These transitions are exponentially
suppressed at low temperatures in the electroweak brokasedi08, 109], but become active
at high temperatures when the electroweak symmetry isnexs{@10-114]. In the absence of
other charge asymmetries, like 1), they produce baryons and anti-baryons such that the net
baryon number relaxes to zero, and so do not by themselvesagera baryon asymmetry [115].

If the electroweak phase transition is first order, bubbldsroken phase nucleate within
the symmetric phase as the Universe cools below the critgraperature. These provide the
necessary departure from equilibrium. EWBG then procesd®libows [116]. CP violating
interactions in the bubble walls generate chiral chargenasgtries which diffuse into the sym-
metric phase in front of the walls. There, sphaleron trams#, which are active in the symmet-
ric phase, convert these asymmetries into a net baryon nurihes baryon number then dif-
fuses into the bubbles where the electroweak symmetry iseiool he chiral charges produced
in the bubble wall are able to diffuse into the symmetric ghaghere they are approximately
conserved, but not into the broken phase, where they are not.

Sphaleron transitions within the broken phase tend to dgstre baryon number gener-
ated outside the bubble. To avoid this, the sphaleron tiansiwithin the broken phase must
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be strongly suppressed. This is the case provided the elestik phase transition srongly
first order [117],
V(Tc )=Tc > 1; (2)

wherev (T.) denotes the Higgs vacuum expectation value at the crigcaperaturer..

The strength of the electroweak phase transition may berdeted by examining the
finite temperature effective Higgs boson potential. Thegdigacuum expectation value at the
critical temperature is inversely proportional to the Hsgguartic coupling, related to the Higgs
mass. For sufficiently light Higgs bosons, a first-order jghi@ansition can be induced by the
loop effects of light bosonic particles, with masses of theéeo of the weak scale and large
couplings to the Higgs fields. The only such particles in thea®e the gauge bosons, and their
couplings are not strong enough to induce a first-order ptrassition for a Higgs mass above
the LEP-2 bound [118-120].

Within the MSSM, there are additional bosonic degrees addaan which can make the
phase transition more strongly first-order. The most imgoatrtontribution comes from a light
stop, which interacts with the Higgs field with a coupling abto the top-quark Yukawa. In
addition, a light stop has six degrees of freedom, threeloiic@nd two of charge, which further
enhances the effect on the Higgs potential. Detailed catiiculs show that for the mechanism
of electroweak baryogenesis to work, the lightest stop masst be less than the top mass but
greater than about 120 GeV to avoid colour-breaking minigimultaneously, the Higgs boson
involved in breaking the electroweak symmetry must be gglitan 120 GeV [121-132], and
only slightly above the present experimental bound [133],

my > 114 GeV; 3)

which is valid for a SM Higgs boson.

The combined requirements of a first-order electroweak @l@assition, strong enough
for EWBG, and a Higgs boson mass above the experimentalsiengrely restrict the allowed
values of the stop parameters. To avoid generating too ggmtribution to , the light stop
must be mostly right-handed. Since the stops generate teeimportant radiative contribution
to the Higgs boson mass in the MSSM [134-136], the other stagt e considerably heavier
in order to raise the Higgs boson mass above the experimamiald, Eq. (3). For the stop soft
supersymmetry breaking masses, this implies [127]

mSB < 0; (4)
mg, > (LTev):

whereU; (Q ) is the soft mass of the third generation electroweak stngpetype (doublet)
scalar quarks at the electroweak scale. A similar balanejisired for the combination of soft
SUSY breaking parameters defining the stop mixing= A =tan 3Fm,., andtan
Large values of these quantities tend to increase the Higss rat the expense of weakening
the phase transition or the amount of baryon number produtied allowed ranges have been
found to be [127]

5< tan < 10; (5)
03< A =tan Fmg, < 0:5:

A strong electroweak phase transition is only a necessanglitton for successful EWBG.
In addition, a CP violating source is needed to generateralatiarge asymmetry in the bubble
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walls. Within the MSSM, the dominant source is produced leydharginos, and is proportional
to=( M ,)[137-140]. For this source to be significant, the charginastrbe abundant, which
requires that they are not much heavier than the temperafutiee plasma;r T.. This
translates into the following bounds:

Jarg( M ,)3 > 0:; (6)
M, < 500GevV:

These conditions are relevant to the abundance of neuirdéirk matter, since the masses and
mixing in the neutralino (and chargino) sector are strorgffiected by the value of the soft
gaugino massesi(;) and the higgsino mass parametey &t the weak scale.

The need for a large CP violating phase, Eqg. (6), impliesphdicular attention has to be
given to the violation of the experimental bounds on theteledipole moments (EDM) of the
electron, neutron, anti’Hg atom since phases enhance the EDM’s. The leading cotibmiisu
arise atthe one loop level, and they all are mediated by am@diate first or second generation
sfermion. They become negligible if these sfermions arg fileavy,m .. > 10 TeV. Such large
masses have also only a very small effect on EWBG. At the twp level, ifarg( M ,) & 0,
there is a contribution involving an intermediate chargama Higgs boson [141, 142]. Since
EWBG requires that this phase be non-zero and that the cluardpe fairly light, the two loop
contribution is required for sufficient EWBG is to be sucdabsThus, EDM limits strongly
constrain the EWBG mechanism in the MSSM. Similarly, thenbhang ratio forb ! s
decays is also sensitive to this phase, and therefore irm@oether constraint on the EWBG
mechanism.

2.2 Neutralino dark matter and electroweak baryogenesis

From the observations of the Wilkinson Microwave Anisofrdfrobe (WMAP) [3], in agree-
ment with the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS) [143], the dawktter density of the Universe
can be deduced as

cou h% = 0:1126" 901515 (7)
at95% CL. Since the SM cannot account for this, new physics has toMo&ed to explain dark
matter. This new physics has to accommodate non- standandbaryonic, massive, weakly
interacting particles that make up the observable darkendtbw energy supersymmetry pro-
vides a consistent solution to the origin of dark matter arfths been extensively studied in
the literature in different scenarios of supersymmetryakieg [144—150]. In this summary,
only the case when the lightest neutralinos make up all argfaihe observed dark matter is
considered in the MSSM.

In order to assess the viability of simultaneous generatiaime observed baryon—anti-
baryon asymmetry and dark matter, we focus on the narrownpetex region of the MSSM
defined by equations (3)-(6) of the previous section. Ashdistzed earlier, in this parameter
region electroweak baryogenesis is expected to yield tserwkd amount of baryon density of
the Universe. Itis also assumed that the lightest neutraifighter than the light stop so that it
is stable. To further simplify the analysis, we assume th@gaugino mass parameters and
M , are related by the standard unification relatign, = (g?=g?)M ; * 2M ;. The first and
second generation sfermion soft masses are taken to beargg;h . > 10 TeV, to comply
with the electron electric dipole moment (EDM) constraimtshe presence of sizable phases.
Only a phase that is directly related to electroweak bargeges (EWBG) is introduced, namely
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arg( )and for convenience we set the phases pequal and opposite to it. For simplicity, we
neglect the mixing between CP-even and CP-odd Higgs bosm®dhese phases.

1 nput parameters:

tanP =7, m, = 1000 GeV, Arg(n) = 1.571
M,=M,g%/g3, Arg(M,)=Arg(M,)=0, M =1 TeV
my, = 0 GeV, Mys = 1.5TeV, X = 0.7 TeV

My 5 Mgy, My, = 1 TeV
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Figure 1: Neutralino relic density as a functionrof; vs. § jform , = 1000 GeV andarg( )= =2

The relic abundance of neutralinos is computed as descmbj@d ], as shown in Fig. 1.
This plot shows the typical dependence of the neutralino density onj jandM ; for value
of the ratio of the Higgs vacuum expectation valties = 7, pseudoscalar mass, = 1000
GeV, andarg( )= =2. The green (medium gray) bands show the region of parampéees
where the neutralino relic density is consistent with &#%&¢ CL limits set by WMAP data.
The regions in which the relic density is above the experiadround and excluded by more
than two standard deviations are indicated by the red (dag)@reas. The yellow (light gray)
areas show the regions of parameter space in which the tieatralic density is less than the
WMAP value. An additional source of dark matter, unrelatedhte neutralino relic density,
would be needed in these regions. Finally, in the (medight)igray region at the upper right
the lightest stop becomes the LSP, while in the hatched atéa &wer left corner the mass of
the lightest chargino is lower than is allowed by LEP dfata

The region where the relic density is too high consists ofdatiand in which the lightest
neutralino has mass between about 60 and 105 GeV and is piregitiy bino. Above this
band, the mass difference between the neutralino LSP adigthetop is less than about 20-25
GeV, and stop- neutralino coannihilation as well as stop-sinnihilation are very efficient in
reducing the neutralino abundance. There is an area belwisiallowed band in which the
neutralino mass lies in the range 40-60 GeV, and the nemdrannihilation cross-section is
enhanced by resonances from s-chamn@hdz exchanges.

3htt;_o :==lepsusy w ebcern ch=lepsusy=w w w =inos.m oriond0l=charginos_pubhtm 1
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The relic density is also quite low for smaller valuesjof In these regions, the neutralino
LSP acquires a significant Higgsino component allowing @dople more strongly to the Higgs
bosons and the. This is particularly important in the region neay M ;)= (175;110) GeV
where the neutralino mass becomes large enough that atiohiinto pairs of gauge bosons
through s-channel Higgs am exchange and t-channel neutralino and chargino exchange is
allowed, and is the reason for the dip in the relic density ti@a point. Since the corresponding
couplings to the gauge bosons depend on the Higgsino cooftéiné neutralino, these decay
channels turn off ag jincreases. For highert ; values, the lightest neutralino and chargino
masses are also close enough that chargino-neutralinmitelation and chargino-chargino
annihilation substantially increase the effective crasgisn.

As suggested by universality , = (gZ=g?)M , is used in Fig. 1. Thus, smaller values of
M, and are excluded by the lower bound on the chargino mass from L##* das indicated
by the hatched regions in the figures. This constraint besomeh less severe for larger values
of the ratioM ,=M ;. We also find that increasing this ratio of gaugino masseth(wi, held
fixed) has only a very small effect on the neutralino relicsign

P Arg(w) =0 P Arg(n) =12
10 | i ] ] i ] 1] i ]0 ] | i ]
CDMS 2005
a =
10 |
CDMS projected
2 g '
<10}
(5
g
9
10 |
- Y 1071 /{/// KT
50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130
my, (GeV) m,, (GeV)

Figure 2: Spin independent neutralino-proton elastictsgay cross sections as a function of the neutralino mass
forarg( )= 0(left)andarg( )= =2 (right). The lower solid (cyan) lines indicate the projettensitivity of
CDMS, ZEPLIN and XENON, respectively.

The search for weakly interacting massive particles isaalyan progress via detection of
their scattering off nuclei by measuring the nuclear recsihce neutralinos are non-relativistic
they can be directly detected via the recoiling off a nucieusastic scattering. There are sev-
eral existing and future experiments engaged in this sediicl dependence of the neutralino-
proton scattering cross section on the phase tfas been examined as shown in Fig. 2. A

4See the LEPSUSY web-page for combined LEP Chargino Resiplts, 208 GeV.
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random scan over the following range of MSSM parametersnslaoted:®

(80GeV ¥ < m§3 < 0; 100< j j< 500GevV; 50< M, < 150G &V ;
200< m, < 1000Gev; 5< tan < 10: (8)

The result of the scan, projected to the neutralino-protaitsring cross section versus neu-
tralino mass plane, is shown by Fig. 2. The function ; is plotted, wheret accounts for the
diminishing flux of neutralinos with their decreasing den$i51].

For models marked by yellow (light gray) dots the neutralielic density is below the
WMAP bound, while models represented by green (medium gitayg comply with WMAP
within 2 . Models that are above the WMAP value by more tharare indicated by red (dark
gray) dots. The hatched area is excluded by the LEP chargass imit of 103.5 GeV. The
top solid (blue) line represents the 2005 exclusion limit@YMS [152]. The lower solid
(cyan) lines indicate the projected sensitivity of the CODMEPLIN [153] and XENON [154]
experiments.

Presently, the region above the (blue) top solid line is wetl by CDMS. In the near
future, forarg( ) = 0, CDMS will probe part of the region of the parameter spacere/tiee
WMAP dark matter bound is satisfied. The ZEPLIN experimerit start probing the stop-
neutralino coannihilation region together with the anlaition region enhanced by s-channel
resonances. Finally, XENON will cover most of the relevaatgmeter space for small phases.
Prospects for direct detection of dark matter tend to be eefik large values of the phase of

yarg( ) " =2

Large phases, however, induce sizable corrections to &utreh electric dipole moment.
The EDM experiments are sensitive probes of this model [Pddsently the experimental upper
limit is

Hi< 16 10?7 ean ; (9)
at90% CL. One- and two loop contributions with (1) phases, containing an intermediate first
generation slepton or charginos and Higgs bosons, respBgtare likely larger than this limit.
The one loop diagrams are suppressed by choosing high fussesond generation sfermion
masses in this work. The two loop corrections are supprdsgéargem ., or smalltan . The
range ofd. values obtained in our scan are consistent with the theuetectron EDM bound
and EWBG. On the other hand, far, < 1000 GeV, about an order of magnitude improvement
of the electron EDM boundil.j< 02 10 %’ ean, will be sufficient to test this baryogenesis
mechanism within the MSSM.

In summary, the requirement of a consistent generation nfdoéc and dark matter in
the MSSM leads to a well-defined scenario, where, apart frdigha stop and a light Higgs
boson, neutralinos and charginos are light, sizeable CRting phases, and moderate values
of 5< tan < 10 are expected. These properties will be tested in a complemeway by
the Tevatron, the LHC and a prospective ILC, as well as thnadigect dark-matter detection
experiments in the near future. The first tests of this seéenal probably come from electron
EDM measurements, stop searches at the Tevatron and Higghes at the LHC within the
next few years.

SParameters which are not scanned over are fixed as in thesiaghof Fig. 1.
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2.3 Baryogenesis inspired benchmark scenarios

The previous sections outlined a scenario in which the nredsdark matter abundance and
baryon asymmetry of the Universe can simultaneously besgeliin the context of the MSSM.
For the detailed exploration of the collider phenomenolwginis scenario, we follow the com-
mon strategy of selecting and analysing individual paramstace points, or benchmark points.
Some of the representative parameters of the selectedspuaihich we call Les Houches scalar
top (LHS) benchmark points, are presented in Table 1. Thehraeark points are defined taken
into account the discussion of the the parameter valuegpies in the previous section.

All benchmark points are selected such that the baryon astngrof the Universe and
the relic density of neutralinos is predicted to be closdeodne measured by WMAP and pass
all known low energy, collider and astronomy constraintse Thost important of these are the
SUSY particle masses, the electron EDB(b ! s ), and direct WIMP detection. A crucial
constraint is the LEP 2 Higgs boson mass limitof > 114:4 GeV. In the calculations of the
supersymmetric spectrum and the baryon asymmetry, tres telations are used except for
the Higgs mass, which is calculated at the one loop levelhénparameter region of interest,
the one loop calculation results in about 6-8 GeV lower kghiHiggs mass than the two loop
one [155, 156]. Thus, if the soft supersymmetric parametefming the benchmark points are
used in a two loop calculation, the resulting lightest Higgsss is found to be inconsistent with
LEP 2. A two loop level consistency with the LEP 2 limit can lohi@ved only when a baryon
asymmetry calculation becomes available using two loogbsllgpson masses.

The main difference between the benchmark points lies imikehanism that ensures
that the neutralino relic density also complies with WMAR&ing the unification motivated
ratio of the gaugino mass parameters=M ; close to 2 (together with the baryogenesis re-
quired100 < § < 500 GeV) induces a lightest neutralino with mostly bino admigtuA bino
typically overcloses the Universe, unless there is a spsitiation that circumvents this. For
example, as in the supergravity motivated minimal scena$JGRA, neutralinos can coan-
nihilate with sfermions, resonant annihilate via Higgs dws or acquire a sizable Higgsino
admixture in special regions of the parameter space. Thwer®the neutralino density to a
level that is consistent with the observations.

Benchmark point LHS-1 features strong stop-neutralinaodalation which lowers the
relic density of neutralinos close to the WMAP central valB&zable coannihilation only occurs
when the mass difference between the neutralino and stopalt @ess than about 30-40%). It
is shown in the following sections that a small neutralib@psmass gap poses a challenge for
the Tevatron and the LHC while the ILC can cover this regiditieitly.

At benchmark LHS-2 resonant annihilation of neutralin@ssAchannel Higgs resonances
lowers the neutralino abundance to the measured levelidicéise, the neutralino mass must be
very close to half of the lightest Higss boson mass. Thistdeatures a stop that, given enough
luminosity, can be discovered at the Tevatron due to thesldifference between the stop and
the neutralino masses. Even the heavier stop can possiplpbaced at the LHC together with
the third generation sleptons. On the other hand, sincesd@mance feature, the lightest Higgs
boson can decay into neutralinos, which reduces its visildgh, and can make its discovery
more challenging.

Point LHS-3 satisfies the WMAP relic density constraint lydsecause the lightest neu-
tralino acquires some wino admixture and because it is dbdating with the lightest stop and
chargino. The multiple effects lowering the relic densittypwa for a little larger neutralino-stop



LHS-1 LHS-2 LHS-3 LHS-4

Mogw,, 10000 10000 10000 4000
mg, ' 1500 1500 1500 4200
mZ 0 0 0 9%
my. 1000 1000 1000 4000

my 10000 10000 10000 2000
m E; 1000 1000 1000 2000

mg 10000 10000 10000 200
m E; 1000 1000 1000 200
Ay 0 0 0 0
A 650 et 2 643 et 2 676 et =2 1050
A, 0 0 0| 5000 é& -2
M, 110 60 110 112.6
M, 220 121 220 225.2
59 350 400 165 320
arg( ) =2 =2 =2 0.2
tan( ) 7 7 7 5
ma 1000 1000 1000 800

m . 137 137 137 123
m., 1510 1510 1510 4203

m e, 9960 9960 9960 204
me, 10013 10013 10013 2000

m .o 106 58.1 89.2 107
m g 199 112 145 196
M 197 111 129 194
m 381 419 268 358
my 116 116 116 117
Br(ty ! ~Yc) 1 0 0 1
Br(ty ! ~ Db 0 1 1 0
oh? 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11
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Table 1: Les Houches scalar top (LHS) benchmark points migti/by baryogenesis and neutralino dark matter.
Parameters with mass dimensions are given in GeV units. Eteleld definition of the LHS benchmarks, in
SLHA format [92], can be downloaded from http://www.hep.gov/balazs/Physics/LHS/.
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mass gap than in LHS-1. This point has a neutralino-stop g@sshat makes it detectable at
the Tevatron and the LHC.

LHS-4, a variation of LHS-1, is defined in detail in Ref. [L5Here the small neutralino-
stop mass difference makes the light stop inaccessibleealékatron and the LHC. On the
other hand, the ILC could measure the parameters with poecid he discovery potential of
this point is discussed in detail in Section 6.

In summary, the four benchmark points offer various chanfor the three colliders.
The Tevatron could resolve the stop quark in points LHS-2ld#8-3, where the; decays into
~ b but notin LHS-1 and LHS-4, where it decays inticwith a small phase space. The LHC
on the other hand may explore LHS-1 via the method describ&d iand LHS-2 as described
in 4.. In principle these methods are also applicable for {4H&d LHS-3; the small mass
differences at these points, however, make the analysi$imace difficult. In LHS-1, LHS-2
and LHS-3 the LHC can pair produce the heavier stop, whicleeded to pin down the stop
sector so crucial for baryogenesis. At the ILC, one can perforecision measurements of the
light stop as shown in section 6. Moreover, the -ino sectaduiting the important phase(s) can
be measured precisely (see [40] and references therein).

3. SAME-SIGN TOPS AS SIGNATURE OF LIGHT STOPS AT THE LHC

If the lighter of the two stopst;, has a mass ., < m . as motivated by baryogenesis [127,
158-160], gluino decays into stops and tops will have a largaching ratio. Since gluinos are
Majorana particles, they do not distinguish betwegnand tt; combinations. Pair-produced
gluinos therefore give

gy ! tEhh;tnh; Y (10)

and hence same-sign top quarks in half of the gluino-to-démays. Fom , m. < my ,the
t; further decays inte~{. If, in addition, thew stemming fromt ! Wi decays leptonically,
a signature of twajets plus two same-sign leptons plus jets plus missing wese energy is
expected:

! gg! I T (orkol 1l )+ Fts+ By : 11

This is a quite distinct peculiar signature, which will sete remove most backgrounds, both
from SM and Supersymmetry. Even thoughpair production has the dominant cross section,
it leads to a signature of twejets and missing transverse energy, which is of very litchiise.
Thus the same-sign top signature is of particular interesiir scenario. In this contribution,
we lay out the basics of the analysis; for a detailed desorigee [161].

To investigate the use of our signature, Eq. (11), for distioig a lightt; at the LHC
we define a MSSM benchmark point ‘LST-1" with, = 660 GeV,m, = 150 GeV and
m o = 105 GeV. The other squarks (in particular the sbottoms) arerta@ebe heavier than
the gluinos. This considerably suppresses the SUSY backdrand gluinos decay to about
100% intott;. For the neutralino to have a relic density within the WMARi1hd, we choose
m, = 250 GeV. The MSSM parameters of LST-1 and the corresponding @sassilculated
with SuSpect 2.3 [62], are given in Tables 2 and 3 (as for th& Ipdints, the SUSY-breaking
parameters are taken to be onshell.). The relic density atedpwith micrOMEGAS [5, 6] is

h?= 0:105.
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M, M, M3 tan( )
110 220 660 300 7
ma At Ay A
250 670 500 100
mE1;2 M, Qi M,
250 250 1000 1000
mE1;2 Mg, mUl;z mUl;z Mg, My,
250 250 1000 1000 100 1000
oy F'S Gr sz M5 m, [mpmp)t| me | m
127.91 11664 10°| 0.11720 | 91.187| 4.2300 | 175.0| 1.7770

Table 2: Input parameters for the LST-1 scenario [masseseii] GJnless stated otherwise, the SM masses are
pole masses. The SUSY-breaking parameters are taken taeshelbn

d oL B =] €L ~ ~e ~
1001.69| 998.60| 997.43 | 149.63 | 254.35| 247.00| 241.90| 241.90
dr R 5 % € ~2
1000.30| 999.40| 1004.56| 1019.26| 253.55| 260.73
g ~? ~ ~3 ~] ~ ~
660.00 | 104.81| 190.45| 306.06 | 340.80| 188.64| 340.09
h H A H
118.05 | 251.52| 250.00 | 262.45

Table 3: SUSY mass spectrum [in GeV] for the LST-1 scenarior the squarks and sleptons, the first two
generations have identical masses.

3.1 Event generation

We have generated SUSY events anldackground equivalent &0 fo ' of integrated luminos-
ity with PYTHIA 6.321 [17] and CTEQ 5L parton distributionriations [47]. This corresponds
to about three years of data-taking at the LHC at low lumityosThe cross sections for the
Supersymmetry processes at NLO are given in Table 4. We Hewayanerated additional SM
background in five logarithmig; bins fromp; = 50 GeV to 4000 GeV, consisting ob  1d
of W +jet, Z +jet, andw W =W z =z 7 production events and:5 16 QCD2 ! 2 events per
bin.

Detector simulation are performed with the generic LHC ditesimulation AcerDET
1.0 [163]. This expresses identification and isolation ptdas and jets 51 terms of detector
coordinates by azimuthal angle pseudo-rapidity and cone sizeR = ( )2+ ()=

(~9) | ®
00894 | 737

(o )
0281

(k)
0666

("’1 ~1 )
0:774

(ger)
498

| @)
LST-1| 280

(g9)
539

Table 4: Cross sections (in pb) at NLO for the most importarmge3symmetric processes for LST-1 parameters,
computed with ROSPIN® [162] at” 5= 14TeV. For comparison, we also give theNLO cross section taken
from [15].
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Cut 2lepdjet p*  p 2b B, 2t SS
Signal

gg | ttht; et ety 10839 6317 4158 960 806 628 330
Background

SUSY 1406 778 236 40 33 16 5

SM 25.3M 1.3M 35977 4809 1787 1653 12

Table 5: Number of events after cumulative cuts3orfo * of integrated luminosity.

We identify a lepton ifo; > 5(6) GeV andj j< 2:5for electrons (muons). A lepton is isolated
if itis a distance R > 0:4 from other leptons and jets, and the transverse energy degas
acone R = 02 around the lepton is less than GeV. Jets are reconstructed from clusters by
a cone-based algorithm and are accepted if the jephas 15 GeVinaconeR = 04. The
jets are recalibrated using a flavour-independent paraagtn, optimized to give a scale for
the dijet decay of a light Higgs. Thetagging efficiency and light jet rejection are set accogdin
to thep, parametrization for a low luminosity environment, giverj1164].

3.2 Signal isolation

The following cuts are applied:
two same-sign leptonspr ) with §° > 20 GeV.
at least four jets witl5" > 50 GeV, of which two are>tagged.
B > 100 GeW.

The top quark content in the events is explored by demandiagbdmbinations of the two
hardest leptons andjets that give invariant masses,; < 160 GeV, which is consistent
with a top quark.

The effects of these cuts are shown in Table 5 where “2lep &jafter detector simulation and
cuts on two reconstructed and isolated leptons and founstnacted jets; “2b” is the number
of events left after thexjet cut, assuming &tagging efficiency of 43%; & .” is the cut on
missing transverse energy and “SS” the requirement of twoessign leptons. These cuts
constitute the signature of Eq. (11). The same-sign cut iseotral importance in removing
the SM background, which at this point consists onlytoevents. The cuts on transverse
momentum and top content t2are used to further reduce the background. We find that the
gluino pair production, with leptonic top decay, is easigparated from both SM and SUSY
backgrounds.

We have assumed vanishing flavour-changing neutral car(ERXNCSs), so that the anoma-
lous couplings ingcandtgu vertices are effectively zero, i.e. there is no significarhs-sign
top production by FCNCs. To investigate other possible gemknds we have used MadGraph
Il with the MadEvent event generator [165, 166]. The seawh theen limited to parton level,
as we find no processes that can contribute after placingppppte cuts. We have investigated
the SM processes that can mimic a same-sign top pair by mdgrtg of jets or the production
of one or more additional leptons, as well as inclusive pobidn of same-sign top pairs. In
particular we have investigated the diffractive scatigrin ! W oW o°and the production
of a top pair from gluon radiation in single productiong” ! W . We have also checked
the production oftl" 1, ttt, tidy to, W W, W *tw * andw W Ibjj.Cuts on lep-
tons and quarks have been placed as given above, and twa-gpéok pairs are required to be
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consistent with top decays. We also require neutrinos frioewt decays to give the needed
missing energy. After these cuts and detector geometryafuts > 04 andj j< 2:5for all
leptons and quarks, we find the cross sections of these @@Eé&s be too small, by at least an
order of magnitude, to make a contribution at the integratednosity considered.

3.3 Mass determination

Having isolated the signal, it will be important to measure properties of the sparticles to
confirm that the decay indeed involves a light scalar topc&the neutralino and the neutrino
in the top decay represent missing energy and momentumns&aation of a mass peak is
impossible. The well studied alternative to this, see §7f171], is to use the invariant-mass
distributions of the SM decay products. Their endpoints loargiven in terms of the SUSY
masses, and these equations can then in principle be solgagkttthe masses.

In this scenario there are two main difficulties. First, thare four possible endpoints:
m ¥, m§ %, m L2 andm 2%, of which the first simply gives a relationship between theses
of thew and the top, and the second and third are linearly depensiemibat we are left with
three unknown masses and only two equations. Second, leeotise information lost with
the escaping neutrino, the distributions of interest dllviary gradually to zero. Determining
exact endpoints in the presence of background, while takitmaccount smearing from the
detector, effects of particle widths, etc., will be veryfdifilt. The shape of the invariant-mass
distributions are shown, for some arbitrary normalizatiornFig. 3.

e

Mpic]

100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500
Invariant mass [GeV]

o
[$)]
o

Figure 3: Invariant-mass distributions for LST-1 at generéevel. These distributions only take into account the
kinematics of the decay.

We have attacked the second problem by extending the ertdpethod and deriving the
complete shapes of the invariant-mass distributionsfgrandm ... The resulting expressions,
and their derivation, are too extensive to be included hauecan be found in [161]. Fitting
to the whole distribution of invariant mass greatly reduttesuncertainty involved in endpoint
determination, and has the possibility of giving additianBormation on the masses. One could
also imagine extending this method to include spin effattheé distribution, to get a handle on
the spins of the SUSY particles involvéd

SFor details on deriving invariant-mass distributions iscade decays, and the inclusion of spin effects, see
[172].
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In fitting them . andm . distributions, we start from the isolated gluino pair protion
events of Section 3.2. However, in some of these events ohetbrof thew decay to a tau
lepton, which in turn decays leptonically; these are an talthl, irreducible background to
the signal distributions. Thejets and leptons are paired through the cut on two top-quark
candidates. A comparison with Monte Carlo information frtra event generation shows that
this works well in picking the right pairs. The issue remaiasdentify the c-quark-initiated
jets and to assign these them to the cortget and lepton pair. The precision of this endpoint
determination is limited by systematical uncertainties.

Different strategies can be used for picking thgts. Because of the strong correlation
between the tagging of and c-jets, one could use an inclusivecjet tagging where the two
types of jets would be separated by theitagging likelihoods, and the requirement of top
candidates in the event. A thorough investigation of thigtegy will require a full simulation
study, using realistie-tagging routines. The strategy that we follow here is,aadt to accept
a low >tagging efficiency to pick twarjets and reject mostjets. The likelihoods in theé-
tagging routine could then help to pick the corregets from the remaining jets. In this fast
simulation study we are restricted to a simple statisticablel of the efficiency of making
this identification and we assume2as probability of identifying acjet directly from the
rtagging likelihood. For events where we have missed oneothn bf the cjets, they are
selected as the two hardest remaining jets with< 100 GeV. This upper bound on transverse
momentum is applied because the stop is expected to bevedydight if our signal exists, and
it avoids picking jets from the decay of heavy squarks. Ejet candidates are paired to the
top candidates by their angular separation in the lab framd,by requiring consistency with
the endpoints of the two invariant-mass distributions we raot looking at. For example, to
construct them .. distribution, we demand consistency with the endpoints™ andm =2+ 7.
Events with no consistent combinationscgkts and top-quark candidates are rejected.

The fit functions form .. andm .. can in principle be used to determine both of the two
linearly independent parameters

M2 m2)m?2 m’)mi+m3) 2
max\2 _ f "1 _ m2_
(mbc ) = 2rn§m2 and a= m—%, (12)
=
where
mi=m? mf mé and mj=m] 4mim§1: (13)

We typically havem im . m ; for light stops, sothat 1. In our model the nominal value
iSsa = 0:2991. The distributions are sensitive to such valuesaainly at very low invariant
masses. Because of the low number of events, no sensible vatube determined from a fit;
we therefore set = 1. The fit quality and value afi . ** is found to be insensitive to the choice
of afor a > 0:980.

The results of the fits ta. . ** are shown in Fig. 4. The combined result of the two distri-
butions ism .2 = 389:8 53 GeV, to be compared with the nominal value3sf. :1 GeV. The
somewhat large ? values of the fits indicate that there are some significartesyatical errors.
However, if this is compared to the same fit with &tagging, we find large improvements in
both fit quality and distance from the nominal value. The gsialcan be optimized using more
detailed information from the-quark tagging.

"We require that the values are below the rough estimatgs* = 430 GeV, m"3* = 480 GeV and
mp2* = 505 GeV, approximately 40 GeV above the nominal values, so noiggepre-determination of end-
points is assumed.
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Figure 4: Invariant-mass distributions witlos ctagging efficiency afteb-tagging. The left plot shows: ..
(black), the right plot shows .. together with a fit of the calculated distribution. Also shroare the contributions
from the SM background (green) and the SUSY background Yblliee SUSY background consists mostly of
events with one or more taus.

In summary, we have investigated a baryogenesis-motisateuhrio of a light stopd(, < m ),
with &4 | c~? as the dominant decay mode. In this scenario, pair productia; leads to a
signature of two jets and missing transverse energy, whidrbe difficult to be used for the
discovery oft; at the LHC. We have hence proposed a method using stops stgniram
gluino decays: in gluino pair production, the Majorana natof the gluino leads to a peculiar
signature of same-sign top quarks in half of the gluinottpglecays. For the case in which
all other squarks are heavier than the gluino, we have shbanthe resulting signature of
28s + 2 same-sign leptons + jets & . can easily be extracted from the background and
serve as a discovery channel for a light We have also demonstrated the measurement of a
relationship between the gluino, stop and LSP masses. Tagether with a determination of
other invariant-mass endpoints, and a measurement of tl%YShhss scale from the effective
mass scale of events, this may be sufficient to approximetglgrmine the masses of the SUSY
particles involved, in particular the light stop. Last bot teast we have checked that the same-
sign top signal remains robust for higher gluino massedhi®rcasen , < m 4, as well as in the
stop co-annihilation region with a small mass differenceveen thet; and the LSP. See [161]
for more details.

4. DETECTION OF A LIGHT STOP SQUARK WITH THE ATLAS DETECTOR AT
THE LHC

It has been recently pointed out that SUSY models with a vight stop squark, lighter than
the top quark, not excluded by existing accelerator searaten have an important impact for
cosmology [91, 127, 160].

Little work had been devoted to date to explore the potenfitthe LHC experiments for
the discovery of light stop squarks. In the framework of tb@2Les Houches Workshop it was



60

therefore decided to address this issue by studying thetddiéty of the stop at the LHC in
two benchmark models. For both of these models the stop duesta mass of 137 GeV, and
for the first, easier, model the two-body decay of the stomdqinto a chargino andiaquark is
open. For the second model the chargino is heavier thanadpewhich has therefore to decay
either in the 4-body mode b~ or through a loop te-~?.

An exploratory study is presented of the first of the two megdehere we address in detail
the ability of separating the stop signal from the dominavittsckgrounds. The parameters of
the examined model correspond to that of the LHS-2 benchpairk.

4.1 Simulation parameters

For the model under study all the masses of the first two gépnaraquarks and sleptons are set
at 10 TeV, and the gaugino masses are related by the usuahgaugss relatiom ; :M , =
1 : ». The remaining parameters are thus defined:

M;=605Ge&v =400G&V tan =7 M;= 950G &V

m@s)=1500GeV m (r)=0GeV m (B )= 1000G&V A= 6428 G eV

The resulting relevant masses aret; ) = 137 GeV,m (~, )= 111 GeV,m (~}) =58 GeV. The

t; decays with 100% branching ratio intg i and ~, decays with 100% branching ratio into
an off-shellw and ~?. The final state signature is therefore similar to the onesfproduction:

2 bjets, EX == and either 2 leptonse¢ ) (4.8% branching ratio) or 1 lepton and 2 light jets
(29% BR).

The signal cross-section, calculated with the CTEQS5L stmecfunctions is 280 pb at
leading order. The NLO result, calculated with the PROSP[WTB] program is 412 pb. This
corresponds to approximately half of the cross-sectiondprguark production.

For the signal a softer kinematics of the visible decay potglis expected, compared to the top,
since the mass difference between the stop and the invisildé¢ the end of the decay chain is
about 80 GeV. We analyze here the semi-leptonic channelrendrdy one of the tway legs
has a lepton in the final state. We apply the standard cutbéosearch of the semileptonic top
channel as applied in [174], but with softer requirementshenkinematics:

one and only one isolated leptog (), b > 20 GeV.
B s> 20GeV.
at least four jets witle (7, ;J,) > 35GeV andp. (J5;J4) > 25 GeV.

exactly two jets in the events must be tagged-pets. They both must have> 20 GeV.
The standard ATLAS b-tagging efficiency of 60% for a rejeatfactor of 100 on light
jets is assumed.

A total of 600k SUSY events were generated using HERWIG 615]2], and 1.2Mttevents
using PYTHIA 6.2 [175]. This corresponds to a statistics lndat 2.5 fb * for the LO cross-
sections and about:s fb * for the NLO cross-sections. The only additional backgroood-
sidered for this exploratory study was the associated mtoolu of a W boson with twajets
and two nonbjets. This is the dominant background for top searches dtkt@ We generated
this process with ALPGEN [176]. The cross-section for theeknatic cuts applied at genera-
tion is 34 pb forw decaying to botleand . A total of aboutc0000 events were generated for
this background. For this exploratory study we just geregtéihe process ojj, which should
allow us to have an idea whether this background will strgragfect the analysis. A more
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accurate estimate of this background should be performegehgrating all of ther bo+(1,..n)
jets with the appropriate matching to the parton shower. Jémerated events are then passed
through ATLFAST, a parametrized simulation of the ATLAS elgtbr [18].

4.2 Analysis

After the described selection cuts the efficiency forthieackground is 3.3%, far i 3.1%,
and for the signal 0.47%, yielding a background which is ai&uimes larger than the signal.
An improvement of the signal/background ratio can be olegioy requiring on the minimum
invariant mass of all the non-b jets > 25 GeV in the event. The distribution for signal and
background is shown in Fig. 5. A clear peak for the W mass ibkgor the top background,
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Figure 5: Minimum invariant mass distributions (in GeV) aitnon-b jets for signal (left) and background (right).

whereas the invariant mass for the signal should be smél&r about 54 GeV, which is the
mass difference between the and the~!. In this analysis we are searching for the possible
evidence of a light stop, for which the decay through a restmais kinematically not allowed.

It is therefore possible to significantly improve the sighatkground ratio by selecting the
events wheren ; < 60 GeV. The signal/background ratio improves to 1/10, with sslof

a bit more than half the signal. This cut could bias the kingerdistribution for the signal,
which has a priori an unknown kinematics. We have therefepeated the analysis for a cut
at 70 GeV as a systematic check, obtaining equivalent sesklgure 6 shows the (i), i
distribution after this cut, i.e. the invariant mass for tt@mbination of a b-tagged jet and
the two non-b jets yielding the minimum invariant mass. K& gelected jets result from the
decay of the stop, the invariant mass should have an end abatiout 79 GeV, whereas the
corresponding end-point should be at 175 GeV for the topdpackd. The presence of the stop
signal is therefore visible as a shoulder in the distribuiompared to the pure top contribution.
A significant contribution fronw bis present, without a particular structure. Likewise, the
variablem (bl), ;, has an end point at about 66 GeV for the signal and at 175 Gethéotrop
background, as shown in Fig. 7. The same shoulder struduikeservable. We need therefore
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Figure 6: Left: minimuntjjinvariant mass distributions (in GeV) for top backgroundi(black line),w Woback-

ground (dot-dashed blue line), signal (dashed red linegJhRisame distribution, showing the signal contribution
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to predict precisely the shape of the distributions for e lbackground in order to subtract it
from the experimental distributions and extract the sighstributions.
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ground (dot-dashed blue line), signal (dashed red linegJhRisame distribution, showing the signal contribution
(gray) summed to the background.
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The top background distributions can be estimated from #te themselves by exploiting
the fact that we select events where one ofithérom the top decays decays into two jets and
the other decays into lepton neutrino. One can thereforcsélvo pure top samples, with
minimal contribution from non-top events by applying segaly hard cuts on each of the two
legs.

Top sample 1: the best reconstructad invariant mass is within 15 GeV of 175 GeV,
andm (bl), ;, > 60 GeV in order to minimize the contribution from the stop sigrghe
neutrino longitudinal momentum is calculated by applyingit mass constraint.

Top sample 2: the best reconstructgd mass is within 10 GeV of 175 GeV.
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Figure 8: Left: minimumbjj invariant mass distribution (in GeV) for top backgroundli(fiack line), w o
background (dot-dashed blue line), signal (dashed redl foraop sample 1. Right: minimumlinvariant mass
distribution (in GeV) for top background (full black liney, kobackground (dot-dashed blue line), signal (dashed
red line) for top sample 2.

The distributions ofn (bj5), »» (m (bl), 1) for signal and background are shown in Fig. 8 left
(right plot) for top sample 1 (top sample 2), respectivelyalyOa small amount of signal and
W Kobackground is present in the top samples, and in partiduesignal is reduced essentially
to zero for masses above 80 GeV.

We assume that we will be able to predict thexbackground through a combination of
Monte Carlo and the study afiioproduction in the data, and we subtract this background both
from the observed distributions and from the top samplesteMrk is required to assess the
uncertainty on this subtraction. Given the fact that thiskgaound is smaller than the signal,
and it has a significantly different kinematic distributjave expect that a 10-20% uncertainty
will not affect the conclusions of the present analysis.

For top sample 1, the top selection is performed by applyawge cuts on the lepton
leg, it can therefore be expected that the minimisin invariant mass distribution, which is
built from jets from the decay of the hadronic side be esaéintinaffected by the top selection
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Figure 9: Left: minimumbjj invariant mass distribution (in GeV) for background (fulié) and rescaled top
sample 1 (points with errors). Right: minimumainvariant mass distribution (in GeV) for background (fuiie)
and rescaled top sample 2 (points with errors).

cuts. This is shown in the left plot of Fig. 9 where the minimu#y invariant mass distribution,
after subtraction of the residual tobackground is compared to the distribution for a pure top
sample. The top sample 1 is rescaled in such a way that thggrahtaf the two distributions is
the same in the higher mass part of the spectrum, where egdbenb signal is expected. The
agreement is quite good, clearly good enough to allow theaetion of the stop signal.

A similar result is observed for the minimumainvariant mass and top sample 2, as shown
on the right plot of Fig. 9.

The rescaledh (bjj), » (m (bl), ;) for top sample 1 (2) respectively, can then be sub-
tracted from the observed distributions, and the resutsshown in Fig. 9 superimposing the
corresponding expected distributions for the signal. Asdssed above, we have subtracted the
W bbackground from the observed distributions.

In both distributions the expected kinematic structurelisesvable, even with the very
small statistics generated for this analysis, correspanth little more than one month of data
taking at the initial luminosity of.0** cm s *.

Further work, outside the scope of this initial exploratimmneeded on the evaluation of
the masses of the involved spatrticles through kinematiesuof the selected samples.

In summary, a preliminary detailed analysis of a SUSY modéh & stop squark lighter
than the top quark decaying into a chargino andjet was performed. It was shown that for
this specific model after simple kinematic cuts a signakigamund ratio of about 1/10 can be
achieved. A new method, based on the selection of pure toplsarto subtract the top back-
ground has been presented. The method makes it possiblesd¢ovelthe kinematic structure
of the stop decays, and hence to extract some of the modehptees. This analysis can yield
a clear signal for physics beyond the SM already for 1-2'ftand is therefore an excellent
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Figure 10: Left: minimunbjj invariant mass distribution (in GeV) after the subtractncedure (points with
errors) superimposed to the original signal distributiil (ine). Right: minimumblinvariant mass distribution
(in GeV) after the subtraction procedure (points with esjauperimposed to the original signal distribution (full
line).

candidate for an early discovery at the LHC.

5. HIGGS BOSON PRODUCTION IN ASSOCIATION WITH LIGHT STOPS AT THE
LHC

5.1 Top squark and Higgs boson associated production

As already stressed in previous Les Houches proceedin@$, [i€cause of their large Yukawa
couplings (proportional ta ), top quarks and their Supersymmetric (SUSY) counterptots
squarks (or stops, for short), play an important role inrttechanism of Electro-Weak Symme-
try Breaking (EWSB) and hence in defining the properties eflitiggs bosons. For example,
the contribution of the top quarks and top squarks in theataai corrections to the mass of the
lightest Higgs bosor,, can push the maximum ,, value up to135 GeV, hence well beyond
the tree-level resultn{,, < m ;) and outside the ultimate reach of LEP-2 and the current one
of Run2 at Tevatron. Because of a large, the mixing in the stop sector is also important,
as large values of the mixing parameter = A .+ =tan can increase the boson mass
for a given value oftan . Finally, naturalness arguments suggest that the SUSYcjesrthat
couple substantially to Higgs bosons (indeed, via largeaviidk couplings) could be relatively
light. For the case of stop quarks, the lightest stop masnsigtes;, could be lighter than the
top quark itself.

At the LHC, a light stop with large couplings to Higgs bosoas contribute to botln
production in the main channel, the gluon—gluon fusion me@mgg! h (and similarly, in
theh ! decay) [178-183] (destructively in fact, at one-loop I¢vahd in the subleading
associated production of stops and Higgs;gg | t th [184-188]. (The latter, thanks to the
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combination of an increased phase space and large stofs Eloggplings, can become a discov-
ery mode of a light Higgs boson at the LHC). We expand here envibrks of Refs. [184—188]
which were limited to inclusive analyses, by investigatihg decay phenomenology of such
light squark and Higgs states for two specific MSSM scenafib&se scenarios correspond to
benchmark points LHS-1 and LHS-2.

5.2 Top squark and Higgs boson decays

The adopted MSSM scenarios correspond to the two configuisbf parameters already dis-
cussed in this part of the report. They can be identified devist

1. ( ;M )= (400;60)GeV, Nghzz 0:105,
2. ( ;M;)= (350;110)GeV, ~<1>hz= 0:095.

For the purpose of analysing the kinematics of the decayymtsdof the Higgs boson and
the scalar top quarks, the quantities of relevance are tpeastd Higgs boson masses as well
as the mass difference between top, squarks, and the liditk3Y particle, ¢ (the lightest
neutralino). As for both MSSM points the only decay channglilable tot; states ist; !

c {. The largem ., m » the more energetic the charmed jet emerging from the debay, t
favouring its tagging efficiency. Thie boson invariably decays inte pairs, with a branching
ratio of about 84%. Hence, the final signature consists aof foumore) jets, two of which are
Irjets and two others-jets, plus missing transverse energy.

The relevant masses for the two MSSM points considered are:

l.m,=112GeV,m 58 GeV,m,, = 116 GeV,
2. m 6 = 118 GeV,m 106 GeV,m,, = 116 GeV.

The inclusive cross sections for the two points are 248 ar&dfB0respectively, as computed
by HERWIG [11] in default configuration. The HERWIG event geation uses the MSSM
implementation described in [12] with input files generatedthe ISAWIG interface [189]. In
order to realistically define the kinematics of the final stahd study some possible selection
variables, we interface the Monte Carlo (MC) event generaith a suitable detector simu-
lation (based on a typical LHC experiment). After squark &hggs decays, parton shower,
hadronisation and heavy hadron decays, we require to éebactly four jets. Then, for the
mere purpose of identifying the four jets and studying tbeinaviour in relation to the decaying
heavy objects, we sample over all possible combinations-mtdnvariant masses and isolate
the one closest to the inpit;, value. Apart from occasional mis-assignments, this efiitye
isolates the two jets coming from thedecay. The remaining two jets are bound to emerge
from the two top squark decays. Evidently, in the context ekperimental selections, flavour-
tagging techniques will be exploited, as the actual value pfwill be unknown. Finally, the
missing transverse momentum is reconstructed by balarnicagginst the overall jet transverse
momentum (after detector effects). We present the follgvdistributions in Fig. 5.2:

the average transverse momentum distribution of top sguafkve);

the minimum trans. momentum distribution of top squagkéi ax);

the maximum trans. momentum distribution of top squagks: ax);

the average trans. momentum distribution of charm[bottjets} ¢ (ave)E ; (ave)]

the minimum trans. momentum distribution of charm[bottget$: g@m in)E (m in)]
the maximum trans. momentum distribution of charm[bottgetg: g(m ax)[E ; (m ax)]
the missing trans. momentum distributiantn iss);

ro o
Il
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the trans. momentum distribution of the Higgs boson (fromttho jets best reconstruct-
ingm ) o (Higgs);

the invariant mass of the two jets best reconstructing ..
The first three spectra have been obtained at parton levée tile others at detector level. The
detector effects have been emulgtgd by Gaussian smearittgedapton/photon and hadron
tracks, accordingto (E )=E = res= (E ), with resolutionres= res;,, = 0:1andres,.q = 0:5
for the Electro-Magnetic (EM) and hadronic calorimeteespectively. A cone jet algorithm is
applied to select the four jets by imposing 7 > 0:7 andp§ > 5 GeV. While the cut on az-
imuth/pseudorapidity differences does emulate real det@erformances the one on transverse
momentum is clearly far too low. However, the main purpostefsimulation at this stage is to
evaluate potential efficiencies of real LHC detectors byohthhe above cross sections should
be multiplied in order to have a realistic number of detel@@vents. Thus, as much as possible
of the phase space ought to be sampled, compatibly with theeefaition requirements. (For
the same reason, individual jets are collected within thgewiseudorapidity rangg¢ < 5.)
In this respect, it is obvious from the figure that the mainrsewf lost signal events would be
the distributions in transverse momentum of thjets, particularly for point 2, for which the
aforementioned mass difference is very small. Moreovex,rttissing transverse momentum
distributions peak at 50-60 GeV (somewhat softer for pojra2expected), a value comfort-
ably larger than typical background distributions yielglfiour (or more) jets in the detector but
no leptons. Finally, apart from a low transverse energydiad to misidentified-jets (that may
well appear if flavour tagging techniques rejection efficies were poor), one should expect
the vast majority of>jets emerging fromh decays to pass standard detector thresholds. The
distributions at parton level have been given for compariaath the results presented in the
literature referred to earlier.

In summary, on the basis of the above MC simulation, assuithatj> and cjets can
be collected starting from») = 30 GeV, and if one also requires? *> > 40 GeV, four-
jet selection efficiencies should be around 50%(10%) fonpd{2). Above thep, cut LHC
detectors have large jet reconstruction efficiencies. dalph tagging efficiencies are around
50%, but charm tagging efficiencies will be lower than thisved the inclusive cross sections
and the above reconstruction efficiencies (not includiggitag efficiencies), this leaves of order
13,000(2,500) signal events with 100 fbluminosity. This is a comfortable starting point in
order to refine a suitable selection for both MSSM configorai We are planning to pursue a
full detector analysis, also investigating higher jet nplitities, in presence of additional cuts
on the jet system. Of course, at that stage, background$iaxk to be considered. However,
a multi-jet plus missing transverse energy signal (witheflifino energetic leptons) emerging
from rather heavy particle decays (so jets are naturallasgpd) may offer several handles
to eventually extract a significant signal-to-backgrouaue r In addition, trigger considerations
will be of primary importance to the signal selection. Theatti@ned analysis is now in progress.

6. SCALAR TOP QUARK AT A LINEAR COLLIDER

At a future International Linear Collider (ILC) the prodian and decay of scalar top quarks
(stops) is particularly interesting for the developmentaf vertex detector as only two c-quarks
and missing energy (from undetected neutralinos) are editor light stops:

+ 0 0.
ee ! B! c~c~

The scalar top Linear Collider studied have been recentigveed [190].
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Figure 11: Differential distributions in the variables dabed in the text. Normalisation is arbitrary. Point 1(8) i
denoted by a solid(dashed) line.

6.1 SPS-5 (Large visible energy): Vertex detector design xations

The development of a vertex detector for a Linear Colliddaige a challenge. A key aspect is
the distance of the innermost layer to the interaction pevhich is related to radiation hardness
and beam background. Another key aspect is the material@atimo length which determines
the multiple scattering. The optimization of the vertexadeor tagging performance is a further
aspect. While at previous and current accelerators (e.§, 8EP, Tevatron) b-quark tagging
has revolutionized many searches and measurements, ktagaing will be very important at
a future Linear Collider. Therefore, c-quark tagging cobda benchmark for vertex detector
developments.

An analysis for large visible energy has been performedy@amass difference) for the
SPS-5 parameter point (ISAJET) with, = 220:7GeV,m o = 120 GeV andcos . = 0:5377.
For 25% (12%) efficiency 3800 (1800) signal events and 5400)(lhackground events without
c-quark tagging remain, while the background is reduced3@02(68) events with c-quark
tagging.

The vertex detector absorption length is varied betweemabthickness (TESLA TDR)
and double thickness. In addition, the number of vertexaetdayers is varied between 5
layers (innermost layer at 1.5 cm as in the TESLA TDR) and £isyinnermost layer at 2.6
cm). For SPS-5 parameters the following number of backgi@awuents remain:
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Thickness\ Iayers\ 12% signal efficiency 25% signal efficiency
Normal 5(4) 68 (82) 2300 (2681)
Double 5(4) 69 (92) 2332 (2765)

As a result, a significant larger number of background evenexpected if the first layer of
the vertex detector is removed. The distance of the firstrleythe interaction point is also an
important aspect from the accelerator physics (beam dg)iyeerspective. The interplay be-
tween the beam delivery and vertex detector design in regandtical tolerances like hardware
damage of the first layer and occupancy (unable to use theofittie first layer) due to beam
background goes beyond the scope of this study and will beeaded in the future.

No significant increase in the expected background is obséor doubling the thickness
of the vertex detector layers. A first study with small visitdnergy shows a very similar
result [191] as described for larger visible energy.

6.2 SPS-5 (Large visible energy): Comparison of mass deternations

The precision in the scalar top mass determination at a LiG@edlider is crucial and four
methods are compared for the SPS-5 parameter point [192) oTtthhe methods rely on accurate
cross section measurements, the other two use kinematienation from the observed jets.

A high signal sensitivity is achieved with an Iterative Distinant Analysis (IDA) me-
thod [193]. The signal to background ratio is 10 or bettere EBpected size of the signal is
between one thousand and two thousand events inf500 luminosity at a Linear Collider
with © s = 500 GeV [194]. These methods are used: a) beam polarizatiorj,[bY5hreshold
scan, ¢) end point method, and d) minimum mass method [196.r@sults of these methods
and basics characteristics are compared in Table 6.

Table 6: Comparison of precision for scalar top mass detetitn

Method m (GeV) | Luminosity Comment
Polarization 0.57 2 500fb'| notheory errors included
Threshold scan 1.2 3001 * right-handed: polarization
End point 1.7 500 !

Minimum mass 15 5004 * assumes: o known

6.3 Small visible energy studies

In this section, the production of light stops at a 500 GeVeainCollider is analyzed, using
high luminosity. = 500 fo ' and polarization of both beams. The signature for stop pair
production at are" e collider is two charm jets and large missing energy. For $mal the

jets are relatively soft and separation from backgroundeig challenging. Backgrounds aris-
ing from various Standard Model processes can have cras®ise that are several orders of
magnitude larger than the signal, so that even small jetggr@nearing effects can be impor-
tant. Thus, it is necessary to study this process with astaalietector simulation. Signal and
background events are generated witTRIA 6.129 [17], including a scalar top signal genera-
tion [197] previously used in Ref. [194]. The detector siatidn is based on the fast simulation
SIMDET [198], describing a typical ILC detector.

In the first step a pre-selection is applied [157]. The sig;maharacterized by large miss-
ing energy and transverse momentum from the two neutrglimbsreas for most backgrounds
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Table 7: Background event numbers and; signal efficiencies (in %) for various ., and m (in GeV) after
pre-selection and after several selection cuts [157]. énldist column the expected event numbers are scaled to a
luminosity of 500 fb *.

After Scaled to
Process Total | presel.| cutl cut2 cut3 cut4 cut5 cutp500fb*
W W 210,000 2814| 827 28 25 14 14 g 145
77 30,000f 2681| 1987 170 154 108 108 35 257
We 210,000 53314 38616 4548 3787 1763 1743 345 5044
ec?, 210,000 51 24 20 11 6 3 2 36
ag, a6 t 350,000 341 51 32 19 13 10 8 160
tt 180,000 2163 72 40 32 26 26 25 38
2-photon 32 10| 1499| 1155 1140 144 101 0 D < 164

m, = 140 :
m = 20 50,000 | 68.5| 48.8 421 334 279 273 209 9720

m = 40 50,000 | 71.8 | 47.0 402 303 245 244 10.1 4700

m = 80 50,000 | 518 | 34.0 236 20.1 164 164 10.4 4840
m, = 180 :

m = 20 25000 | 68.0 | 51.4 494 424 365 349 284 6960

m = 40 25,000 | 72.7 | 50.7 424 355 285 284 20.1 4925

m = 80 25,000 | 63.3 | 43.0 334 296 239 239 150 3675
m,. = 220 :

m = 20 10,000 | 66.2 | 53.5 535 485 428 399 346 2600

m = 40 10,000 | 725 | 55.3 47.0 429 343 342 242 1815

m = 80 10,000 | 73.1 | 51.6 427 379 30.3 303 18.8 1410

the missing momentum occurs from particles lost in the beige. @ herefore, cuts on the thrust
angle ;.. the longitudinal momentumy,, .., the visible energg ;s and the total invariant
masan 3, are effective on all backgrounds.

Based on the above results from the experimental simuktitre discovery reach of a
500 GeVe' e collider can be estimated (Fig. 12). The signal efficienéegghe parameter
points in Fig. 12 are interpolated to cover the whole parametgion. Then, the signal rates
are computed by multiplying the efficiencyobtained from the simulations with the production
cross-section for each poirth ., ;m o). Together with the number of background events
this yields the signific%nce= S + B. The gray (green) area in the figure corresponds to the
5 discoveryregions= S+ B > 5.

As evident from the figure, the ILC can find light stop quarksrftass differences down
to m 0 (5 G eV ), beyond the stop-neutralino coannihilation region. TharBgshows also
the reach which can be achieved with small total luminositie

6.4 Stop parameter determination

The discovery of light stops would hint toward the possipitif electroweak baryogenesis and
may allow the coannihilation mechanism to be effective. iideo to confirm this idea, the
relevant supersymmetry parameters need to be measurectguln this section, the exper-
imental determination of the stop parameters will be diseds The mass and its uncertainty
has been determined with the polarization method= 122:5 1:0 GeV.
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Figure 12: Left: discovery reach of Linear Collider with 589 ! luminosity atpé = 500 GeV for production

of light stop quarkse'e ! %t ! c~)c~?. The results are given in the stop vs. neutralino mass piane (
GeV). In the gray shaded region, a 8liscovery is possible. The region Whemeg > m . isinconsistent with a
neutralino as Lightest Supersymmetric Particle (LSP)Jevfirm . > my + mp + m -0 the three-body decay
¥ ! W " b~? becomes accessible and dominant. In the light shaded cortiez lower left, the decay of the top
quark into a light stop and neutralino is open. The dark gi@yg thdicate the region consistent with baryogenesis
and dark matter [160]. Also shown are the parameter regiciuded by LEP searches [199] (white area in the
lower left) and the Tevatron light stop reach [200] (dotteues) for various integrated luminosities. Also, the
discovery reach for different luminosities is shown. Rigbdmputation of dark matter relic abundance, y h?
taking into account estimated experimental uncertairfbestop, chargino, neutralino sector measurements at
future colliders. The black dots corresponds to a scan dwerdt (2 1) region allowed by the expected
experimental errors, as a function of the measured stop,mattsthe red star indicating the best-fit point. The
horizontal shaded bands show thednd 2 constraints on the relic density measured by WMAP.

The mass of the heavier stap is too large to be measured directly, but it is assumed
that a limit ofm ., > 1000 GeV can be set from collider searches. Combining the stop pa-
rameter measurements with corresponding data from thealewat and chargino sector [157]
allows to compute the neutralino dark matter abundance fmpected experimental Linear
Collider results in the MSSM. All experimental errors arepagated and correlations are
taken into account by means of & analysis. The result of a scan over 100000 random points
within the expected experimental uncertainties for thigbmum scenario is shown in Fig. 12.
The horizontal bands depict the relic density as measured/lhAP [3], which is at 1 level
0:104 < cpy h? < 0:121.

The collider measurements of the stop and chargino/n@utrpbrameters constrain the
relic density t00:100 < .y h? < 0:124 atthe 1 level, with an overall precision comparable
to the direct WMAP determination.

In summary, scalar top quark production and decay at a Li@e#ider have been studied
with a realistic detector simulation with focus on the cgeng performance of a CCD vertex
detector. The SIMDET simulation includes a CCD vertex detet. CFl Collaboration). The
tagging of c-quarks reduces the background by about a f&tothe c~’c~? channel. Thus,
scalar top processes can serve well as a benchmark reaatite fvertex detector performance.

Dedicated simulations with SPS-5 parameters are perfarmkd expected background
depends significantly on the detector design, mostly onddeus of the inner layer. Similar
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results have been obtained from simulations of small mdtereinces between scalar top and
neutralino.

For the scalar top mass determination four methods are cad@and the polarization
method gives the highest precision. The other methods soamlportant as they contribute to
determine the properties of the scalar top quark. For exentipé scalar character of the stops
can be established from the threshold cross section scan.

A new study for small mass difference, thus small visiblergmeshows that a Linear
Collider has a large potential to study the scalar top prodoand decay, in particular in this
experimentally very challenging scenario.

From detailed simulations together with estimated errorsnfieasurements in the neu-
tralino and chargino sector [157], the expected cosmoiglark matter relic density can be
computed. The precision at a Linear Collider will be simtathe current precision of WMAP.
The uncertainty in the dark matter prediction from a Linealtlider is dominated by the mea-
surement of scalar top quark mass.

7. CONCLUSIONS

New developments in scalar top studies have been discussetbar sets of Les Houches
Scalar top (LHS) benchmarks sets have been defined. Theystommological motivation for
light scalar top quarks has been review and relevant asfiedtse collider searches have been
emphasised. The search for scalar top quarks and meashemgptoperties will be an impor-
tant task at future colliders. The experimental simulagishow that like-sign top signatures
could be detected as signals for scalar top production dtit& In a second LHC study it has
been shown that light scalar tops could be observed alre@tiyaw luminosity, possibly after
a few months of data- taking. For the future Linear Collidgpects of the detector design have
been addressed with c-quark tagging as a benchmark for ttexaetector optimization. Dif-
ferent methods of scalar top masses reconstruction havedm®epared and for cosmological
interesting parameter region, the ILC could achieve a sintecision on the relic dark matter
density as the current WMAP measurements. Both at the LHGlentLC, scalar top studies
continue to be an active and progressing field of research.
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Part 9

ldentifying nonminimal neutralinos in
combined LHC and ILC analyses

S. Hesselbach, F. Franke, H. Fraas and G. Moortgat-Pick

Abstract

The measurement of the masses and production cross seofidims
light charginos and neutralinos at tkee International Linear Col-
lider (ILC) with pé = 500 GeV may not be sufficient to identify the
mixing character of the particles and to distinguish betwibe minimal
and nonminimal supersymmetric standard model. We discssper-
symmetric scenario where the interplay with experimentthdrom
the LHC might be essential to identify the underlying supemnetric
model.

1. INTROCUCTION

The Next-to-minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model NMSSMhe simplest extension of
the MSSM by an additional Higgs singlet field. It contains faeitralinos~?, the mass eigen-
states of the photino, zino and neutral higgsinos, and twogithos~, , being mixtures of wino
and charged higgsino. The neutralino/chargino sectorrmlipat tree level on six parameters:
the U(1) and SU(2) gaugino masses andM ,, the ratiotan of the vacuum expectation
values of the doublet Higgs fields, the vacuum expectatidumevaof the singlet field and the
trilinear couplings and in the superpotential, where the product = . replaces the -
parameter of the MSSM [201-204]. The additional fifth ndlitcamay significantly change
the phenomenology of the neutralino sector. In scenariosrgvthe lightest supersymmetric
particle is a nearly pure singlino, the existence of disptacertices may lead to a particularly
interesting experimental signature [205—-208] which afidte distinction between the models.
If however, only a part of the particle spectrum is kinematicaccessible this distinction may
become challenging. In this contribution we analyze an NMS38enario where the Higgs sec-
tor and mass and cross section measurements in the neaigatitor do not allow to distinguish
the models, but only a combined analysis of LHC and ILC data.

2. STARTING POINT: NMSSM SCENARIO
We start with an NMSSM scenario with the parameters

M,=360GeV; M,=147GeV; tan = 10; = 0:5; x= 915GeV; = 02: (1)



and the following gaugino/higgsino masses and eigenstates

m o = 138 GeV;
m . = 337 GeV;
m o = 367 GeV;
m .o = 468 GeV;
m o = 499 GeV;

~O—
=
NO_
)=
0
~=
NO_
)=
~O—
o=

( 002;+0297;
(+062;+0:14;+ 025;
0:75;+ 0:04;+ 0:01;

(+021; O0:le;

020;+ 009;

0:07);
0:31;+ 065);
0:12;+065);

( 003;+0:08;+0:70;+ 0:70;+ 0:08);
004;

+062;+037);
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(2)
3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

where the neutralino eigenstates are given in the basisw °;8?;1°2;5). As can be seen
from Egs. (3) and (4), the particles and ~ have a rather strong singlino admixture. This
scenario translates at tkee International Linear Collider (ILC) with s = 500 GeV into the
experimental observables of Table 1 for the measuremerteofmasses and production cross
sections for several polarization configurations of thétligeutralinos and charginos. We as-
sume mass uncertainties®f(1 2% ), a polarization uncertaintyofe. =p. = 0:5% and one
standard deviation statistical errors. The masses ang sexgions in different beam polariza-
tion configurations provide the experimental input for derg the supersymmetric parameters
within the MSSM using standard methods [26, 27]. Note thanbeolarization may be crucial
for distinguishing the two models [209-211].

Table 1: Masses with 1.5%{ ., e, », ~) and 2% (-, ~, ) uncertainty and cross sections with an error com-
posed of the error due to the mass uRncertainties, polasizatncertainty of P . =P, = 0:5% and one stan-
dard deviation statistical error based on. = 100 fb !, for both unpolarized beams and polarized beams with

(Pe iPe- )= ( 90%; 60% ), inanalogy to the study in [75].
m _g=138 218 GeV e ! ~ ~ b (e ! ~8 ~8 Vb
n -3 52GeV | (. o) | 5=400GeV | P5=500Gev | 5= 500Gev
o =139 23 GeV Unpolarized 3239 335 2875 165 40 12
ne =240 36 GeV || ( 90% ;+60% )| 9840 1016 8739 50:1 121 38
me, =220 33GeV || (+90%; 60%) 136 1% 117 12 02 01
m . =226 34GeV

3. SUPERSYMMETRIC PARAMETER DETERMINATION AT THE ILC

For the determination of the supersymmetric parameterearMSSM straightforward strate-
gies have been worked out even if only the light neutralinus eharginos~?, ~ and ~, are
kinematically accessible at the first stage of the ILC [26, 27

Using the methods described inin [212,213] we derive cairds for the parameters ,,
M ,, andtan intwo steps. First, the measured masses and cross sedtiovs energies in
the chargino sector constrain the chargino mixing matrementsu 2 andv3. Adding then
mass and cross section measurements in the neutralino akotes to constrain the parameters

M, = 377 42GeV; (7)
M, = 150 20GeV; (8)
= 450 100 GeV; (9)

tan = [1;301] (10)
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Since the heavier neutralino and chargino states are ndupeal, the parametersand tan
can only be determined with a considerable uncertainty.

With help of the determined parameter ranges, Egs. (7)-(th@ masses of heavier
charginos and neutralinos can be calculated:

m.g = [352;5551GeV; m.y = [386;5731GeV; m. = [350;6001GeV: (12)

In Fig. 1 (left panel) the masses ef and ~ are shown as a function of its gaugino admixture
for parameter points within the constraints of Egs. (7)3(@bviously, the heavy neutraling;
should be almost a pure higgsino within the MSSM predictibhese predicted properties of
the heavier particles can now be compared with mass measuatsmof SUSY patrticles at the
LHC within cascade decays [75].

Inconsistency within MSSM

myolGeV 575 F ;. ILC: prediction of
550 |
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Figure 1: Left: Predicted masses and gaugino admixturééoheavier neutralinos] and ~{ within the consistent

parameter ranges derived at the Hs€ analysis in the MSSM and measured mass = 367 7GeV of a
neutralino with sufficiently high gaugino admixture in cade decays at the LHC. We took a lower bound of
sufficient gaugino admixture of about 10% for the heavy radimos, cf. [214,215]. Right: The possible masses of
the two light scalar Higgs bosons,s, , m 5,, and of the lightest pseudoscalar Higgs bosan as function of the
trilinear Higgs parametex in the NMSSM. In our chosen scenari®, is MSSM-like ands, andP; are heavy
singlet-dominated Higgs particles.

The Higgs sector of the NMSSM [216, 217] depends on two auttéli parameters, the
trilinear soft scalar mass parametarsanda . The Higgs bosons with dominant singlet char-
acter may escape detection in large regions of these pagsndéhus the Higgs sector does
not allow the identification of the NMSSM. A scan with NMHDE&A218] in our scenario,
Eq. (1), overa anda results in parameter points which survive the theoretical experi-
mental constraints in the regialv40 GeV < A < 5465GeV and 553 GeV < A < 0.
For 443GeV< A < 91 GeV the second lightest scalag) and the lightest pseudoscalar
(P,) Higgs particle have very pure singlet character and ar@ibetghan the mass difference
m o m., hence the decays of the neutralingsand ~§, which will be discussed in the fol-
IOW|ng are not affected bg, andp,. The dependence of the masses gfs, andp, ona is
illustrated in Fig. 1 (right panel). The mass of the lightesdlar Higgss,, which has MSSM-
like character in this parameter range, depends only weakly and is about 124 GeV. The
masses of;, P, andH are of the orderof . Fora < 443 GeV the smaller mass of the
S, and a stronger mixing between the singlet and MSSM-likeestats; ands, might allow
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a discrimination in the Higgs sector while far > 91 GeV the existence of a light pseu-
doscalarp, may give first hints of the NMSSM [219]. For our specific casgdgtwe choose
A = 4000GeVanda = 200GeV, which leads tans, = 311 GeV,m, = 335GeV.

We emphasize that although we started with an NMSSM scendmiwe ~J and ~3 have
large singlino admixtures, the MSSM parameter strategys du# fail and the experimental
results from the ILG,, with = s = 400 GeV and500 GeV lead to a consistent parameter
determination in the MSSM. Hence in the considered scertheanalyses at the ILG, or
LHC alone do not allow a clear discrimination between MSSM BMMSSM. All predictions
for the heavier gaugino/higgsino masses are consistehthwith models. However, the ILE
analysis predicts an almost pure higgsino-like state~foand a mixed gaugino-higgsino-like
~9, see Fig. 1 (left panel). This allows the identification o€ thnderlying supersymmetric

model in combined analyses at the LHC and thel[.C’.

4. COMBINED LHC AND ILC ANALYSIS

In our original NMSSM scenario, Eq. (1), the neutralindsand ~3 have a large bino-admixture
and therefore appear in the squark decay cascades. The zmimiecay mode ofJ has a
branching rati®R (~) ! ~ W ) 50%,while forthe $ decaysBR (~J ! % .“ ) 45%
is largest. Since the heavier neutralineg, 2, are malnly higgsino-like, no visible edges from
these particles occur in the cascades. Itis expected the@glges forJ ! *R R R

~9 1 = andfor~3 ! % ‘. With a precise mass measurement@f 9, "= and~ from
the ILC;,, analysis, a clear |dent|f|cat|on and separation of the edfjee two gauginos at the
LHC is possible without imposing specific model assumptidis therefore assume a precision

of about 2% for the measurementrof o, in analogy to [214, 213]:

— 367 7GeV: (12)

m g
The precise mass measurementgfs compatible with the mass predictions of the HCfor
the ~9 in the MSSM but not with the prediction of the small gauginonaxture, see Fig. 1 (left
panel). The~§ as predicted in the MSSM would not be visible in the decay adss at the
LHC. The other possible interpretation of the measuredraénb as the~; in the MSSM is
incompatible with the cross section measurements at the\Nepoint out that a measurement
of the neutralino masses .o, m o, m .. which could take place at the LHC alone is not suffi-
cient to distinguish the SUSY models since rather similassmgpectra could exist [212, 213].
Therefore the cross sections in different beam polarimatanfigurations at the ILC have to be
included in the analysis.

The obvious inconsistency of the combined results from tH€land the ILG,, analyses
and the predictions for the missing chargino/neutralin@ssea could motivate the immediate
use of the low-luminosity but higher-energy option IH;EZ3 in order to resolve model ambigu-
ities even at an early stage of the experiment and outlinedigearch strategies at the upgraded
ILC at 1 TeV. This would finally lead to the correct identifizat of the underlying model. The
expected polarized and unpolarized cross sections, imgute statistical error on the basis of
one third of the luminosity of the ILG,, are given in Table 2. The neutraling, as well as
the higgsino-like heavy neutraling] and the chargino-, are now accessible at the IEC™.
The cross sections together with the precisely measuredesas: andm . would constitute
the observables necessary for a fit of the NMSSM parametarerdler to archive this the fit
program Fittino [220] will be extended to include also the RBSM [221].
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Table 2: Expected cross sections for the associated prioduat the heavier neutralinos and charginos in the
NMSSM scenario for the ILE,"~ option with one sigma statistical error based on. = 33 fb * for both
unpolarized and polarized beams.

e 1 ~0-9fb at”s-6s50 GeV (e ! ~ ~, )b

=3 =4 =5 at®” =650 GeV
Unpolarized beams 122 0% 55 04 002 24 03
(P, P+ )=( 90% ;+60% ) 369 11 148 047 0:07 58 04
(P, P+ )= (+90% ; 60%) 06 01 22 03 0:01 16 02

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented an NMSSM scenario where the measuremmiatsses and cross sections
in the neutralino and chargino sector as well as measurenenhe Higgs sector do not al-
low a distinction from the MSSM at the LHC or at the IL& with pé = 500 GeV alone.
Precision measurements of the neutralino branching ratmthe lightest Higgs particle and
of the mass difference between the lightest and next-tudigf SUSY particle may give first
evidence for the SUSY model but are difficult to realize in case. Therefore the identifi-
cation of the underlying model requires precision measergmof the heavier neutralinos by
combined analyses of LHC and ILC and the higher energy buetduminosity option of the
ILC at™ s= 650GeV. This gives access to the necessary observables forfaHé anderlying
NMSSM parameters.
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Part 10

Electroweak observables and split SUSY
at future colliders

J. Guasch and S. Baranda

Abstract

We analyze the precision electroweak observahlgsandsin® . and
their correlations in the recently proposed Split SUSY modée com-
pare the results with the Standard Model and Minimal Supensgtric
Standard Model predictions, and with present and futureexgental
accuracies.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recently, the scenario of Split SUSY has been proposed P28-In this scenario, the SUSY-
breaking scale is much heavier than the electroweak saadeth&re is a hierarchy between the
scalar superpartners and the fermionic partners of thed&tdriViodel (SM) particles. Except
for one Higgs-boson, all scalar particles (squarks, steptmd extra Higgs particles) are heavy,
0 (10° G ev ), while the fermions (gauginos and higgsinos) are kept atethetroweak scale.
Only the SM spectrum, including one Higgs scalar, and gaaggmd higgsinos remain. The rest
of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) spaotdecouples [225,226]. This
scenario implies the existence of an “unnatural” fine-tgnsuch that the Higgs-boson vacuum
expectation value can be kept at the observed electrowadd s&ssuming this fine-tuning ef-
fect, some of the remaining problems in SUSY models are soleere is no flavour-changing
neutral current problem, and the mediating proton decaplpro has been eliminated. On the
other hand, keeping gauginos and higgsinos at the elecitoseale, gauge unification is pre-
served and the neutralino is a good candidate for dark ma@&teenomenological implications
of Split SUSY have been extensively discussed during the/&er (see e.g. [227]).

In this work we focus on the precision electroweak (EW) obables, specifically on
My , sih® ., and their correlations. We compare the predictions int§ilSY with the SM
and the MSSM, and study the feasibility of measuring therdauions of Split SUSY at future
colliders: the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) and the Intefantl e" e Linear Collider (ILC) —
for further details see Ref. [228].

Previous works on precision EW observables in Split SUStexReference [229] an-
alyzes thes, T, U parameter expansions, as well as corrections from non{izenmentum
summarizediry , v, w parameters [230-232]. They found that the precision electak data
are compatible with the Split SUSY spectrum for the valuegaiigino and higgsino masses
above the direct collider limits. Reference [233] studi@sitSSUSY corrections to precision
observables including LEP2 data. The authors of Refs. [228), focus on the analysis of cur-
rent experimental data, performing a fit, and finding whether Split SUSY fits better current
experimental data than the SM. Our work focusses on thelpbgsof detecting the deviations
induced by Split SUSY in the future measurementsigf andsin® . .
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2. My, AND sn®* . ELECTROWEAK PRECISION OBSERVABLES

The analysis of virtual effects of the non-standard pat@n new physics models to precision
observables requires a high precision of the experimeesailts as well as of the theoretical pre-
dictions. The leading order radiative corrections to theesldables under study can be written
as

M W (X)SZ W ) COSZ w Sjnz w
M ; . ; 1
" 2 COS2 W SJI% W = COSZ W SJI% W ( )
w being the weak mixing angle, and =, (0)=M 2 w (0)=M 2, with ;4 (0)the un-

renormalizedz andw boson self-energies at zero momentum. Beyond thapproximation,
the shifts in these two observables are given in terms of the) quantity. The computation
of rin Split SUSY reduces to the computation of gauge bosonseselfgies.

For our computation, we have us@#ITTER [234, 235] for the SM prediction. The

MSSM contributions to r have been taken from Ref. [236—-239], and we have @ssah-
Arts /FormCalc /LoopTools [240-245] for the vertex contributions tan* . . The Higgs-
boson mass is computed according to Ref. [223] for Split SUSM using the leading .,
mtan approximation for the MSSM [246—-249]. The Split SUSY/MSSbhtributions to

r are added to th@FITTER computation, and we proceed in an iterative way to compute
My ;sin® . As for the input parameters, we have used = 91:1876 Gev, 1(0) =
137:0359895 [48], S aMy,) = 002761 000036 [250] (corresponding to *(M , ) =
128936), M , )= 0:119 0:003[250]. Forthe top-quark mass, we use the latest combination
of Runl/ll Tevatron datam . = 1727 29 Gev [251].

The parameter space of Split SUSY is formed by the higgsinesnparameter, the
electroweak gaugino soft-SUSY-breaking mass paramgterand™ , (we use the GUT mass
relationM ; = M ,5=3 tan? y ), the gluino soft-SUSY-breaking mass,, the ratio between
the vacuum expectation values of the two Higgs doublets = wv,=v;, and the scale of the
scalar particles masses. The scalar mass scale ) lays between the EW scale (1 Tev)
and the unification scale ( 16° G ev), current limits from gluino cosmology set an upper
boundm . 10° Gev [252]. In our computation the gluino mass () and the scalar scalex()
enter the Higgs-boson mass computation, the latter defthegnatching scale with the SUSY
theory, and the former through the running of the top quarkavva coupling. For definiteness,
we will usem = 10° G ev, whileM , is let free.

3. RESULTS

Now we focus on the comparison fur, andsin® . predictions from different models with
the present data and the prospective experimental pracistee results for the SM, the MSSM
and Split SUSY predictions are given in Fig. 1, in thg —sin® . plane. The top-quark mass
is varied in the3 range of the experimental determination. Predictions hove together
with the experimental results for , andsin® . (M4 = 80410 0:032GeV ;sif . =
0231525  0:00016) and the prospective accuracies at present (LEP2, SLD trbeyaand at
the next generations of colliders (LHC, ILC, GigaZ) [2534250ur results agree with previous
ones for the SM and the MSSM predictions given in [255-257].

We have performed a Monte Carlo scan of the parameter spate dlifferent models,
taking into account experimental limits on new particledijind the allowed region in the ,, —
sin® . plane for each model. The results are shown in Fig. 1a. Tevall regions are those

enclosed by the different curves. The arrows show the daeatf change in these regions
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Figure 1: a) SM, MSSM and Split SUSY predictions for , andsin® . . The ellipses are the experimen-
tal results forM ; andsin? . and the prospective accuracies at LEP2/SLD/Tevatrondlatiipse), LHC/ILC
(medium ellipse) and GigaZ (small ellipsé) Prediction ofv ; andsin® . from a parameter scan in the Split
SUSY parameter space with, = 172:7 Gev andtan = 1 (green/light-grey area) angn = 10 (black area).

as the given parameters grow. The shaded region corresgorttie SM prediction, and it
arises from varying the mass of the SM Higgs-boson, friom G ev [133] to 400 Gev. The
region enclosed by the dash-dotted curve corresponds tM8®M. The SUSY masses are
varied betweere Tev (upper edge of the area) and close to their experimentalrldivwgt

m & 100GeV,m. & 150 Gev (lower edge of the band). The overlap region between SM
and MSSM corresponds to the region where the Higgs-bosaghis I.e. in the MSSM allowed
regionm o < 140 G eV [257], all superpartners being heavy [255,256]. The SpIES region

is enclosed by the black line in this figure. The computed BHggson mass varies in the range
m flphf 110-153 G ev. As expected, we found overlap regions between Split SUSibath
the SM and the MSSM. Moreover, we see that most of the regiedigted by Split SUSY for
My andsin® . overlaps with predictions already given by the SM and the MSS

From now on, we focus on the differences between SM and S&YSpredictions. To
assess the importance of the Split SUSY contributions, wat sampare these with the present
and future experimental uncertainties and SM theoretical® The current experimental un-
certainties are [258, 259]

M PN 34 M ey ; sin? SRR 17 107 2)
the expected experimental precision for the LHC is [260]
M HC 0 15-20M eV ; (3)
and at GigaZ one expects [253,261-264]
M EEEE M ev; sin? SPEEE 130 107 (4)

On the other hand, the theoretical intrinsic uncertaintidhe SM computation are [257]:

M V?mday"SM 4M eV ; sin? ?mday£M 5 10°;
M V;h"ﬁmmSM 2M €&V ; sin? ?mmmﬁM 2 10°: (5)
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Figure 1b shows the result of the parameter scan in Split S@$¥vo values oftan
The effective leptonic weak mixing anglsin® . , always decreases whesan = 10 but, on
the contrary, its value increases whem = 1 for some specific set of values of the other
parameters, in particular when > 0 (see below). The correction ten® . is positive for
small values oftan and > 0. The corrections tol ,, are positive over a large range of the
parameter space. Whean = 1and > 0we can also get negative corrections. For values
of tan > 10 the above conclusions remain unchanged.

In Fig. 2 we show the shiftssin? . and M ; inthe M ,— ]plane. The shifts in
the variables are defined asx X SplESUSY xS where the SM computation is per-
formed using the Higgs-boson mass predicted by Split SUB¥. Split-SUSY-induced shifts
arej sn? . j< 10 10°andjM , j< 20M ev; as for today’s data (2) they are smaller
than the experimental error, and the data cannot discriminetween the SM and Split SUSY.
The same conclusion applies to the accuracy reached at tke(B}d However, the shifts are
larger than the experimental accuracy of GigaZ (4) in certagions of the parameter space.
Fortan = 1,theshiftinj sin? . ijislargerthan:3 10 ° for most of the explored region
for > 0Oand fortheregionwith < 0: & 250Gev orM, . 150 Gev (Fig. 2a). At
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tan = 10 (Fig. 2b),5 sh ? . jis larger than the future experimental accuracy (4) in a kmal
regionM , . 175200 Gev for > 0, and a large regiom , . 200-500 Gev for < 0.
As far asM ; is concerned, the LHC measurement (3) could only be usefalsmall corner
of the parameter space for< 0, tan ~ 10. The GigaZ measurement (4) does not help for
tan =1, > 0. Fortan = 1, < O0there exists a small region for, . 110 Gev or

> 110 Gev. For largertan , the region of sensitivity is much larger. Summarizing the
results of Fig. 2:

Positive shifts okih . are only possible atsmathn  ’ 1and > 0. They are large,
and correlated with small and negative shiftsiof . These large shifts are possible even
for large values of the chargino masses (> 250 G &v).

Fortan ' 1, < Olarge negative shiftsiah . are possible, correlated with positive
shiftsinM ; , butsin® . is the most sensitive of those observables.

For largetan & 10and > 0, the sensitivity region is confined to smail . 275
375 G ev, with the largest shift provided byn® . for & 300Gev, and byM

otherwise.
Finally, for largetan & 10and < 0, the largest sensitivity is provided by . ; it
can reach GigaZ sensitivities even for moderate charginesesf 250 G &v).

We would like to stress that the results for negativare quite different from those of positive
. As Fig. 2 shows, changing the sign ofcan change the sign and the absolute value of the
shifts significantly.

The results of the difference between Split SUSY and SM ptais in thev ; —sin® .
plane are displayed in Fig. 3, together with the expecteat eftipses of the future colliders (3)
and (4) centered at the SM value. We can see that the shift can be up t®@3 M ev at
its maximum and it is impossible to discriminate between aetedt present. However, future
experiments could be probed with the future precisionmon. On the other hand, the shifts

sin # . can easily reach values 2 10°, which is larger than both the expected experi-

mental errors and the anticipated theoretical accuragies (

We observe from Fig. 1a that the current SM predictionigf —sin® . would need a
positive shift on both observables (together with a largeerafm ) to be closer to the central
experimental value. Figs. 2, 3 show that the general trenth@fSplit SUSY contributions
is a negative correlation of the shifts on both observabldse region providing (M , > 0,

s ? . > 0)isactually small and the largest region correspondsio {; > 0, sih? . <
0) —c.f. Fig. 3. Of course, small deviations from the genaeid are important, and Refs. [229,
233] show that there are points of the parameter Split SUSXephat fit better than the SM

the experimental value of the electroweak precision olzd#es.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We find that the shifts induced in Split SUSY models are smalian present experimental
accuracies (2), and no conclusion can be drawn with respebetvalidity of this model. With

the anticipated LHC accuracy on, , a small corner of the parameter space can be explored.
However, only with the GigaZ option of the ILC would the exijpeent be sensitive to the
Split SUSY corrections to these observables. In this optioa effective leptonic mixing angle
(sh? . ) isthe most sensitive of the two observables. For moderatéasigetan , the lightest
chargino must be relatively lighty . 250 G ev, and will already have been detected either at
the LHC or the ILC before the GigaZ era. The observables pevihowever, a high-precision
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Figure 3: Shifts of the differences between Split SUSY and@stlictions fo ,; andsin? . , scanning over

the parameter space. Also shown are the ellipses for th@ectise accuracies at LHC/ILC (large ellipse) and
GigaZ (small ellipse).

test of the model. An interesting case is a scenario withtew ’ 1 and positive , where
large shifts insh® . are expected, even for large values of the chargino masses.
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Part 11
Split supersymmetry with Dirac gaugino
masses

K. Benakli

Abstract

We consider a scenario where supersymmetry is broken bylat sle-

formation of brane intersections angles in models wherg#uge sec-
tor arises in multiplets of extended supersymmetry, whigter states
are in N=1 representations. It leads to split extended sypanetry

models which can prvide the minimal particle content at Tedrgies
to have both perfect one-loop unification and a good darkena#ndi-

date.

1. INTRODUCTION

Our knowledge of physics at energies above the electrowesd& kaves the door open to differ-
entideas (extra-dimensions, compositeness...). Theoomigtraints come on the LEP precision
measurements and mathematicla consistency. Fortunttehg are a few observations which
can serve as guidelines for building extensions to the Stahdlodel (SM), as the necessity of
a Dark Matter (DM) candidate and the fact that LEP data faveunification of the three gauge
couplings. Both find natural realization in specific supergyetric models as the Minimal Su-

persymetric Standard Model (MSSM). Supersymmetry is alslc@me as it naturally arises in

string theory, which provides a framework for incorporatie gravitational interaction in our

guantum picture of the universe.

The failure to find a dynamical explanation of the very tinyldanergy in the universe,
as indicated by recent observations, raises questions puraerstanding of the notion of
“naturalness”. It raises the possibility that even the geligrarchy problem is not solved by a
symmetry. Supersymmetry could be present at very high eseand its breaking could lead
to a hierarchy between the masses of the different supegrarsuch as in the so-called split
supersymmetry scenario [222,223]. One of its imprtantifiest is that even making squarks and
sleptons heavy, it is possible to keep successful unificatial the existence of a DM candidate.
Moreover, constraints related to its complicated scaletosealisappear.

Implementing this idea in string theory has been discussgb5]. In this work we show
that there is an economical string-inspired brane modelsdlows for unification of gauge
couplings at scales safe from proton decay problems andda®wus with a natural dark matter
candidate.

This work is based on [266].

2. MAIN FEATURES OF THE MODEL

The starting point of the construction is a supersymmeitersion of the standard model. This
differs from the minimal extension (MSSM) and is as follows:
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Gauge bosons ariseih = 20orN = 4 supermultiplets which are decomposed, for each
gauge group factot ., into oneN = 1 vector superfieldv , and one or three chiral
adjoint superfields. ., respectively.

Quarks and leptons belong1to = 1 chiral multiplets.

Pairs of Higgs doublets originate 8s= 1 chiral multiplets for light Binos Dirac masses
and inN = 2 supersymmetry hypermultiplets otherwise, as we will expkaelow.

These features have a natural realization in brane constngc Gauge bosons emerge
as massless modes living on the bulk of a stack of coincidemds. Quarks and leptons are
identified with massless modes localized at point-like bramtiersections. The Higgs doublets
are localized in two tori where branes intersect, while tpeypagate freely in the third torus
where the two brane stacks are parallel.

We will asume that supersymmetry is broken by germ. This is achieved in the brane
construction through deforming brane intersections wisimall angle leading to the -term
I i= M Zassociated to a corresponding magnetized) factor with superfield strength
W (see for example [267]). Her#,  is the string scale. This results in soft masses:

A tree-level massy / p_M s for squarks and sleptons localized at the deformed in-
tersections. All other scalars acquire in general high essdg orderm , by one loop
radiative corrections. However an appropriate fine-tumgéngeeded in the Higgs sector to
keepn; doublets light.

A Dirac mass [268] is induced through the dimension-five apmt

z

a
— & WWeA, ) mD,
S
wherea accounts for a possible loop factor.

Actually, this operator (1) might not be present at treesleand needs to be generated
through a loop diagram. In this case, we assume the existéacanessenger “ sector with the
following properties:

3

1)

=l

The messenger states forn= 2 hypermultiplets with a supersymmetric masgs

the scalars have masses m2 where the splitting is induced by the supersymmetry
breaking.

At one-loop a Dirac gaugino mass is induced:

mb, (@)

M, M,
where is the corresponding gauge coupling. An explicit compotatn string models gives
at first order inz= [269]:

241 X
My dt M x 2 tORsM o+ K- )2
Ms o t M

3)

where then = 0 sector reproduces the field theory results.

An important feature is that this mass does not breedymmetry and provides a way out
to difficulties with generating gaugino masses for splitesggmmetry models.
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3. CONSTRAINTS FROM UNIFICATION

For the purpose of studying the unification of gauge couglsmme simplifications are in order.
First we assume equality of gluinos with winos mass€s, and we assume universality of
all scalar mass o, except forny Higgs doublets that remain light at the electroweak scale.
Moreover, we use! Mcyr and takea betweenl=100 a 1. Our results are given in
Table 1.

Ny a Mgyt m mi,

N=2|1 1 28 10% |45 10%| 72 16
1 |1=100| 38 10%| 32 16°| 27 10
2 1 45 10°| 14 16°| 27 10
2 | 1=100| 45 10°|8% 10°| 16 10

N =41 1 9:7 10%° |85 10° | 74 10°
1 | 1=100 10%° 6:8 10°| 34 10°
2 — — —

Table 1: Values for the unification scale; , r, scalar masses , and Dirac gaugino masses,_, in GeV for
N = 2;4supersymmetric gauge sectar, = 1;2light Higgses, and varying the loop facter

The results are always stable under the variation of thefaciora. While the number of
parameters seems enough to always insure unification, guéree values are not always real-
istic and (perfect) one-loop unification is for instance possible fon = 4 andn, = 2. This
might be achieved in refined analysis which would take intcoaat different threshold cor-
rections, as well as the contribution from the messenge¢osdescribed above, when present.
In fact, these effects can be important for models with ow or with large compactification
volume.

Nice features of the results are: (i) the unification scads at values which make the
model safe of problems with proton decay, (ii) fof = 1 it is compatible with simultane-
ous unification with gravitationnal interactions withoeisorting to unknown large threshold
corrections.

4. CONSTRAINTS ON BINO MASSES FROM DARK MATTER

The masses of Binos are not constrained by unification remeénts, but by the assumption that
the neutralino provides an important fraction of the obedrdtark matter in the universe. Quasi-
Dirac Higgsinos interact inelastically with matter via @elike couplings and direct detection

experiments put a lower bound on their mass of order 50 Teké Riggsinos can not make a

good dark matter.

A sizeable mixing with Binos must be introduced through ti¥ Eymmetry breaking.
Thisis of ordem ; =m ?_, and implies an upper bound on the Dirac Bino mass of abouGeV.
Only the case witlhh = 2, n; = 1case is close to this value. For the other cases one needs a big
supression factor is needed. One can play with the factosm  in (3), however in that case it
is necessary to ensure that the messenger sector does ribt thedinification results. This can
be achieved for instance if these states form complete septations o8 U (5). Moreover, the
Higgs should be im = 1 multiplets only in order to destroy the Dirac nature of thggkino
mass.

We can instead ask that mo”_, is generated for Binos, but only for the other gauginos.
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For instance, this is obtained when the messenger sectgrreahypercharge. In this case we
use instead Majorana masses generated at two-loop andponaing to the dimension-seven
effective operator [270]:

O

3

R d* WiTw *) ml, B0, (4)
MS

0w

wherebis a loop factor. This gives._, 5 10GeV fortheN = 4n; = 1 model and

mY , 100GeVfortheN = 2n, = 2model. Forthel = 2n; = 1casem}, 10keVis
too small and a Bino Dirac mass is necessary.

5. HIGGSINOS AND NEUTRALINOS MASSES

In the cases withy; = 1andN = 4o0rN = 2, is an independent parameter. It can be
associated with the separation of the branes in the torusenthey are parallel. The dark
matter candidate is mainly a Higgsino mixing with a much heaBino . The relic density
reproduces the actual WMAP results for 1:1 TeW.

Instead, forthel = 2ny; = 2the Higgsinos are il = 2 multiplets and the dimension-
seven operator,

O x>

z
C — m
Ve & W2D H.H, ) CHIR (5)

ZO
0w

3
S

wherecis again a loop factor, induces the desired mass (of the sadee asn '|_, of Eq. (4)).

In fact, masses of this order can be shown to be induced aloopeby the messenger sector
through explicit string computation in D-brane constrang [269]. Electroweak symmetry
breaking leads then to the neutralino mass matrix:

0 1
M 0 m,s,C m,s, S
B 0 M m,s,s M,S,C g
¢ m,s,c m,s, S 0 A
m,s, s m,s,C 0

in the basis(B; ;B ;H; ;H,)and where1 = m'_, stands for the Bino Majorana masses. The
mass matrix can be diagonalized to obtain:

h e i
m = 1=2 ™M + 1 ) 2 ™ 1 )2 + 4m §S§] (6)
where the four neutralinos with different mass eigenvahredabeled by, , = 1.

As for [223], we distinguishe three cases:

M . is exculded as the Bino does not interact strongly enougintohilate and
would overclose the universe.

M : WMAP data require 11 TeW.

M . the lightest neutralino (), a mixture of Higgsinos and Binos, is candidate for

dark matter. It allows low values for.

Note that the models with; = 1 have the minimal content at the electroweak scale to
address both unification and dark matter problems. Thegrdifom [271] as we can achieve
perfect unification even at one-loop, and at scales highgmtukeep the model safe from fast
proton decay.
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It is possible to check that the life time of the extra statessthot further constrain these
models. This is easy for the casewf = 2. There, scalars can decay into gauginos, Dirac
gluinos decay through squark loops sufficiently fast anca®iwinos and Binos decay into
Higgses and Higgsinos. Generically only one of thr two Maja Binos couples to matter, the
other remains stable. To avoid this, it was essensial thggs$éis arise il = 2 hypermultiplets
giving rise to the mass matrix (5.). The only stable partisithe usual lightest sparticle (LSP).
In theN = 4 model, scalars still decay into gauginos, but we have twaDirac gluinos,
Winos and Binos. Whiloe half of them decay as before, eithesugh scalar loops or into
Higgs-Higgsinos, the other half can only decay throughhgtmassive states. Their lifetime
is then estimated by (Ms =10'° GeV)" (102 GeV=m 5 ) o, Wherem ¢ IS the gaugino mass
and y is the lifetime of the universe. For gluinos and Winos therea problem, but Binos are
very long lived although still safe, with a life-time of onde, =10.

6. SOME REMARKS ON THE COLLIDER PHENOMENOLOGY

The signatures at future colliders can be discussed eithafanction of the model parameters
™ ; ), oras afunction of the low energy observables ; m ).

First, theny = 1 scenario: 1:1 TeV so the new states will be hardly observable
at LHC. Ane" e Collider with center of mass energy of around 2.5 TeV wilballto detect
a possible signature. Next, thg = 2 scenario, the main collider signature is through the
production of charginos. Their mass is giventhy = + , where — is due to
electromagnetic contributions and is of ord#0 to 400 MeV. The produced charginos will
decay into the neutralino, mainly through emission of awattv ~ which gives rise to lepton
pairs or pions depending on its energy. This decay is godeogehe mass differencen =
m m o. Because charginos are produced through EW processes, liHGainly be able
to explore the case of very light charginos, which exist onlghe limited area of the parameter
space withm . Unlike in low energy supersymmetry, the absence of casdadays in
this case will make it difficult to separate the signal froomsar events produced by Standard
Modelw  production processes.

Let us discus the case ef e colliders. For most of theM ; ) parameter rangem
is small, at most of order a few GeV. Because the value ofs not small enough to make the
chargino long-lived as to produce visible tracks in the exedetectors, we have to rely on its
decay products. The produced leptons or pions are verysdft avould typically be difficult to
disentangle them from the background due to emission ofguisdtom the beam. The strategy
is then to look fore" e ! + Eq. A proper cut on the transverse momentum of the photon
allows to eliminate the background of missing energy duan@sion ofe” e pairs along the
beam, as the conservation of transverse momentum implwsangimultaneous detection of
electrons or positrons [272]. The best possible scenadenM and are of the same order
since, as soon as starts to be greater than the Binos quickly decouple and this model
converges to the; = 1 scenario with 11 TeVW.

With LEP precision measurements, a new era has opened up phiysics beyond the
Standard Model. While still waiting for more experimentata, critics have been put forward
the beauty of the * MSSM with electroweak scale superpasthérhas shaded and its abso-
lute reign ended. New routes are being explored. If no symyr@tdynamical mechanism
is invoked to solve the gauge hierarchy problem, then thermoireason today to expect the
presence of new signals at the TeV scale outside the HiggsbosOur motivation here for
supersymmetry is a top-down approach: we assume that itysnanstry of the fundamental
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theory in the ultraviolet. We are then tempted to analyzedifferent routes for its breaking
and if they have any phenomenological consequences. Timkgply impossible) task is very
much simplified if one requires from the theory to contain &daatter candidate, to predict
unification of couplings, and to show (approximative) unsadity of masses as was illustrated
here.

We studied a scenario where supersymmetry is broken threuwdll deformations of
intersecting brane angles. Sizable gaugino masses areuliffo generate in these models
due to the samliness of R-symmetry breaking. We circumv@stdifficulty by considering a
split supersymmetry framework with Dirac masses for gaagirOur results show that we can
easily obtain interesting models with the minimal contanthe electroweak scale to address
both unification and dark matter problems.
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Part 12

A search for gluino decays into a b quark
pair and a dilepton at the LHC

T. Millet and S. Muanza

Abstract

We present a search at the LHC for gluinos undergoing theviatig
cascade decayy ! Bb! b~J ! Mo+ ‘4 + -~ Inthis first step
of this study, we focus on the signal properties and massstagction.
Results are given for 10 fb of integrated luminosity at the LHC.

1. INTRODUCTION

This letter is devoted to the study of the following gluin@cade decay atthe LHG:! B b'!
o~J ! o+ “* 4 + ~{. Oursignal is defined as follows: the production processsaged is:
e ! agand the squark decay channel consideredis: g+ ~9.

We expect a double advantage from the later choice. On oreeth@&process has a sufficiently
large leading order (LO) cross section since it is propodicto 2. On the other hand the
g ! g+ ~{decay can have a large branching ratio and give a clean signiat theg decay
hemisphere.

This leads to a complex topology with a hard and isolatedrignfthe squark decay on top
of the rich gluino decay yielding 2 b-jets, a clean dilepton éarge missing transverse energy
(#r).

We aimed at reconstructing the gluino cascade decay in temsstfirst for the signal alone,
secondly including the background of both the Standard Mpdeesses and the SUSY pro-
cesses. To goal is to evaluate on this more realistic apprdegrades the measure of sparticle
mass differences that we can derive from this signal. We3katially concentrate on the signal
reconstruction in this first step of the study.

We produced Monte Carlo samples of the signal and backgrpuncksses using the Pythia
6.325 [17] event generator. The later is interfaced to th&PBF 4.2 [273] and the TAUOLA
2.6 [274] programs. These provide respectively the protarion density functions and an
accurate description of tau decays and polarization. Wepeed a fast simulation the ATLAS
detector response using ATLFAST [18].

Section 2 describes the signal properties. Section 3 detalonline and offline event selection.
The sparticle mass reconstruction is presented at section 4
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2. SIGNAL PROPERTIES
2.1 Choice of a mSUGRA Point

We chose the following point in the mSUGRA parameter spackutstrate our signal proper-
ties:

mi,= 175Ge&v
Ay= 1000Gev
tan = 3

>0

8
§m0= 200G ev
<

This corresponds to the mass spectrum and the decay mogésyed in Figl.

| Mass Spectrum and BRs |

S 500
0] B 0 o mSUGRA PARAMETERS]
O . g 229% _ H A" M —
@ 2 b A mg = 200 GeV
2 4001 — m,, = 175GeV
g i v @ SIGNp= 1
B == = tanB = 3.0
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300
200 17
- /
100 o &
0

Figure 1: Mass spectrum and decay modes for the chosen mSUBRA

The signal production cross section times branching ra$ios (g ! g+ 2b+ 2+ 2-~7) =
1:58pb. It should be noted that for this point the total SUSY isole cross section is O(2005b)
and that it may produce a significant "SUSY background” thest to be accounted for on top
of the usual Standard Model background.

3. EVENT SELECTION
3.1 Online Selection

The level 3 trigger, also known as High Level Trigger [275h8sacrudely simulated by updat-
ing the ATLFAST trigger cuts. Fig.2 shows the distributiointlee online selected events as a
function of the trigger menus.

We can see that about the third of the selected events passia ah¢he 3 following
categories: the leptons menus, the jets menus and theehus. The overall efficiency of the
signal obtained with an "or” of these trigger menus is 9.7

8This includes the Higgs bosons pair production, but not the Yrocesses
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Figure 2: The different trigger menus used for the onlinestbdn

3.2 Preselection

The preselection aims at rejecting most of the QCD backgtoumhilst keeping the highest
signal efficiency. The cuts applied at this level define thidistd topology. They are obviously
defined as additional requirements with respect to the erdetection and defined as follows:

. exactly 2 isolated leptons (w ith opposite signsand sam e avor)
§pT (e )> 5G&V;pr( )> 6GeV
29 ()< 25

at Jeast 3 Fts

pr (jets)> 10G &V

J (Jets)j< 50
*Hr > 100G &V

Fig.3 shows the total number of reconstructed jets (leftyak as the number of b-tagged jets.
For the later an efficiency of @0was used for jet actually coming from a b quark fragmentation
whereas a rejection factor of about 7 and 100 was used forget € quarks and light flavor
qguarks respectively. These values, as well as correctictorfs depending on the jet. are

taken from the ATLFAST-B program. The signal efficiency afplying these preselection
cutsis: (signal) = 49:3%.

3.3 Double-Tag Analysis

Though it's in principle possible to perform this signal sgarequiring only 1 b-tagged jet in the
events, we directly required 2 b-tagged jets in order tdifate the jets combinatorics between
the squark and the gluino hemispheres. Therefore we usesirtime strategy of assigning
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Figure 3: Untagged (left) and b-tagged (right) jet mutipiés after the preselection

to the gluino hemisphere both the dilepton and the 2 leaditaghed jets. The leading non
b-tagged jet was systematically assigned to the squarkdpdraie. This leads us to adopt the
following additional cuts with respect to the preselectiequirements:

(
atleast2b  tagged Ets

Pr (B eh;et) > 50;30;20G &V

The signal efficiency after applying these final cuts issignal) = 14:7% . So for an integrated
luminosity of Ldt= 10 fb * one still expects more than 2400 signal events.

4. MASS RECONSTRUCTION
4.1 ~J Reconstruction

We reconstructed the dilepton invariant mass and couldméte this way the kinematical edge
which is an estimator of the (~) m (¥ )mass difference. This is displayed at different levels
of the event selection on Fig.4.

RI_m_T01179 RI_m_I01179

Entries 24965 Entries 7194

S Mean 33.61 > 100 Mean 3351

3300 RMS 11.42 8 E RMS 11.26
C 90F
- L o E
L o50[C =
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o & 705
200 60—
150 50?
F 40
100 30F
E 20F
50— E
C 10F

0 | cla b e L L L L oF . v Loy by kit L L
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m('T) (GeV) m('T) (GeV)

Figure 4: ~3 mass reconstruction

We can see that the bad combinations that appear beyongiraiical edge are rare after the
preselection and even more so after the final selectiongtihoo special treatment was applied
to remove the leptons that come from a B or C hadron semi+eptiecay.
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One notes that the kinematical edge points near the expeated of 54 GeV for our signal
point. No fits and no uncertainty estimates on the actualevderived from this histogram are
made so far.

4.2 & Reconstruction

We reconstructed the (&%) m (¥)mass difference by calculating the 3-body invariant mass
of the dilepton and one of the 2 leading b-tagged jets. Therelaviously wrong combinations
that enter the distribution in Fig.5. But we are exclusivelierested the largest value of the 2
combinations where we indeed see a kinematical edge.

2 40 - h1 MSBOTTOM279
O - Entries 14670
w 35— Mean 185.8
o RMS 63.91
& 30
> -
(w -
25—
20—
15
10—
5
0 : 1 hi 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 35 400

m(b,)-m ) (GeV)

Figure 5:1 mass reconstruction

Again, one notes that the edge points near the expected @BB09 GeV for our signal point.

4.3 g Reconstruction
Finally we reconstruct the () m (<) mass difference by calculating the 4-body invariant
mass obtained with the dilepton and the 2 leading b-tagged je

There one sees that the edge points slightly higher thanxibeceed value of 360 GeV for our
signal point.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS
5.1 Conclusions

We have shownthattheo ! g+ g ! g+ Bb! g+ ~0+ ) ! g+ o+ “* + 2~0isa
guite interesting process to search for and to study at th€.LBY looking at the signal alone,
it seems feasible to reconstruct the following mass diffees using the classical kinematical
edgesm (~) m({)m ®) m(Y)andm (g) m ().
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Figure 6:g mass reconstruction

5.2 Prospects

This study will be continued with the addition of both ther@tard Model and the SUSY back-
grounds. First of all the signal significance will be cald¢athwith the current final cuts and the
cuts will be adjusted if necessary. The effect of the badkigdoprocesses on the sparticle mass
reconstruction will be estimated.
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Part 13

Sensitivity of the LHC to CP violating
Higgs bosons

R.M. Godbole, D.J. Miller, S. Moretti and M.M. Muhlleitner

Abstract

We examine the sensitivity of the LHC to CP violation in theggs sec-
tor. We show that for a Higgs boson heavy enough to decay ip&araf
real or virtualz bosons, a study of the fermion pairs resulting from the
z=7 decay, can provide a probe of possible CP non-conservatien.
investigate the expected invariant mass distribution &edaizimuthal
angular distribution of the process for a general Higgs-coupling.

1. INTRODUCTION

Whereas in the Standard Model (SM) CP violating effectsiayg éxtensions of the SM, such as
2-Higgs doublet models, exhibit new sources of CP violatibich can lead to sizeable effects
in the Higgs sector [97, 276, 277]. In minimal supersymnaethieories, which are specific
realizations of 2-Higgs doublet models, two complex Higgslilets have to be introduced to
remove anomalies. After three of the Higgs doublet comptmieave been absorbed to provide
masses to the electroweak gauge bosons, the remaining fiveor@nts give rise to a quintet
of physical Higgs boson states. In a CP-conserving theesides two charged Higgs bosons,
there are two CP-even neutral Higgs fields and one CP-oddatstdte. In case of CP violation
in the Higgs sector the neutral Higgs bosons mix to give thfiggs states with indefinite CP
guantum numbers. While the prospects of establishing the@tum number of a spin 0
state at the upcoming colliders are quite good, deternunatif the CP mixing, should the state
have an indefinite CP quantum number, is not very easy (Se&y f@ir example for a recent
summary).

In this note we present observables which are sensitive tei@&tion in order to inves-
tigate the sensitivity of the LHC to CP violation in the Higgector. We then show preliminary
results and give an outlook of the ongoing project.

2. THE DISTRIBUTIONS SENSITIVE TO CP VIOLATION

We exploit the Higgs decays t boson pairs to determine spin and parity of the Higgs boson.
The Higgs boson is produced in gluon fusion at the LHC, and:.thesons subsequently decay
into fermion pairs

This process includes clean  ande' e decay channels for isolating the signal from the
background and allowing a complete reconstruction of thekiatical configuration with good
precision [279-281].

In Ref. [282] it has been shown that a model-independentyaisatan be performed
if supplemented by additional angular correlation effantgluon gluon fusion. To this end
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helicity methods have been applied to generalize the Higgpling toz bosons to arbitrary
spin and parity. The most general vertex for a spin-0 Higg®ohan a CP non conserving theory
can then be written as

igM 4 b c

a + — + i— k 2
COSW[g Mzzpp w2 pk ] (2)

withp=p,, + p1,, k=1, B, P, andp,, being the four-momenta of the two bosons,
respectively, and,, denoting the electroweak mixing angle. The coefficients;c depend on
the theory, where= 6 0 is indicative of CP violation. The tree level Standard Modase is
recovered fora = 1 andb= c= 0. Note that this choice of vertex is gauge invariant for this
process. Any gauge dependence in th@ropagators is trivially cancelled when contracted
with the conserved lepton currents.

In the following we present the invariant mass distributeomd the azimuthal angular
distribution of the Higgs decay width into two bosons. The azimuthal angleis defined as
the angle between the planes of the fermion pairs stemmangtinez boson decays, cf. Fig. 1.

Figure 1: The definition of the polar angles (i = 1;2) and the azimuthal angle for the sequential decay
H ! z' %7 ! (ff)(f£f,)inthe rest frame of the Higgs patrticle.

Fig. 2. left shows the invariant mass distribution for a Hidmpson of 150 GeV, decaying
into a pair of virtual and reat bosons. We compare the distribution for a certain choicéef t
parameters: ;b;cin the coupling given in Eq. (2) to the SM result. Fig. 2. rigiiesents the
azimuthal angular distribution for a Higgs particle of 288\Gdecaying in pair of read bosons,
again compared to the Standard Model. As can be inferred thatigures, the distributions
show a distinct behaviour for different models, encourgdurther investigation of the angular
observables with respect to the sensitivity of the LHC to @#ation in the Higgs sector.

3. SENSITIVITY OF THE LHC TO CP VIOLATION

In order to get a first estimate of the sensitivity of the LHG® violation in the Higgs sector
the cross section of the process given in Eq. (1) has beenlatdd for a Higgs boson mass
of 150 GeV as a function of the parameteérandc. The parametes has been chosen equal
to the SM valuej.e. a = 1. For simplicity we choose the Higgs coupling to the gluonbé¢o

the same as in the SM. The Higgs production cross sectionuonglsion has been calculated
with the program HIGLU [283] which includes the QCD corrects at next-to-leading order.
Again for simplicity, in the calculation of the branchingimof the Higgs boson, we adopt the
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Figure 2: The differential invariant mass distributionffland the azimuthal angular distribution [right] far; =
150 GeV andM ; = 280 GeV, respectively. The parameterization corresponds eégptirameterization of the
H 7 7 vertex givenin Eq. (2).
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Figure 3: The sensitivity of the LHC to CP violation repretehin the p;d] plane fora= 1,M 5y = 150 GeV for
two different sensitivity criteria.

SMHW W coupling and only modify thel z z coupling. Furthermore, it has been assumed
that the cuts applied to reduce the background alter thes @®ation in the same way as in the
SM case,.e. by about a factor 10 for an integrated luminosity of 100'f279]. Since the
ATLAS study, where this number has been taken from, is don@ foO gluon fusion cross
section, the following results are presented for the LO pobidn for reasons of consistency.
NLO corrections would alter the production section by abetactor 2 before cuts. In Fig. 3.
we present the scatter plots in ec]plane representing the points which fulfill the sensitivity
criteria we adopt. In order to have large enough significarfatleast 5) the total cross section

is required to be larger than 1.5 fb. Furthermore, the difiee between the cross section
including the general CP violating z z coupling should differ from the SM cross section by
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more than 1(5) fb. Our sensitivity criteria, foty ! H ! z z ! (I'1 )11 ), are
b6 05 151fb (1= e; ) (3)
jo60  SMys 1 (5)fh

Fig. 3. shows the sensitivity areas in thgc]plane according to the criteria Eq. (3) in
case the difference to the SM result exceeds 1 fb (left) arm(&dht). In the former case the
sensitivity area is almost covered by the LHC.

4. OUTLOOK

In the next step we will confront our results obtained for tH¢C sensitivity with proposed
CP violating models in the literature and we will refine theesimental side of the analy-
sis. We will furthermore investigate to which extent the LMl be sensitive to CP violation
in the various distributions presented in section 2. Thdyamawill as well be extended to
the most general case, i.e. to spin 1 and spin 2 particle owgto z z in order to be as
model-independent as possible. The resulting proge&itzZ will be made available to the
experimental community for more detailed studies.
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Part 14

Testing the scalar mass universality of
MSUGRA at the LHC

S. Kraml, R. Lafaye, T. Plehn and D. Zerwas

Abstract

We investigate to which extent the universal boundary doors of
MSUGRA can be tested in top-down fits at the LHC. Focusing ih pa
ticular on the scalar sector, we show that the GUT-scalelwefiking
masses of the squarks are an order of magnitude less wellraioesl
than those of the sleptons. Moreover, if the valuesagf and are
not known, the fit is insensitive to the mass-squared terntiseoHiggs
fields.

If supersymmetry is realised in nature, sparticle massédwimeasured from measure-
ments of kinematic endpoints [167,284] in cascade deckgsli! g~) ! gl L ! gl 1 ~{
at the LHC. The optimal next step would then be to extract tH&% breaking parameters at
the electroweak scale in a global fit and extrapolate thema@tUT scale [53,285] to test their
high-scale boundary conditions. A complete MSSM fit may, &éesv, have too many parame-
ters compared to the number of observables available athi@ This has been shown recently
using new fitting tools such as Fittino [53, 54] and SFittég][5The alternative procedures will
then be to determine the underlying parameters either bydiaisufficient number of parame-
ters (those the least sensitive to the avaialable measuts)rie a defined value or in top-down
fits of particular models of SUSY breaking. Such top-down Bee e.g. [284], are in fact quite
popular in benchmark studies within the minimal superdgyefmSUGRA) model, in which the
SUSY-breaking gaugino, scalar and trilinear parameters, m , anda ,, respectively, each
obey universal boundary conditions at the GUT scale,

However, as we discuss in this contribution, care has to kentaot to draw too strong
conclusions from just a mMSUGRA fit. As a matter of fact, theed®mination of the common
scalar massn o, is dominated by the precise measurement of the endpoitiieaf © invari-
ant massn 7, ** —in other words by the-}, ~ and% mass differences. Kinematic endpoints
involving jets, which give the squark and gluino massesnaeasured about an order of mag-
nitude less precisely than?,**. Moreover, in the renormalization group running, the sguar
mass parameters are drivenby_, with a large coefficient and are hence much less sensitive
tom , than the slepton masses:

mZ+ 0:15m?Z_ ; (1)

mi+ 58m?7, : (2)

2 s 2.
mg+ 0bmi,; m

QN N
G NN

mi+ 63mi,; m o
Additionally the error omm , is proportional to the product of the error on sfermion masg a
the sfermion mass itself. Thus for a squark mass typicatgettimes as large as a slepton mass,
the relative experimental error on the squark mass measuremust be an order of magnitude
more precise than the measurement of the slepton mass i tidasame sensitivity, which is
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difficult to achieve. For these reasons, measurements afrkgjthave little influence on the fit
of a universa .

While the assumption of a universal, simplifies the model a lot, there is no strong the-
oretical basis for this. When embedded in a higher gaugepgrsparticles which come in the
same multiplet have equal masses. This is for example thefoasquarks and sleptons in
SU(5) or SO(10) GUTs. Non-universal scalar masses are &auillg constrained by flavour-
changing neutral currents (FCNC), at least for the first aaabad generation. However, there
may be non-universal D-terms and/or GUT-scale threshotdections, and the FCNC con-
straints are much less severe for the third generation. tigstot least, there is no sound theo-
retical argument whatsoever for the universality of the srsguared terms; 2 ,,» of the Higgs
fields. (If it is given up, andm , become free parameters of the model.) For these reasons,
and because of it's important phenomenological implicetjahe assumption of scalar-mass
universality should be treated with caution.

In this contribution, we study the implications of relaxitige scalar-mass universality of
MSUGRA in the top-down parameter determination. To this, au® assume the perspective
LHC edge measurements at SPS1a according to [75]. In gesevaral of the LHC measure-
ments of SPS1a with an integrated luminsoity of 300'fare dominated by the systematic error
on the knowledge of the energy scale, which is 1% for jets ah@&Gor leptons (electrons and
muons). For the light Higgs mass,.., we assume an experimental error of 250 MeV and a the-
oretical error of 3 GeV [156]. We then uSFITTER [55, 56] to determine the parameters for
non-universal SUGRA scenarios. The results are summairzeable 1.° First, as a reminder,
case A shows the results of a strict mMSUGRA fit [55], which &e#dao (1% ) accuracy om o,

m i, andtan ,and 20GeV accuracy on,. Note that as poited out in [55] the fit to the edge
variables gives a much better result than the fit to the etddb8USY masses. Next, for case B,
we have relaxed the universality between slepton, squatktggs mass parameters, treating
mo(@mo(@andmy; = mi = my asindependent parameters. As expected, the scalar-mass
parameter of the squarks,, (z), turns out to be an order of magnitude less well dertermined
than that of the sleptons, , (). The Higgs mass parameters have a very large00% errror

in this case. The precision aan and2, also degrades, foan by a factor of 1.6 and for
A, by a factor of 2.6 (from 21 GeV to 54 GeV). Finally, in case C vad assumed universal
scalar masses for sleptons and squarks of the first two gesresdl;«), but treated those of the
third generation and of the Higgs fields as free parametdrs.r@sulting errors on  (;) and

m , (I;g) are more or less similar to case B, but thatop becomes almost 200% and, (~ ),
relying almost only on the invariant mass edge measurement, remains undetermined. Al
the error oma , increases to 75 GeV.

We have also studied the influence of particular measuresy@nthe fit. The measure-
ment of the sbottom masses, for instance, is of course ¢ifocithe determination of , (&;B).
In addition, it also has an important impact on the detertioneof tan anda,: without the
sbottom measurement, the error @m increases by about a factor of 2 and thatzonby
about a factor of 4 in cases B and C. The influence gfis small in these cases because of its
3 GeV theoretical uncertainty. The pseudoscalar masson the other hand, would have an
important influence. A measurementrof, at the level of 10% would mainly improve the error
ontan . Thisis shown as case D in Table 1. In order to determife one would need to
obtain a better uncertainty on the Higgs masses and to knew plarameter in addition.

9As the central values of the measurements were used, the eathe 2 . of the fit is zero by construction
and therefore not quoted.
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Parameter value (A) (B) © (D)
tan 10 15 2.4 24 2.1
mi_, 250 | 1.1 1.6 1.3 1.3
m g 100 | 1.4 - - -
m o (T) 100 - 14 - —
m () 100 - 16 — -
m o (L;e) 100 - — 15 15
m o (1) 100 | - - 20 17
mo(~) 100 | - — 200 200
m 10000 — 11000 20000 15000
A, 100 21 54 75 63

Table 1: (A) Parameter errors obtained with a fit of MSUGRA i edge and threshold measurements at SPS1a.
(B) Same as A but relaxing the universality betweaeg and Higgs mass terms. (C) Same as A but relaxing the
universality between the 1st/2nd and the 3rd generatiolgéiks and sleptons, and the Higgs mass terms. (D)
Same as D adding , measurement (400 GeV) with a 40 GeV uncertainty.

In summary, at SPSla, with the anticipated measurementedtHC with 300 fb*,
the universality of the scalar mass parameters of squartissiptons at the GUT scale can
be tested to the level of 10%—-20%. Moreover, with the stathdaeasurements, there is no
sensitivity to the GUT-scale values of the scalar mass pai@ms of the Higgs fields. The

scalar-mass parameters of the squark and Higgs sectorisale@n important influence on the
fit results oftan anda.,.
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Part 15

A repository for
beyond-the-Standard-Model tools

P. Skands, P. Richardson, B. C. Allanach, H. Baer, &aBger, M. El Kacimi, U. Ellwanger,

A. Freitas, N. Ghodbane, D. Goujdami, T. Hahn, S. Heinemé&y4dr. Kneur, G. Landsberg,

J. S. Lee, M. Nlhlleitner, T. Ohl, E. Perez, M. Peskin, A. Pilaftsis, T.HIgW. Porod, H. Przysiez-
niak, A. Pukhov, D. Rainwater, J. Reuter, S. Schumann, &t8be M. Spira and S. Tsuno

Abstract

To aid phenomenological studies of Beyond-the-StandaodéVi(BSM)
physics scenarios, a web repository for BSM calculationals has
been created. We here present brief overviews of the relexades,
ordered by topic as well as by alphabet. The online versidhefepos-
itory may be found at:
http://www.ippp.dur.ac.uk/montecarlo/BSM/

1. INTRODUCTION

The physics programme at present and future colliders i®aiat a truly comprehensive ex-
ploration of the TeV scale. On the theoretical side, receatry have seen the emergence of an
impressive variety of proposals for what physics may be vesd by these machines in just
a few years. The ideas range from hypotheses of new fundahvaatter (e.g. right-handed
neutrinos) or forcesz7® models), to new space-time symmetries (supersymmetngyvem new
spatial dimensions — at times with singularly spectacutarsequences, such as the possible
production of microscopic black holes.

In the wake of many of these proposals, developments of ctariped calculations of
mass spectra, couplings, and experimental observablsidleen place. For others, such tools
are yet to be created. Let it be stressed that this is not @ pbamly theoretical or phenomeno-
logical interest. Experiments and analyses are not coetstupurely with mechanical tools.
Theoretical predictions, for expected signal strengthselsas background levels, constitute a
crucial part of the optimisation of both detectors, triggemnd analysis strategies. It is therefore
essential to have access to tools for calculating obsersdbl as wide a range of phenomeno-
logical signatures as possible.

The present brief overview and associated web repositang &0 assess the present situa-
tion and facilitate the information gathering process feople wishing to perform phenomeno-
logical calculations in scenarios of physics beyond the&ied Model. We hope this may serve
also to stimulate further work in the field. In Section 2., wstfpresent a brief index of codes
organised by physics topic. Next, in Section 3., a full, alpétical overview is given, describ-
ing the contents of the repository at the time of writing. @trecent overviews of BSM-related
physics tools can be found in [286—289].
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2. TOOLS BY PHYSICS TOPIC

This section is merely intended as an index, useful for figdint which tools exist for a given
physics scenario. The main repository is then describelphadetical order in the next section.

Supersymmetry
CALCHEP: MSSM tree-level matrix element generator. Phase spdegration and
event generation. Extensions possible.

CoMPHEP: MSSM tree-level matrix element generator. Phase spdegration and
event generation. Extensions possible.

CPsupPERH: Higgs phenomenology in the MSSM with explict CP Violation

FEYNHIGGS. MSSM Higgs sector including explicit CP-violation (masseouplings,
branching ratios, and cross sections).

HERwWIG: Event generator for the MSSM (with and without RPV). Inéed to BAJET.
ILCsLEPTON NLO cross-sections for slepton productiordéia ande e collisions.
HDEcAY: MSSM Higgs decay widths including loop effects.

ISAJET. MSSM event generator. MSSM mass and coupling spectrungydeadths.
Checks against experimental constraints.

MICROMEGAS: MSSM (work on CPV in progress) and NMSSM dark matter relin-de
sity.

NMHDEcAY: NMSSM mass spectrum plus couplings and decay widths of igiy$d
bosons. Checks against experimental constraints.

O’MEGA: MSSM tree-level matrix element generator. Extensionsibes.

PrRospPINa SUSY-NLO cross sections at hadron colliders.

PYTHIA: MSSM event generator. RPV decays. Extensions to R-hadmdsNMSSM
available.

SDEcAY: MSSM decay widths including loop effects.

SHERPA MSSM event generator.

SOFTSUSY: MSSM mass and coupling spectrum.

SPHENO: MSSM mass and coupling spectrum, decay widths,&ndcross sections.
SUSPECT. MSSM mass and coupling spectrum.

SUSY-MADGRAPH: MSSM Matrix Elements.

SUSYGEN3: MSSM event generator (with and without RPV).

Extra Dimensions

CHARYBDIS: Black hole production in hadron-hadron collisions.
HERWIG: Resonant graviton production in hadron-hadron collision

MICROMEGASs: Dark matter relic density. UED and warped extra dimensioaisg
implemented.

PANDORA/PANDORA-PYTHIA: ADD extra dimensions. Work in progress: UED.
PYTHIA: RS graviton excitations.

PYTHIA UED: Universal Extra Dimensions.

SHERPA: ADD extra dimensions.
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TRUENOIR: Black hole production.

Extra Gauge Bosonsyz =W “models.

PANDORA/PANDORA-PYTHIA: 2models.
PYTHIA: Zandw °models.

Other Exotics
O’MEGA: Anomalous triple and quartic gauge couplings. Extenspossible.
GR@PPA.LEPTOQUARK Leptoquark event generator fop andpp collisions.

PYTHIA: Technicolor, doubly charged Higgs bosons, excited fensji@nomalous cou-
plings, leptoquarks, fourth generation fermions.

3. TOOLS BY ALPHABET

We here give a detailed alphabetical list of the tools presethe repository at the time these
proceedings went to press. Note that the preceding sectintains a useful list of tools by
topic, i.e. which tools are relevant for extra dimensionkicl ones for Z’ etc.

CalcHEP
Contact PersorA. Pukhov,pukhov@lapp.in2p3.fr
Web Pagehttp://theory.sinp.msu.ru/ pukhov/calchep.html

CALCHEP is a program for symbolic calculation of matrix elemearid generation of C-codes
for subsequent numerical calculations. The model has toefieat! in tems of lists of vari-
ables, constraints, particles and list of vertices. Vasi8$M can be implemented and inves-
tigated. In partiqular GLCHEP links to YSPECT, ISAJET, SOFTSUSY, and SRENO for
MSSM. It also contains a Monte Carlo generator for unweidtgeents and a simple program
which passes these events toTRIA. CALCHEP is a menu driven system with context help
facility and is accompanied by a manual. At the same timecHEP can be used in the
non-interactive regime as a generator of matrix elementetioer programs. In this mode it
is implemented imICROME GASs for automatic generation of matrix elements of annihilatio
and co-annihilation of super-particles. Restrictionsetlevel matrix elements, not more than 6
particles in initial/final states. The last restriction sused by modern computer facilities and
by the implemented method of calculation (squared ampgidBut for calculation of separate
diagrams it was successfuly used far 3 and 2 6 processes.

Charybdis
Contact PersorP. RichardsonReter.Richardson@durham.ac.uk
Web Pagewww.ippp.dur.ac.uk/montecarlo/leshouches/generators /charybdis/

Charybdis simulates black hole production in hadron-hadmllisions using a geometric ap-
proximation for the cross section together with Hawkingpevation of the black hole using the
correct grey-body factors. It is described in more detajPi®0].
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CompHEP
Contact Persorsasha Sherstnesherstnv@theory.sinp.msu.ru
Web Pagehttp://theory.sinp.msu.ru/comphep

The CoMPHEP package was created for calculation of multiparticlalfstates in collision
and decay processes. The main idea @9MBHEP was to enable one to go directly from the
lagrangian to the cross sections and distributions effelsti with the high level of automation.
The officially supported models are SM (in two gauges), ust@med MSSM (in two gauges),
MSSM with SUGRA and Gauge-Mediated SUSY breacking machasig he special program
LANHEP allows new BSM models to be implemented toNMPHEP.

CPsuperH

Contact Persong. S. Leejslee@hep.man.ac.uk
A. Pilaftsis,pilaftsi@mail.cern.ch
Web Pagehttp://www.hep.man.ac.uk/u/jslee/CPsuperH.html

CPsuPeRrH [97] is a newly-developed computational package thatutates the mass spec-
trum, couplings and branching ratios of the neutral andgdtiHiggs bosons in the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model with explicit CP violati®3,[291-294]. The program is
based on recent renormalization-group-improved diagratitncalculations that include dom-
inant higher-order logarithmic and threshold correctidngjuark Yukawa-coupling resumma-
tion effects and Higgs-boson pole-mass shifts [295-299].

The code CBUPERH is self-contained (with all subroutines included), isyeasd fast to
run, and is organized to allow further theoretical develepis to be easily implemented. The
fact that the masses and couplings of the charged and néliygé bosons are computed at a
similar high-precision level makes it an attractive toal T@vatron, LHC and LC studies, also
in the CP-conserving case.

FeynHiggs
Contact Persont. Hahn,hahn@mppmu.mpg.de

S. HeinemeyeiSven.Heinemeyer@cern.ch
Web Pagehttp://www.feynhiggs.de

FeynHiggs is a program for computing MSSM Higgs-boson nwmasel related observables,
such as mixing angles, branching ratios, couplings andymtiah cross sections, including

state-of-the-art higher-order contributions (also far tase of explicit CP-violation). The cen-
terpiece is a Fortran library for use with Fortran and C/C+tternatively, FeynHiggs has a

command-line, Mathematica, and Web interface. The comriaednterface can process, be-
sides its native format, files in SUSY Les Houches Accord frrireynHiggs is an open-source
program and easy to install. A web-based interface is avaitwww.feynhiggs.de/fhucc

For further information, see also [74, 155, 156, 277, 300].

GR@PPA.Leptoquark
Contact Persorfs. TsunoSoushi.Tsuno@cern.ch
Web Pagehttp://atlas.kek.jp/physics/nlo-wg/index.html

GR@PPA event generator for Leptoquark model. The code ge®eunweighted events for
scalar or vector type Leptoquark models. The Leptoquarksganerated, and decayed into
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qguark and lepton(neutrino) so that the decay propertiekefihal particles are correctly han-
dled. In the vector Leptoquark production, two anomalousptiogs are included in the in-
teraction vertices. The decay mode depends on the modeateddun the unified theory. The
program thus keeps flexibility for the Leptoquark decay. @eéails description can be found
on the web page, where also the model file which contains tipgoqe@ark interaction for the
GRACE system is available.

HDecay
Contact Persoryl. Spira,Michael.Spira@psi.ch
Web Pagehttp://people.web.psi.ch/spira/hdecay/

HDEcAY [301] calculates the branching ratios and total widths of &l MSSM Higgs
bosons.

Herwig
Contact PersorP. RichardsonReter.Richardson@durham.ac.uk
Web Pagehttp://hepwww.rl.ac.uk/theory/seymour/herwig/

HERWIG [11] is a general purpose event generator for the simulaifddadron Emission Re-

actions With Interfering Gluons. The main concentrationmsthe simulation of the Standard
Model although SUSY (with and without RPV [302]) is implentet together with resonant
gravition production in hadron-hadron collisions.

ILCslepton
Contact PersorA. Freitas,afreitas@physik.unizh.ch
Web Pagehttp://theory.fnal.gov/people/freitas/

The programs calculate the complete electroweak one-loopations to slepton production in
e e ande e collisions (i.e. at ILC). Besides the virtual loop corrects, real photon radia-

tion is included in order to provide a finite and well-definegult. For the sake of consistent
renormalization, the programs take the MSSM soft breakiagumeters at an arbritary scale
as input; it is not possible to use masses and mixing anglegasparameters. The available
codes allow the computation of the total and angular diffee¢ cross-sections for selectron,
smuon and sneutrino production. For more information, 868,[304].

Isajet
Contact Persorti. Baer,baer@hep.fsu.edu
Web Pagehttp://www.phy.bnl.gov/ isajet/

Simulatesop, pp, ande" e interactions at high energies. Calculates SUSY and Higgstamm
along with SUSY and Higgs 2 and 3 body decay branching frasti&valuates neutralino relic
density, neutralino-nucleon scattering cross sectiBrg, ! s ), (g 2),BrB, > * ).

micrOMEGAS
Contact Person§. Bélanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov, A. Sememai¢yo.omegas@lapp.in2p3.fr
Web Pagehttp://lappweb.in2p3.fr/lapth/micromegas/index.html
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MICROMEGAS is a code that calculates the relic density of the dark mattsupersymmetry.
All annihilation and coannihilation processes are inctild€he cross-sections, extracted from
CALCHEP, are calculated exactly using loop-corrected massesraxings as specified in
the SUSY Les Houches Accord. Relativistic formulae for thertnal average are used and
care is taken to handle poles and thresholds by adoptingdfisp@tegration routines. In the
MSSM, the input parameters can be either the soft SUSY pdeamer the parameters of a
SUGRA model specified at the GUT scale. In the latter casekanith SUSPECT, SOFTSUSY,
SPHENOand ISAJETallows to calculate the supersymmetric spectrum, Higgsemss well as
mixing matrices. Higher-order corrections to Higgs congs to quark pairs including QCD as
well as some SUSY corrections are implemented. Crossesector any 2 2 process as well
as partial decay widths for two-body final states are prayid€ross-sections for neutralino
annihilation at v 0, relevant for indirect detection of neutralinos, are auatically computed.
In the MSSM, routines calculatinggy 2),Br(b ! s ),Br(Bs! * )are alsoincluded.
MICROMEGAS can be extended to other models by specifying the correspgmaodel file in
the CALCHEP notation.

NMHDecay
Contact PersortJ. Ellwanger,ellwanger@th.u-psud.fr
Web Pagehttp://www.th.u-psud.ffNMHDECAY/nmhdecay.html

The Fortran code NMHBCAY computes the sparticle masses and masses, couplings ayd dec
widths of all Higgs bosons of the NMSSM in terms of its paraeneat the electroweak (SUSY
breaking) scale: the Yukawa couplingsand , the soft trilinear term@& anda , andtan( )

and . = < S >. The computation of the Higgs spectrum includes the leatiimmgloop
terms, electroweak corrections and propagator correstidach point in parameter space is
checked against negative Higgs bosons searches at LE&dimglunconventional channels
relevant for the NMSSM. A link to a NMSSM version of IROMEGASs allows to compute
the dark matter relic density, and a rough (lowest ordergudation of the BR6 ! s ) is
perfromed. One version of the program uses generalized Stétiventions for input and
output. For further information, see also [218, 305].

O’Mega
Contact Persont. Ohl, ohi@physik.uni-wuerzburg.de

J. Reuterjuergen.reuter@desy.de
Web Pagehttp://theorie.physik.uni-wuerzburg.de/ ohl/omega/

O’Mega constructs [306] optimally factorized tree-levehttering amplitudes (starting from
2! 4 processes, the expressions are much more compact andicaiiyestable than naive

sums of Feynman diagrams). Officially supported modelstaétandard Model and the com-
plete MSSM (since version 0.10, of November 2005). Usersazthnew interactions (e.qg.
anomalous triple and quartic gauge couplings are part odigtebuted version).

Complete automatized event generation for the LHC and tiaeisLpossible in concert
with WHiZard.

Pandora
Contact Persorvl. Peskinmpeskin@slac.stanford.edu
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Web Pagehttp://www-sldnt.slac.stanford.edu/nld/new/
Docs/Generators/PANDORA.htm

Pandora is a parton-level physics simulation & linear colliders, including polarization
and beam effects. Pandora comes with an interface, Paiytinga, that hadronizes events with
Pythia and decays polarized taus with tauola. The currettioution (Pandora 2.3) includes an
implementation of the ADD extra dimension modei ¢ ! G and virtual graviton exchange
ine"e ! fEW*W ,7z, ), and atwo-parametef model. We are currently working on
inclusion of more general® models and inclusion of UED production and decay.

Prospino
Contact Persont. Plehn tilman.plehn@cern.ch
Web Pagehttp://pheno.physics.wisc.edu/ plehn

For most applications the uncertainty in the normalizatibMonte Carlos for the production of
two supersymmetric particles is large. The reason are I8lg@Y and SUSY-QCD corrections
to the cross section. Prospino2 is the tool you can to usenmalze your total rates. Some
distributions are available on request. For detailed migtiion on the production processes
included, on papers available for more information, and owrdoading and running the code,
please see the web pages.

Pythia
Contact Persor?. Skandsskands@fnal.gov
Web Pagehttp://www.thep.lu.se/ torbjorn/Pythia.html

In the context of tools for extra dimensionsy FHIA contains cross sections for the production
of Randall-Sundrum graviton excitations, with the partbowers corrected to RS+jet matrix
elements for hard jet radiation [307].YPHIA can also be used for a number of other BSM
physics scenarios, such as Technicolor [3@8]y °[309] (including interference with= and

W bosons), Left—-Right symmetry (Higgs triplets), leptodsarcompositeness and anomalous
couplings (including excited quarks and leptons), and afse a large variety of SUSY signals
and scenarios (for -hadrons see [310]; for RPV see [311, 312]; for the NMSSM $4a]).
Interfaces to SLHA, $AJET, and FEYNHIGGS are available. For further information, see the
PYTHIA manual [46], Chapter 8, and therPHIA update notes, both available on theTiRiA
web page.

Pythia_UED
Contact Persortd. Przysiezniakhelenka@lapp.in2p3.fr
M. El Kacimi
D. Goujdami
Web Pagehttp://wwwlapp.in2p3.fr/ przys/PythiaUED.html

A generator tool which usesyRHIA to produce events in the UED (Universal Extra Dimen-
sions) model of Appelquist, Cheng and Dobrescu [314], witk extra dimension and addi-
tional gravity mediated decays [315].

SDecay
Contact Persorivl. Mihlleitner,muehl@lapp.in2p3.fr
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Web Pagehttp://lappweb.in2p3.fr/pg-nomin/muehlleitner/SDECA Y/

Calculates the 2- and 3-body decays and loop-induced deddlise supersymmetric particles
including the QCD corrections to the decays involving codaliparticles and the dominant
electroweak effects to all decay modes.

Sherpa
Contact Persors. Schumann, F. Kraussherpa@theory.phy.tu-dresden.de
Web Pagehttp://www.sherpa-mc.de/

SHERPA [316] is a multi-purpose Monte Carlo event generator thahke to simulate high-
energetic collisions at lepton and hadron colliders. Thgspds programme of SERPA covers:
1) The description of hard processes in the framework of ttaa@&rd Model, the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model and the ADD model of largeaeditnensions using tree level
matrix elements provided by its internal matrix elementegator AMEGIC++ [317,318]. 2)
Multiple QCD bremsstrahlung from initial and final statefoas. 3) The consistent merging of
matrix elements and parton showers according to the CKK\Wapigtion. 4) Jet fragmentation
and hadronisation provided by an interface torRIA. 5) The inclusion of hard underlying
events.

Softsusy
Contact PersorB. C. Allanach B.C.Allanach@damtp.cam.ac.uk
Web Pagehttp://allanach.home.cern.ch/allanach/softsusy.html

This code provides a SUSY spectrum in the MSSM consistehtiwgut low energy data, and a
user supplied high energy constraint (eg minmal SUGRAS. Written in C++ with an emphasis
on easy generalisability. Full three-family couplings ardormalisation group equations are
employed, as well as one-loop finite corrections a la Baddatchev, Pierce and Zhang. It can
produce SUSY Les Houches Accord compliant output, and therdink to Monte-Carlos (eg
PYTHIA) or programs that calculate decays, (e.g.E8RBY). If you use SOFTSUSY to write
a paper, please cite [319], which is the SOFTSUSY manual. vEngion on the electronic
hep-ph/ archive will be updated with more recent versions.ruh SOFTSUSY, you should
only need standard C++ libraries. CERNLIB and NAGLIB are remuired. The code has
been successfully compiled so far usigig+ on SUN, DEC ALPHA and PC systems (linux,
sun UNIX and OSF). It is supposed to be standard ANSI comigafib+ (and does not contain
any templates).

SPheno

Contact PersonV. Porod,porod@ific.uv.es

Web Pagehttp://www-theorie.physik.unizh.ch/ porod/SPheno.html

Solves the SUSY RGEs at the 2-loop level for various highespabdels. The obtained param-
eters are used to calculate the SUSY and Higgs spectrum tiengpmplete 1-loop formulas
and in case of the Higgs bosons in addition the 2-loop camestdue to Yukawa interactions.

This spectrum is used to calculate SUSY and Higgs decay biagcatios and the production
of these particles in e+ e- annihilation.
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SuSpect
Contact Personl.-L. Kneur,jean-loic.kneur@Ipta.univ-montp2.fr
Web Pagehttp://www.Ipta.univ- montp2.fr/users/kneur/Suspect/

Calculates the SUSY and Higgs patrticle spectrum in the géM@8SM or more constrained
high energy SUSY models. It includes the renormalizaticugrevolution between low and
high energy scales at the full two-loop level, and the caltoh of the physical particle masses
with one-loop radiative corrections (plus leading twopamrrections for the Higgs bosons). It
also provides several optional input/output parameteiocgtsp and some calculations or checks
of experimentally or theoretically constrained quansitie.g.g 2,BR( ! s ), consistent
electroweak symmetry breaking, “fine-tuning” informatjetc.)

SUSY-MadGraph

Contact Persont. Plehn tilman.plehn@cern.ch
D. Rainwateryain@pas.rochester.edu
Web Pagehttp://www.pas.rochester.edu/ rain/smadgraph/smadgraph.html
http://pheno.physics.wisc.edu/ plehn/smadgraph/smadgraph.html
Generates Fortran code for MSSM matrix elements, which hedHELAS library. MSSM
here means R-parity conserving, no additional CP violatonl two Higgs doublets. A corre-
sponding event generator based oaMEVENT is under construction.

Susygen3

Contact Persom\l. Ghodbaneghodbane@cern.ch
E. Perezeperez@hep.saclay.cea.fr
Web Pagehttp://lyoinfo.in2p3.fr/susygen/susygen3.htmi

SUSYGEN 3.0 is a Monte Carlo program designed for computing distidms and generating
events for MSSM spatrticle productionéhe , e pandpp (pp) collisions. The Supersymmet-
ric (SUSY) mass spectrum may either be supplied by the usearoalternatively be calculated
in different models of SUSY breaking: gravity mediated ssgemetry breaking (SUGRA),
and gauge mediated supersymmetry breaking (GMSB). Thergmogncorporates the most
important production processes and decay modes, inclutimdull set of R-parity violating
decays, and the decays to the gravitino in GMSB models. Sisygarticle production via a R-
parity violating coupling is also implemented. The hadsatiion of the final state is performed
via an interface to PTHIA.

TrueNoir
Contact PersorG. Landsberglandsberg@hep.brown.edu
Web Pagehttp://hep.brown.edu/users/Greg/TrueNoir/index.htm

A Monte Carlo package, RUENOIR, has been developed for simulating production and de-
cay of the black holes at high-energy colliders. This paekega plug-in module for the
PYTHIA [17] Monte Carlo generator. It uses a euristic algorithm aondservation of barion
and lepton numbers, as well as the QCD color, to simulateeaydof a black hole in a rapid-
decay approximation. While the limitations of this approace clear, further improvements
to this generator are being worked on. In the meantime, Nipges a useful qualitative tool to
study the detector effects and other aspects of the BH egeanhstruction. At the present mo-
ment, the generator works fef e andpp collisions. The proton-proton collisions are being
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added; their characteristic is not expected to differ muomfthose inpp interactions, so the
user is advised to use th® mode to generate events at the LHC or VLHC until further reatic

4. OUTLOOK

We present an overview of the tools available in a newly e@ateb repository for Beyond-
the-Standard Model physics tools, at the address:
http://www.ippp.dur.ac.uk/montecarlo/BSM/

Most of these tools focus on supersymmetry, but there is wiggonumber of tools for
more ‘exotic’ physics becoming available as well. With aespf at least 3 workshops directly
focussing on tools in 2006, and with the Les Houches aawitiicking up again in 2007, we
anticipate that this list will be expanded considerablyobefthe turn-on of the LHC in 2007.
For the year 2006, the main tools-oriented workshops are:

1. MC4BSM, Fermilab, Mar 20-21, 2006.
http://theory.fnal.gov/imc4bsm/

2. Tools 2006, Annecy, Jun 26-28, 2006.
http://lappweb.in2p3.fr/ TOOLS2006/

3. MC4LHC, CERN, Jul 17 - 26, 2006.
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Abstract

Supersymmetric (SUSY) spectrum generators, decay paskitpnte-
Carlo programs, dark matter evaluators, and SUSY fittingyms of-
ten need to communicate in the process of an analysis. Th& 3€$
Houches Accord provides a common interface that conveygispand
decay information between the various packages. Here, patren
extensions of the conventions of the first SUSY Les Houchesokt
to include various generalisations: violation of CP, Riyaand flavour
as well as the simplest next-to-minimal supersymmetricdziad model
(NMSSM).

1. INTRODUCTION

Supersymmetric extensions of the Standard Model rank arttegnost promising and well-
explored scenarios for New Physics at the TeV scale. Givelotig history of supersymmetry
and the number of both theorists and experimentalists wgrka the field, several different
conventions for defining supersymmetric theories have Ipgeposed over the years, many of
which have come into widespread use. At present, theretbeze is not one unique defini-
tion of supersymmetric theories which prevails. Ratheifedent conventions are adopted by
different groups for different applications. In principtéis is not a problem. As long as every-
thing is clearly and completely defined, a translation cavags be made between two sets of
conventions, call them A and B.

However, the proliferation of conventions does have sonsadliantages. Results ob-
tained by different authors or computer codes are not alvdingxtly comparable. Hence, if
author/code A wishes to use the results of author/code B alailation, a consistency check
of all the relevant conventions and any necessary transktnust first be made — a tedious and
error-prone task.

To deal with this problem, and to create a more transparamtgn for non-experts, the
original SUSY Les Houches Accord (SLHA1) was proposed [92iis accord uniquely defines
a set of conventions for supersymmetric models togethdr witommon interface between
codes. The most essential fact is not what the conventienmatetail (they largely resemble
those of [320]), but that they are complete and unambiguloeisce reducing the problem of
translating between conventions to a linear, rather thamaaigtic, dependence on the number
of codes involved. At present, these codes can be catedadsghly as follows (see [321,322]
for a quick review and online repository):
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Spectrum calculators [35,62,319,323], which calculagsstipersymmetric mass and cou-
pling spectrum, assuming some (given or derived) SUSY lngaierms and a matching
to known data on the Standard Model parameters.

Observables calculators [6,162,218,300,324—-326]; ppakevhich calculate one or more
of the following: collider production cross sections (@asection calculators), decay
partial widths (decay packages), relic dark matter densirk matter packages), and
indirect/precision observables, such as rare decay biagcatios or Higgs/electroweak
observables (constraint packages).

Monte-Carlo event generators [11, 17, 46, 289, 327-330ichvbalculate cross sections
through explicit statistical simulation of high-energyripee collisions. By including
resonance decays, parton showering, hadronisation, aterlyimg-event effects, fully
exclusive final states can be studied, and, for instancecttetsimulations interfaced.

SUSY fitting programs [54, 56] which fit MSSM models to colliggpe data.

At the time of writing, the SLHA1 has already, to a large extasbliterated the need
for separately coded (and maintained and debugged) intsfaetween many of these codes.
Moreover, it has provided users with input and output in a g@mn format, which is more
readily comparable and transferable. Finally, the SLHAwvemion choices are also being
adapted for other tasks, such as the SPA project [331]. Weueetherefore, that the SLHA
project has been useful, solving a problem that, for expe&tsivial but oft-encountered and
tedious to deal with, and which, for non-experts, is an uessary head-ache.

However, SLHA1 was designed exclusively with the MSSM wehlrparameters argl-
parity conservation in mind. Some recent public codes [83, 305,311,312, 319] are either
implementing extensions to this base model or are anticigatuch extensions. It therefore
seems prudent at this time to consider how to extend SLHAR & with more general super-
symmetric theories. In particular, we will consider thelaioon of R -parity, flavour violation
and CP-violating phases in the MSSM. We will also considerribxt-to-minimal supersym-
metric standard model (NMSSM).

For the MSSM, we will here restrict our attentiondidher CPV or RPV, but not both. For
the NMSSM, we extend the SLHA1 mixing only to include the neates, with CPR -parity
and flavour still assumed conserved.

Since there is a clear motivation to make the interface aspeddent of programming
languages, compilers, platforms etc, as possible, the SLidAased on the transfer of three
different ASCII files (or potentially a character string ¢aiming identical ASCII information,
if CPU-time constraints are crucial): one for model inputedor spectrum calculator output,
and one for decay calculator output. We believe that the ratdge of platform, and indeed
language independence, outweighs the disadvantage of esiley SLHAL having to parse
input. Indeed, there are tools to assist with this task [332]

Much care was taken in SLHAL to provide a framework for the NWBBat could easily
be extended to the cases listed above. The conventions d@ctisswescribed here are designed
to be asupersebf the original SLHA1 and so, unless explicitly mentionedhe text, we will
assume the conventions of the original SLHA1 [92] implicitFor instance, all dimensionful
parameters quoted in the present paper are assumed to leedpplopriate power of GeV.
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2. MODEL SELECTION

To define the general properties of the model, we proposettoduce global switches in the
SLHA1 model definition bloctMODSELas follows. Note that the switches defined here are in
addition to the ones in [92].

BLOCK MODSEL

Switches and options for model selection. The entries mhlock should consist of an index,
identifying the particular switch in the listing below, folved by another integer or real number,
specifying the option or value chosen:

3 : (Default=0) Choice of particle content. Switches defines a
0 :MSSM.

1 : NMSSM. As defined here.

4  : (Default=0)Rr -parity violation. Switches defined are:
0 : R-parity conserved. This corresponds to the SLHAL.

1 : R-parity violated. The blocks defined in Section 3.1 should be
present.

5 : (Default=0) CP violation. Switches defined are:

0 : CPisconserved. No information even on the CKM phase is.used
This corresponds to the SLHAL.

1 : CP is violated, but only by the standard CKM phase. All extra
SUSY phases assumed zero.

2 : CPisviolated. Completely general CP phases allowed.Vbtla
is not simultaneously violated (see below), imaginaryeatre-
sponding to the entries in the SLHAL bloEKTPARcan be given
in IMEXTPAR (together with the CKM phase). In the general
case, imaginary parts of the blocks defined in Section 3.2lgho
be given, which supersede the corresponding entries(ihPAR

6 : (Default=0) Flavour violation. Switches defined are:
0 : No (SUSY) flavour violation. This corresponds to the SLHAL.

1 : Flavour is violated. The blocks defined in Section 3.2 stidogd
present.

3. GENERAL MSSM
3.1 R-Parity Violation
We write the superpotential &f-parity violating interactions in the notation of [92] as

1 b 0 bx b
Wrpv = 2 ik LIL3Ex + 5 LIQ 5Dk iL3H
1 O xyz
+ 5 ijk Ui D ij kz 7 (1)

tensor in 3 dimensions withi** = + 1. Ineq. (1), i5; %, and ;breaklepton number, whereas
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¢« Violate baryon number. To ensure proton stability, eitiegatdn number conservation or
baryon number conservation is usually still assumed, tieguin either 5, = 9, = ;=0
or %k = Oforall i;4;k = 1;2;3.
The trilinearr -parity violating terms in the soft SUSY-breaking potehéiee

h i
Vigpy = ab (T )iD% E?L er + (T O)ijk s Q?L der
toye (T D), d?R diz + hx: (2)

T ;T %andT ®may often be written as

0 T_CD

Tijx ik i3k

N A ok i A wg; no sum over i; j; (3)

ijk ijk ijk
The additional bilinear soft SUSY-breaking potential terame

b 2
Vepvz= D075 HS+ EiLmEiHle—F hxc: (4)

and are all lepton number violating.

When lepton numge_r is broken, the sneutrinos may acquirawacexpectation values
(VEV%) h~, ;1 v ,= 2. The SLHAL defined the VEW, which at tree level is equal to

2m,= g2+ g% 246 GeV; this is now generalised to

gq
v= Vi+ Vi+ V4 VP4 v (5)

The addition of sneutrino VEVs allow various different défons of tan , but we here choose
to keep the SLHAL definitionan = w=v;. If one rotates the fields to a basis with zero
sneutrino VEVs, one must take into account the effect upon .

3.1.1 Input/Output Blocks

ForR -parity violating parameters and couplings, the input widtur inBLOCK RV#IN where
the '#' character should be replaced by the name of the relevamubutiock given below
(thus, for exampleBLOCK RVLAMBDAIMould be the input block for ;;). Default in-
puts for allR -parity violating couplings are zero. The inputs are givérsealeM ;,,.., as
described in SLHA1, and follow the output format given belomith the omission ofQ=

The dimensionless couplings;.; ¢, ; &, are included in the SLHA2 conventions
asBLOCK RVLAMBDA, RVLAMBDAP, RVLAMBDAPP Q= respectively. The output
standard should correspond to the FORTRAN format

(1x,12,1x,12,1x,12,3x,1P,E16.8,0P,3x,'#",1X,A).

where the first three integers in the format correspond t andk and the double precision
number to the coupling itself ;5 ;A %, ;A Y, are included aBLOCK RVA, RVAP, RVAPP
Q= ... inthe same conventions as;; ¢, ; & (except for the fact that they are measured
in GeV). The bilinear superpotential and soft SUSY-bregkerms ;, D ;, andm 12:iH _are con-

tained inBLOCK RVKAPPA, RVD, RVMLH1SQ Q= ..respectively as

(1x,12,3x,1P,E16.8,0P,3x, #,1x,A).
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Table 1: Summary ok -parity violating SLHA2 data blocks. Input/output data denoted byi for an integer,t
for a floating point number. See text for precise definitiothaf format.

Input block Output block | data
RVLAMBDAIN RVLAMBDA | ijk i
RVLAMBDAPIN | RVLAMBDAP | ijk Sjk
RVLAMBDAPPIN RVLAMBDAPR i jk £,
RVKAPPAIN RVKAPPA iy
RVAIN RVA ijk A
RVAPIN RVAP ijkAay,
RVAPPIN RVAPP ijkAgk
RVDIN RVD iD;
RVSNVEVIN RVSNVEV ivy
RVMLH1SQIN RVMLH1SQ | im?

IiH ¢

in FORTRAN format. Sneutrino VEV parametevsare given aBLOCK SNVEV Q= ...

in an identical format, where the integer labélse, 2= , 3= respectively and the double
precision number gives the numerical value of the VEV in GEMe input and output blocks
for R -parity violating couplings are summarised in Table 1.

As for the R-conserving MSSM, the bilinear terms (both SUSY breaking &USY
respecting ones, and including and the VEVs are not independent parameters. They become
related by the condition of electroweak symmetry breakifilgus, in the SLHAL, one had the
possibility either to specifym ; andm or andm;. This carries over to the RPV case,
where not all the input parameters in Tab. 1 can be given sanebusly. At the present time
we are not able to present an agreement on a specific conngrbcedure here, and hence
restrict ourselves to merely noting the existence of thélem. An elaboration will follow in
the near future.

3.1.2 Particle Mixing

The mixing of particles can change whenis violated. Phenomenological constraints can
often mean that any such mixing has to be small. It is theegfmssible that some programs
may ignore the mixing in their output. In this case, the mixmatrices from SLHA1 should
suffice. However, in the case that mixing is considered tongortant and included in the
output, we here present extensions to the mixing blocks &ALl appropriate to the more
general case.

In general, the neutrinos mix with neutralinos. This reggia change in the definition
of the 4 by 4 neutralino mixing matrix to a 7 by 7 matrix. The Lagrangian contains the
(symmetric) neutralino mass matrix as

1
LO5% = > T, P+ he:; (6)

in the basis of 2-component spinors= ( .; ; ; B; i ;K;;K,)". We define the unitary



119

7 by 7 neutralino mixing matrixt (block RVNMIX, such that:

10T 0 1 0T 0

ZMTy 0= ZMINTN M OLNYN, Y 7

2 ’ 2 l—{z=} |} 2} 0
~0T ~0

diag(m _o)
where the 7 (2—component) generalised neutralinpare defined strictly mass-ordered, i.e.
with the L5243 lightest corresponding to the mass entries for the PDG citded4, and
16, and the four heaviest to the PDG cod€$0022 , 1000023 , 1000025 , and1000035 .

Note! although these codes are normally associated with namesntpéy a specific
flavour content, such as cod@ being . and so forth, it would be exceedingly complicated to
maintain such a correspondence in the context of complgtatgral mixing, hence we do not
make any such association here. The flavour content of eatd se. of each PDG number,
is in general onlydefined by its corresponding entries in the mixing maRYNMIX Note,
however, that the flavour basis is ordered so as to reprodhecesual associations in the trivial
case (modulo the unknown flavour composition of the neutmass eigenstates).

In the limit of CP conservation, the default convention &tth be a real symmetric matrix
and the neutralinos may have an apparent negative mass. ihhe sign may be removed by
phase transformations oA as explained in SLHA1 [92].

Charginos and charged leptons may also mix in the casewdlation. In a similar spirit
to the neutralino mixing, we define

1
LT = EN ™ ..~ + hc:; (8)
in the basis of 2-component spinorg = (" ; * ; *; ' ;) ~ = (& ; ;9
w ;H, )" wherew = w' )= 2, and the primed fields are in the weak interaction

basis.

We define the unitary 5 by 5 charged fermion mixing matrives , blocksRVUMIX,
RVVMIX such that:

T ~
{2 {Z_}Y{z} ©)
- qu(m )

where ~; are defined as strictly mass ordered, i.e. with the 3 liglsiegés corresponding to the
PDG codedl1, 13, and15, and the two heaviest to the codE300024 , 1000037 . As for
neutralino mixing, the flavour content of each state is in raywnplied by its PDG number,
but is onlydefined by its entries IRVUMIXandRVVMIX Note, however, that the flavour basis
is ordered so as to reproduce the usual associations ina tase.

In the limit of CP conservatiory ;v are be chosen to be real by default.
CP-even Higgs Bosons mix with sneutrinos in the limit of Chsyetry. We write the

neutral scalars as’ 2Re (HYHI;~i~ i~ )

M % ° (10)

whereM 2, is a 5 by 5 symmetric mass matrix.
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One solution is to define the unitary 5 by 5 mixing mattixblock RVHMIX by

OTM 2O 0= 0T AT MZOy 0; 11
- 8 (11)
diag(m )
where ° H%;h%;~ ;~;~) are the mass eigenstates (note that we have here labeled the
g

states by what they should tend to in theparity conserving limit, and that this ordering is still
under debate, hence should be considered preliminary éairtie being).

CP-odd Higgs bosons mix V\ﬂth the imaginary components ofstieutrinos: We write
these neutral pseudo-scalarsds = 2m (H?;H 0~ ;~ ;~ )F

1
L= = 0Ty 2O 0 12)
2
whereM 2, is a 5 by 5 symmetric mass matrix. We define the unitary 5 by Sngirmatrix @
(block RVAMIX by
OTM 20 O= 0T AT MZOy O; 13
I-{Z@—}(?_{z_@}F{H (13)
0T diag(m 20) 0

where ° G°;A%;~ ;~;~;) are the mass eigenstates’ denotes the Goldstone boson. As
for the CP-even sector this specific choice of basis ordasisgll preliminary.

If the blocksRVHMIX, RVAMIXare present, thegupersedehe SLHALALPHAVvari-
able/block.

The charged sleptons and charged Higgs bosons also mix i@ Hye8 mass squared
matrixM 2 by an 8 by 8 unitary matrix (block RVLMIX):

0 1
hl
L= (h;hi ;e ;8. )C"CM?*C'C % h; & (14)
=2 Ty (e e, &
G # »&) diagM ? ) &,

where in eq. (14)i;5;k;12 £1;2;39, ; 2 fl;:::;6g,G are the Goldstone bosons and the
non-braced product on the right hand side is equatto;H * ;e ).

There may be contributions to down-squark mixing frerrparity violation. However,
this only mixes the six down-type squarks amongst themselue so is identical to the effects
of flavour mixing. This is covered in Section 3.2 (along wither forms of flavour mixing).

3.2 Flavour Violation
3.2.1 The Super CKM basis

Within the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSMgré are two new sources of
flavour changing neutral currents (FCNC), namely 1) contrdns arising from quark mixing
as in the SM and 2) generic supersymmetric contributiorsragithrough the squark mixing.
These generic new sources of flavour violation are a direesequence of a possible misalign-
ment of quarks and squarks. The severe experimental cortstam flavour violation have no
direct explanation in the structure of the unconstrainedSMSwhich leads to the well-known
supersymmetric flavour problem.
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The Super CKM basis of the squarks [333] is very useful in toistext because in that
basis only physically measurable parameters are preserthelSuper CKM basis the quark
mass matrix is diagonal and the squarks are rotated in phataltheir superpartners. Actually,
once the electroweak symmetry is broken, a rotation in flagpace (see also Sect.lll in [334])

D° = V4D ; U° = v,U; D°= Uy,D ; U°= U,U0; (15)
of all matter superfields in the superpotential

h i
W o= . (Y5 ) HIQYD P+ (Yy) HPQI°UY  H{HY; (16)

i3

brings fermions from the current eigenstate basis;u? ;ds ;ug gto their mass eigenstate basis
fdy, jup iok juR O

dr = Vydy ; ul = Vuuy ; dy = Ugck ; up = Uyug ; a7
and the scalar superpartners to the basis;w, ;d; ;u, g. Through this rotation, the Yukawa

matricesy, andyy are reduced to their diagonal foria and¥:

R P-mg; A Pomy;
P )= UV Vadu= 2 Vd ; (Fo )= O Volu=" 2 (18)
1 2

Tree-level mixing terms among quarks of different generatiare due to the misalignment of
V4 andv, which can be expressed viathe CKM matrix.y = VYV, [335,336]; all the vertices
up, —dp, W © andu, —dr +H ", ug —d, —H * (1; = 1;2;3) are weighted by the elements of
the CKM matrix. This is also true for the supersymmetric deuparts of these vertices, in the
limit of unbroken supersymmetry.

In this basis the squark mass matrices are given as:

5 Vegrwm mévcyKM + mi + Dyrt vsz m, cot
Ma = Ay 2 2 / (19)
V2TU my cot Iﬁ\tﬂr + mu'+ DuRR
5 Iﬁ\é‘i‘ m§+ Dawnt Vl'f\D mg4 tan .
M L o= " : (20)
Vng mg tan rﬁ;-i- m§+ D grr

where we have defined the matrix
me Vm g Vg (21)
wherem é is given in the electroweak basis of [92]. The matriees, are the diagonal up-type

and down-type quark masses and, ; zx are the D-terms given by:

Dfrpgrr = COS2 mé ng QijHZ w 1k; (22)

which are also flavour diagonal.

3.2.2 Lepton Mixing

The authors regret that there is not yet a final agreement owecions for the charged and
neutral lepton sectors in the presence of flavour violatia.do not, however, perceive this as
a large problem, and expect to remedy this omission in thefoaae.
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3.2.3 Explicit proposal for SLHA

We take eq. (18) as the starting point. In view of the fact tiigher order corrections are
included, one has to be more precise in the definition. In tHé/5[92], we have agreed to use
DR parameters. We thus propose to define the super-CKM badgig ioutput spectrum file as
the one, where the u- and d-quark Yukawa couplings, givehéD®R scheme, are diagonal.
The masses and the VEVSs in eg. (18) must thus be the runnirgjiotieeD R scheme.

For the explicit implementation one has to give, thus, thie¥dng information:

Wy 2R, (¥p 2R the diagonabR Yukawas in the super-CKM basis, with defined by

eg. (18), at the scalg, see [92]. Note that although the SLHA1 blocks provide fd¥ of

diagonal elements, only the diagonal ones will be relevareg fjdue to the CKM rotation.
Vxu . theDR CKM matrix at the scal@, in the PDG parametrisation [48] (exact to all

orders). Will be given in the new blodkCKM Q=... , with entries:
1 : ., (the Cabibbo angle)

2 5
3 s
4 5

Note that the three angles can all be made to lie in the first quadrant by apprtepra
tations of the quark phases.

of BR, @ 2RF, @ 2)2F: the squark soft SUSY-breaking masses in the super-CKM
basis, witht , defined by eq. (21). Will be given in the new bloddSQ Q-=... , MSU
Q=... ,MSD Q=...

Ty PR and (T, )2 : The squark soft SUSY-breaking trilinear couplings in thgpes-

CKMjbasis, see [392].

The squark masses and mixing matrices should be defined las @xisting SLHAL, e.g.
extending thezandbmixing matrices to the 6 6 case. Will be given in the new blocks
USQMIXandDSQMIX respectively.

A further question is how the SM in the model input file shall defined. Here we
propose to take the PDG definition: the light quark massgs, are given at 2 GeVf . (m . " #,
mpm ) S andm on el The latter two quantities are already in the SLHAL. The ctfan
easily be added to the bloGMINPUTS

Finally, we need of course the input CKM matrix. Present CKiMdges do not define
precisely the CKM matrix because the electroweak effeas ttnormalise it are highly sup-
pressed and generally neglected. We therefore assuméaé&@akiv elements given by PDG (or
by UTHT and CKMHATTER, the main collaborations that extract the CKM parametesfrr
to SMM s quantities defined at = m ,, to avoid any possible ambiguity. Analogously to the
RPV parameters, we specify the input CKM matrix in a separgiat block VCKMINPUTS
with the same format as the output blo¢KKMabove.

3.3 CP Violation

When adding CP violation to mixing matrices and MSSM paramsetthe SLHAL blocks are

understood to contain the real parts of the relevant paensietThe imaginary parts should
be provided with exactly the same format, in a separate bddctke same name but prefaced
by IM. The defaults for all imaginary parameters will be zero. Fhior example BLOCK
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IMAU, IMAD, IMAE, Q= ... would describe the imaginary parts of the trilinear soft
SUSY-breaking scalar couplings. For inpBtl,OCK IMEXTPARnay be used to provide the
relevant imaginary parts of soft SUSY-breaking inputs. &ses where the definitions of the
current paper supersedes the SLHAL input and output bleckspletely equivalent statements
apply.

The Higgs sector mixing changes when CP sym etry is brokeoe ghe CP-even and
CP-odd Higgs states mix. Writing the neutral scalarsias =~ 2(RefH g ;RefH Jg ;I fH 'g;
T fH Jg) we define the unitary 4 by 4 mixing matrix (blocksCVHMIXandIMCVHMIX) by

0T 2, 0 0T g ,SY 2
M - {z_} |_M{z_s}§{z} (23)
diag(m 2 0)

where ©° G°;u 2;H 9;H J) are the mass eigenstates’ denotes the Goldstone boson. We
associate the following PDG codes with these states, iotstrass orderegardlessof CP-
even/odd compositiors 2: 25,H J: 35,H 2: 36. That is, even though the PDG reserves code
36 for the CP-odd state, we do not maintain such a labeling, Im@r one that reduces to it. This
means one does have to exercise some caution when takingPtberServing limit.

Whether and how to include the mixing in the charged Higgsséspecifying the make-
up of (G* ;H *)in terms of their(H ; ;H ; ) components) has not yet been agreed upon.

4. THE NEXT-TO-MINIMAL SUPERSYMMETRIC STANDARD MODEL

4.1 Conventions

In the notation of SLHAL the conventions for the Lagrangidnhe CP conserving NMSSM
are as follows: The NMSSM specific terms in the superpotentiare given by

1
W = ., SH2HD+ 3 s? : (24)

Hence a VEVWrs i of the singlet generates an effectiveerm . = hsi (Note that the sign
ofthe termin eq. (24) coincides with the one in [218,305] whereHiiggs doublet superfields
appear in opposite order.) The new soft SUSY-breaking temas

1
Ver=m2BF+ ( (,ijs.HfH%5 A S°+ hrs): (25)
The input parameters relevant for the Higgs sector of the SM3at tree level) are
; ;A ;A ;tan = MWH,i=MWH.i; . = ©Si: (26)

One can choose sign conventions such thahdtan are positive, while , A , 2 and .
must be allowed to have either sign.

4.2 Input/Output Blocks

TheBLOCK MODSEhould contain the switch 3 (corresponding to the choicéefhodel)
with value 1, as attributed to the NMSSM already in SLHAL. Bi€OCK EXTPARonNtains
the NMSSM specific SUSY and soft SUSY-breaking parametets.riew entries are:
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61 for
62 for
63 fora
64 fora
65 for . = nsi

Note that the meaning of the switch 23 (the MSSNbarameter) is maintained which allows,
in principle, for non zero values for bothand . . The reason for choosing. rather than
hsSias input parameter 65 is that it allows more easily to rectiveMSSM limit , ! 0,
hsi! 1 with hsifixed.

Proposed PDG codes for the new states in the NMSSM (to be ngbdBLOCK MASS
and the decay files, see also Section 5.) are

45 for the third CP-even Higgs boson,
46 for the second CP-odd Higgs boson,
1000045 for the fifth neutralino.

4.3 Particle Mixing

In the CP-conserving NMSSM, the diagonalisation of the 3 mass matrix in the CP-even
Higgs sector can be performed by an orthogonal matrixThe (neutral) CP-even Higgs weak
eigenstates are numbered by 2Re (H;HI;S) . If ; are the mass eigenstates
(ordered in mass), the convention is = Sj; g The elements of;; should be given in a
BLOCK NMHMIXn the same format as the mixing matrices in SLHAL.

In the MSSM limit (, ! 0, and parameters such that ) the elements of the
first2 2 sub-matrix ofs; are related to the MSSM angleas

Sll COs H SZl sin H

SlZ sin H 52 CcOoSs

In the CP-odd sector the weak eigenstates dre o HY;HI;S) . We define
the orthogonal 3 by 3 mixing matrix (block NMAMIX by
0Ty 2, 0 0TpTpy 2,pT 0. 27
= 2 T 27)
0T diag (m 20) 0

where ° G°;n%;nY9) are the mass eigenstates ordered in massdenotes the Goldstone
boson. Hence, ; = Py ;?. (Note that some of the;; are redundant since,; = cos ,
P,,= sh ,Bs= 0,andthe presentconvention does not quite coincide witbrlean [218]
where redundant information has been omitted. An updatesioreof [305] will include the

SLHAZ2 conventions.)

If NMHMIX, NMAMIblocks are present, thesupersedéhe SLHALALPHAvariable/
block.

The neutralino sector of the NMSSM requires a change in thiaitden of the 4 by 4
neutralino mixing matrixi to a 5 by 5 matrix. The Lagrangian contains the (symmetric)
neutralino mass matrix as

1
LT3 = 3 ~IM %+ he:; (28)
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Table 2: SM fundamental particle codes, with extended Hegggtor. Names in parentheses correspond to the
MSSM labeling of states.

Code| Name | Code Name Code| Name
1 d 11 e 21 g
2 u 12 . 22
3 S 13 23 70
4 (o 14 24 W
5 b 15
6 t 16
25 |H(%) | 35 HY (5 °) 45 HY
36 [AY(@% | 46 A
37 H* 39 | G (graviton)

in the basis of 2—component spinors = ( ®; i ;K ;H,;s)". We define the unitary 5 by
5 neutralino mixing matrixi (block NMNMIX, such that:
}NOTM o = 1 INTN M ONYN. Y (29)
2 2 |={z=} | {z—} Mz}’
~0T djag(m NO) ~0

where the 5 (2—component) neutralinesare defined such that their absolute masses (which
are not necessarily positive) increase witlf. SLHAL.

5. PDG CODES AND EXTENSIONS

Listed in Table 2 are the PDG codes for extended Higgs seatatsStandard Model patrticles,
extended to include the NMSSM Higgs sector. Table 3 contdiascodes for the spectrum
of superpartners, extended to include the extra NMSSM akutr as well as a possible mass
splitting between the scalar and pseudoscalar sneutriNage that these extensions are not
officially endorsed by the PDG at this time — however, neither they currently in use for
anything else. Codes for other particles may be found in [88p. 33].

6. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

This is a preliminary proof-of-concept, containing a sumynaf proposals and agreements
reached so far, for extensions to the SUSY Les Houches Accelevant for CP violation,

R -parity violation, flavour violation, and the NMSSM. Thesmposals are not yet final, but
should serve as useful starting points. A complete writeoptaining the finalised agreements,
will follow at a later date. Several other aspects, whichevaot entered into here, are foreseen
to also be included in the long writeup, most importantlyesggnents on a way of parametrising
theoretical uncertainties, on passing inclusive crossi@einformation, and on a few other
minor extensions of SLHAL.
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Table 3: Sparticle codes in the extended MSSM. Note that t@ssneigenstate numbers are assigned for each
of the sneutrinos-;,, corresponding to the possibility of a mass splitting betwéhe pseudoscalar and scalar
components.

Code | Name| Code | Name| Code Name
1000001 ¢&; 1000011 e, 1000021 1
1000002| 1000012 ~ | 1000022 0
1000003| s, 1000013 ~; 1000023 9
1000004| e, 1000014, ~ . | 1000024 )
1000005/ B 1000015, ~ 1000025 g
1000006 ¢ 1000016/ ~ . | 1000035 9
1000017| ~.. | 1000045 0
1000018 ~, ;, | 1000037 5
1000019| ~, . | 1000039 G (gravitino)

2000001 &% 2000011 e

2000002| wx

2000003| s 2000013 ~x

2000004| «

2000005| B, 2000015| ~,

2000006
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Part 17

Pythia_UED : a Pythia-based generator
tool for universal extra dimensions at the
LHC

M. EIKacimi, D. Goujdami and H. Przysiezniak

Abstract

Theories with extra dimensions offer a description of thavgational
interaction at low energy, and thus receive consideralbnaon. One
very interesting incarnation was formulated by Appelguteng and
Dobrescu [314], the Universal Extra Dimensions (UED) moddiere
Universalcomes from the fact that all Standard Model (SM) fields prop-
agate into the extra dimensions.

We provide a Pythia-based [17] generator tool which willl@eaus to
study the UED model with one extra dimension and additionaVity
mediated decays [315], using in particular the ATLAS dedeett the
LHC.

1. INTRODUCTION

Extra dimensions accessible to Standard Model fields anetefast for various reasons. They
could allow gauge coupling unification [338], and providevmaechanisms for supersymmetry
breaking [339] and the generation of fermion mass hierascf340]. It has also been shown
that extra dimensions accessible to the observed fields ead/tb the existence of a Higgs
doublet [341].

In the UED model, the SM livesin+ space-time dimensions. This effective theory is
valid below some scale (cutoff scale). The compactification scalelik < forthe extra
spatial dimensions. To avoid fine-tuning the parameterkerHiggs sector]=R should not be
much higher than the electroweak scale.

Lower bounds can be set daR from precision electroweak observables [342—345]. In
the case of a single extra dimension£ 1), using the upper bound on isospin breaking effects,
Appelquist etal. [314] find1=R 300 GeV. As well, the loop expansion parametdyecomes
of order unity, indicating breakdown of the effective thgaoat roughly 10 TeV. The present
limit from direct non-detection is=R 300 GeV, for one extra dimension [314]. Appelquist
etal. also show that for more than one extra dimension ( 2), the T (isospin breaking) and
S (electroweak gauge bosons mixing) parameters and otbetr@veak observables become
cutoff dependent. For = 2, the lower bound on=R is approximately 400 to 800 GeV, for

R = 2to 5. For 3, the cutoff dependence is more severe and no reliable dstima
possible in this case.

The UED phenomenology shows interesting parallels to sypemetry. Every SM field
has Kaluza Klein (KK) partners. The lowest level KK excitas carry a conserved quantum
number, KK parity, which guarantees that the lightest KKipkr (LKP) is stable. Heavier KK
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modes cascade decay to the LKP by emitting soft SM particlée LKP escapes detection,
resulting in missing energy signals, unless some other arésim enables it to decay.

2. THE UED MODEL DESCRIPTION
2.1 Momentum and KK number conservation

One can consider the case of a massless field propagatingimgla, scompactified, circular
extra dimension of radius R{ev ' sized). This theory is equivalently described by a four
dimensional theory with a tower of states (KK excitationghviree level masses , = n=R.
The integem corresponds to the quantized momentgirin the compact dimension and be-
comes a quantum number (KK number) under@) symmetry in the 4D description. The tree
level dispersion relation of a 5D massless patrticle is fixgtldrentz invariance of the tree level
LagrangianE ? = * + p = p* + m 2, wherep is the momentum in the usual three spatial
directions. Ignoring branes and orbifold fixed points, KKnther is a good quantum number
and is preserved in all interactions and decays. It is alsog$ttforward to include electroweak
symmetry breaking masses, such that the KK mass relatiawes gy :

)1:2 _ (D2=R2 +m 2 )1:2 (1)

_ 2 2
m = (my+mgy SM

wherem 5, stands for the SM particle mass.

The key element of this model is the conservation of momeritutime extra dimensions,
which becomes, after compactification, conservation ofkkKkenumber (also called KK mo-
mentum) in the equivalent 4D theory. There may be some bayridems that break the KK
number conservation (see Section 3.1), but the KK parityrésgrved. There are hence no
vertices involving only one non-zero KK mode, and non-zek idodes may be produced at
colliders only in groups of two or more.

2.2 The Lagrangian

The notationk , = 0;1;:::;3+ is used for the coordinates of ther  dimensional space-
time, whilex , = 0;1;2;3andy?, a = 1;::; correspond respectively to the usual non-
compact space-time coordinates and to the extra dimensmmglinates. From Appelquist
etal. [314], thed + dimensional Lagrangian is given by:
7 nox g
Lx ) = dy @Tr F, (x ;y9)F: (X ;y") + Luiggs (X 7y°)
=1 L

iQ;U;D x ;v°) D + "D, Q;U;D

+

Yy a
x ;v7)
+ 0 (;Dya) "HU® YL GH (x yT)+ oD (x GYTH (x 5v?)

+hxc: (2)

wherer; are the4 + dimensional gauge field strenghts associated withsthe3).

SU 2y U (1) group, whileD p= @=€x A andDs, ., = @=Q@y* A, . are the co-
variant derivatives witrn = i ilinfin being the4 + dimensional gauge fields.
Ly 1595 CONtains the kinetic term for the+  dimensional Higgs doublet H, and the Higgs po-
tential. The field® (doublet),u andD (singlets) correspond to the+  dimensional quarks,
for which the zero modes are given by the SM quarks.
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In order to derive the 4D Lagrangian, the compactificatiorihef extra dimensions has
to be specified. For = 1, the UED choice [314] is ais'=Z, orbifold. A description of
the compactification is given by a one-dimensional spack wobrdinated v R, and
boundary conditions such that each field or its derivativwaspect to; vanish at the orbifold
fixed pointsy = 0; R.

The Lagrangian together with the boundary conditions cetepy specifies the theory.
The momentum conservation in the extra dimensions, intjyliassociated with the Lagrangian
above, is preserved by the orbifold projection. Howevetawoiing chiral fermions in 4 dimen-
sions from a 5D ( = 1) theory is only possible with additional breaking of 5D Lotz invari-
ance. This is done by imposing orbifold boundary conditiongermions in the bulk. This will
be described in Section 3.1.

2.3 KK particle spectrum for one extra dimension

For one extra dimension (= 1), at each KK level{ = 1;2;::) one will find a set of fields
includingthesu (3)- SU (2) U (1) gauge fields, three generations of vector-like quarks
and leptons, a Higgs doublet, and= 1 scalar in the adjoint representations of the gauge. In
the SM, the quark multiplets for thi¢h generation are :
!
SM _ u; (%)
Q7 ®)= ds (x)

;UiSM (x)= uli (x);DiSM (x)= d? (x):

L

In 4 + 1 dimensions, theth generation fermion doublets; (quarks) andL. ; (leptons), and
singletsu;, D ; (quarks) and:; (lepton) are four-component and contain both chiralitie& and
right) when reduced t@ + 1 dimensions. Under the'=z, orbifold symmetry,0 ., Uz, D,
L., Er are even such that they have zero modes associated with ther@idns. The fermions
with opposite chiralityoz, U,, D1, Lz, E;, are odd, and their zero modes are projected out.
The mass eigenstates; ando % have the same mags 2 + m 2)=2.

The weak eigenstate neutral gauge bosons mix level by letletisame way as the neutral
SU (2); and hypercharge gauge bosons in the SM. The correspondisgaitgenstates,* and
A' have massesn 2 + m 2)'=* andm , respectively. The heavy gauge bosons have interactions
with one zero-mode quark and one n-mode quark, identic&leM interactions of the zero-
modes.

Each non-zero KK mode of the Higgs doulatet includes a charged Higgs and a neutral
CP-odd scalar of mass ,, and also a neutral CP even scalar of mas§ + m 2 )2, The
interactions of the KK Higgs and gauge bosons may also benaotdrom the corresponding
SM interactions of the zero-modes by replacing two of thelfielt each vertex with theitth
KK mode.

The mass spectrum at each KK level is highly degenerate eimeparticles with large
zero mode masses;(W ; 7 ; h).

3. KK DECAYS AND THE MINIMAL UED MODEL

If the KK number conservation is exact, some of the KK exittet of the SM patrticles will
be stable. Such heavy stable charged particles will causeaogical problems if a significant
number of them survive at the time of nucleosynthesis [348].3They would combine with
other nuclei to form heavy hydrogen atoms. Searches for baakty isotopes put strong limits
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on their abundance. Various cosmological arguments erdheke particles with masses in the
range of 100 GeV to 10 TeV, unless a low scale inflation diltiled abundance.

The cosmological problems can be avoided if there exist Kiktber violating interac-
tions such that non-zero KK states can decay. For examle,dorrections can give important
contributions to the masses of the KK patrticles [41, 348Juiting mass splittings which pro-
voke cascade decays.

3.1 Radiative corrections and KK number violation

The full Lagrangian of the theory comprises both bulk andrutauy interactions [41, 348]. In
the case of one extra dimension & 1), the bulk interactions preserve the 5th dimensional
momentum (KK number) and the associated radiative coamrstare well defined and finite.
For the fermionic fields, they are zero, while for the gaugkl§gthey are actually negative and
of order =R. On the other hand, the boundary interactions are locabizetthe fixed points of
the s*=7 , orbifold and do not respect 5D Lorentz invariance. The coieffits of these terms
depend on the fundamental theory at the Planck scale, apétbainknown in the low energy
regime. The contributions to these terms coming from on@ loarrections in the bulk are
logarithmically divergent, and it is thus necessary toadtrce a cutoff scale.

If the localized boundary terms are ignored, the mass ofrttlie KK mode is simply
(n*=R?+ m 2, )'*? as we have seen, and all particle masses are higly degenéthgse terms
are included, in particular the localized kinetic term® tlear-degeneracy of KK modes at each
level is lifted, the KK number conservation is broken dowrat&K parity, and possible new
flavor violation is introduced. The boundary loop corrensare typically of order 10% for the
strongly interacting particles, and of order of a few % foe fleptons and electroweak gauge
bosons. The corrections to the masses are suchmthat> mgy, > mg > my, > m,, >
m, > m. > m _ >,where upper (lower) case fermions represent the douldeigléts).
Figure 1 shows the spectrum and the possible decay chaite dir$t set of KK states after
taking into account the radiative corrections [41, 348},feR = 500 GeV.
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Figure 1: The mass spectrum (left) and the possible decagfréght) of the first level KK states after taking into
account the radiative corrections to the masses [41,34B],-R = 500 GeV. The upper (lower) case fermions
represent the doublets (singlets).
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3.2 Minimal UED scenario

The minimal UED scenario has only one extra dimension=( 1). The assumption is made
that all boundary terms are negligible at some scale R *. This is completely analogous
to the case of the Minimal SUSY SM (MSSM) where one has to ob@oset of soft SUSY
breaking couplings at some high scale before studying tlem@imenology. The choice of
boundary couplings may be viewed as analogous to the silpiesmal SUGRA boundary
condition: universal scalar and gaugino masses. The mitwBB (MUED) model is extremely
predictive, and has only three free parameters:

fR; ;m xg

wherem ; is the mass of the SM Higgs boson.

The lightest KK particle (LKP) ; (n=1 KK state of the SM photon) is a mixture of the
first KK modeB; of theU (1), gauge bosoms and the first KK moder ° of thesu (2), w °
gauge boson. The correspondWginbergangle ; is much smaller than, of the SM, so that
the , is mostlys, andz, is mostlyw . The spectrum is still quite degenerate, such that the
SM particles emitted from these mass splitting decays wift. Each level 1 KK particle has
an exact analogue in SUS¥:; $ bino,g; $ gluino, Q. () $ left-handed (right-handed)
squark, etc. The cascade decays of the level 1 KK modes willitate in the LKP. Just like
the neutralino LSP is stable k-parity conserving SUSY, the LKP in MUEDSs is stable due to
KK parity conservation.

The branching ratios for the different level 1 KK particles given below, where upper
(lower) case fermions represent the doublets (singlets):

B! 01Q00)" B ! aqqp) 7 05
B(q ! Ziq)’ sh®; ’ 10% 10°
B(qh ! %)’ cof ; 7 1

B(Q,! W,Qp) ' 065
B@Qi1! Z2:00) " 033
B@Q:! 1Q00) " 002
BW, ! Lyg)=BW, ! L; o) " 1=6 (foreach generation)
B(Z;! 10)=B(EZ;! L;L,) " 1=6 (foreach generation)
BL, ! 1L,) = 1
B(:! 10) = 1

If they are heavy enough and the phase space is open, the Kg§ Hagons can decay into the
KK W and Z bosons or into the KK top and bottom quarks. If they laghter, their tree-level
2-body decays will be suppressed and they will decayas H, 0ord, ! , througha
loop.

4. GRAVITY MEDIATED DECAYS

We have seen that radiative corrections lift the KK mass degey, and thus induce cascade
decays. In addition, some mechanisms can provide for KKydettaough gravity mediated
interactions [315]. In the latter, the level 1 KK particlecdgs into its SM equivalent plus a
KK graviton. It is interesting to study the phenomenologwaahodel where both mechanisms
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occur. If the mass splitting widths of the first level KK exatibns are much larger than the
gravity mediated widths, the quark and gluon KK excitatioascade down to the LKP ),
which then produces a photon plus a KK graviton. The experaiesignal is a striking two
photon plus missing energy event.

In the MUED context, the 4+1 dimensional space in which thefiels propagate may
be a thick brane embedded in a space afiN * sized dimensions where only gravitons prop-
agate [315]. The KK excitations can then decay into SM padiplus gravitons going out of
the thick brane, and the unbalanced momentum in the extrardilans can be absorbed by
this brane. The lifetime depends on the stength of the cogjpdi the graviton going out of the
brane and the density of its KK modes. Using the decay widthre Macesanu, McMullen
and Nandi [349, 350], as well as the KK mass spectrum of thétgrafrom Beauchemin and
Azuelos [351, 352], these type of decays are also considerthé following analysis.

5. Pythia-BASED GENERATOR TOOL

The aim of the work started during thees Houches 2005 Workshegas to implement the
Minimal UED scenario with gravity mediated decays in a gatm@rfor future use in the context
of the LHC. Some results are shown here for proton-protolistohs at a centre-of-mass energy
of 14 TeV. The MUED model, where all SM fields propagate inte ¢n = 1) TeV ' sized
extra dimension, embedded in a space of N €¥ized dimensions (where only the graviton
propagates), is implemented in the generator tool desthb®w. Hence, mass splitting decays
as well as gravity mediated decays are possible.

5.1 Production processes, cross sections and decays

To begin with, the CompHep code [353] with UED implementafid4, 354] was used, where
the pair production of KK particles at the LHC is properly déised. The generated events
(four-vectors of the hard process) were fed into a modifietthidywhere already existing Pythia
processes and particles were replaced by those of the KKleaspectrum.

The model was then implemented inside Pythia, as separatepasdicles as well as
new production and decay processes. Table 1 lists the piioduprocesses found inside
PythiaUED, whereg, and 0, (g;) are respectively the first level KK gluon and quark dou-
blet (singlet). The matrix elements of these processes@peimented, as are the masses and
widths of the patrticles, including the one-loop radiatieerections [349, 350].

The cross-sections versiisx x = 1=R are shown in Figure 2 and are in very good
agreement with those of Beauchemin and Azuelos [351].

The mass splitting and gravity mediated decay widths froinp 348, 355] which are im-
plemented in PythidJED are shown in Figure 3.

5.2 User advice

From thehttp://wwwlapp.in2p3.fr/  przys/PythiaUED.html web page, thpythia ued med.tar.gz
file can be found, and must be unzipped (genzip *.tar.gz) and then untarred (i.gar -cvf
*.tar). In the main directory, one finds the main routipkkprod.f, the makefile, and a script
comp_execwhich compiles or executgskkprod.f. All other original or modified Pythia rou-
tines are in the directorgythia62uedrep. In thejob_batchdirectory, a script enables to start
KK production jobs.
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| ISUB | Process | Production source
302 agg ! gg1 g9
305 | gg! Q1Q:;aqan

(303 | ga! 9:0:/9:% | gq |
304 | o’! 0Q:0%;a qq

306 | gg! Q101
307 a’! 0.

308 | ag’! 0,093
309 | qg’! 0,093
310 | o¢®! 0.0%;a )

Table 1: Level 1 KK pair production processes, grouped initial state gg, gq and qg.

Various flags can be set in theed.ini file. This is where the production process can be
chosen, as well as the number of €\sized extra dimensions (N), the valuesiek and ,
the flag for turning ON (or OFF) the mass splitting decays, Blote that the KK lifetimes are
implemented and the vertex information is available.

5.3 Future work

Using the code and model described above, events have beeratg and passed through a
fast simulation of the ATLAS detector. Preliminary studies/e been performed. We are now
in the process of producing fully simulated events, in otdestudy non-pointing photons in the
gravity mediated MUED model. These results will be compavétd GMSB (Gauge Mediated
SUSY Breaking) two photon signals.

6. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In the context of the LHC, all signals from level 1 KK states caock SUSY, but identifying the
actual nature of the new physics, if itis seen, will be ratttellenging. Precision measurements
will have to be performed elsewhere than at the LHC. This re¢hat if new physics is seen,
the LHC may not be able to disentangle all possible the@ietimenarios which match the data.

Nonetheless, three features could distinguish the MUEBBa&@ from ordinary SUSY:
the spins will be different, MUEDs do not have analogues efhlavy Higgs bosons of the
MSSM, and the signature for MUEDs would be the presence dfdritevel KK modes.
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Figure 2: Cross sections for proton-proton collisions and =14 TeV (at the LHC). On the left are shown the
cross sections versusy = 1=R for the production of KK quark pairs. The KK excitations hdeen forced

to decay via gravity mediated decay®i[(q:) ! Q (q) + G raviton] 100% of the time. The number efv !
sized extra dimensions is N=2. Two final state jets are ifiedtivithE; ; > 250 GeV andE ; > 250 GeV. The
contributions from the different sources are shown sepfragg, gq and qq. On the right are shown the cross
sections for N=2 and 6, where both decay mechanisms aredmmémass splitting and gravity mediated). Two
final state photons are identified with- > 200 GeV.
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Figure 3: On the left, the mass splitting decay widths versusc = 1=R are shown for the level 1 KK excitations
of vector bosons : (&), (b) w ; and (c)z,. The gravity mediated decay widths are shown for (1) N=2 &)d (
N=6. On the right, the mass splitting decay widths are shawitife level 1 KK excitations of fermions : (¢),,
(d) a1 and (e)L;. Again, the gravity mediated decay widths are shown for (22dnd (2) N=6.
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Part 18

Les Houches squared event generator for
the NMSSM

A. Pukhov and P. Skands

Abstract

We present a generic framework for event generation in thet-ie
Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (NMSSM), includihg full
chain of production process, resonance decays, partorestmgyhadro-
nization, and hadron decays. The framework at present ubtd DE-
CAY to compute the NMSSM spectrum and resonance widtascEIEP
for the generation of hard scattering processes, armHR for reso-
nance decays and fragmentation. The interface betweenotiesds
organized by means of two Les Houches Accords, one for sypers
metric mass and coupling spectra (SLHA,2003) and the ottrethie
event generator interface (2000).

1. INTRODUCTION

With the Tevatron in operation and with the advent of a newegation of colliders on the hori-
son, the LHC and ILC, the exploration of the TeV scale is claskand. Among the attractive
opportunities for a discovery of physics beyond the Stath@idodel (SM), would be the obser-
vation of heavy patrticles predicted by supersymmetricresitins of the SM (for reviews, see
e.g. [356, 357]). The Minimal Supersymmetric Standard M@iESSM) has been extensively
studied, both theoretically and experimentally. Non-mmal SUSY extensions, however, have
received less attention. The simplest of them, the Nexttoimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model (NMSSM, see e.g. [358]), contains one additional smpéiplet, which is a singlet
under all the Standard Model gauge groups. From the theatgibint of view the NMSSM
solves the naturalness problem, goroblem, which plagues the MSSM [359]. From the exper-
imental point of view the NMSSM gives us one additional heagytralino and two additional
Higgs particles. Moreover, in particular for Higgs physittee NMSSM can imply quite differ-
ent ranges of allowed mass values [216] as well as diffengoérmental signatures [219], as
compared to the MSSM.

2. NMSSM N CalcHEP

CALCHEP version 2.4 can be download from
http://theory.sinp.msu.ru/"pukhov/calchep.html
It contains an implementation of the NMSSM [360] and alsoNiMHD ECAY code [218,305].
Apart from the normal range of MSSM parameters (given at thakiscale) the model contains
five additional parameters, , 2 ,2A ,and . = hSiwhich describe the Higgs sector,
see [218]. For particle codes etc we adopt the conventiofsMHDECAY [218]. These
conventions are also being adopted for the extension of tIi®YS_es Houches Accord [9,92],
reported on elsewhere in these proceedings [361].
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CALCHEP [96] is an interactive menu driven program. It allows tleer to specify
processes, generate and compile the corresponding migmpeats, and to launch the obtained
executable. In the given caseACHEP launches themhdecay_slha code which reads
the SLHA input parameter filslhainp.dat , preliminarily prepared by €. cHEP, then
calculates the spectrum and writes the SLHA output to a $iesctr.dat . The original
SLHA input and output conventions [92] have in this case Isegtably extended to include the
NMSSM, see [218, 305, 361].

Finally, the program allows to check the spectrum againstrgel variety of experi-
mental constraints, using NMHEZAY. Any constraints that are not satisfied are listed in
BLOCK SPINFQn the outputspectr.dat  file mentioned above. TheALCHEP variable
NMHokalso displays the number of broken constraints.

3. THE EVENT GENERATION FRAMEWORK
3.1 Hard Scattering

Partonic2 ! N events can be generated by CalcHEP using its menu systentaande
stored in a file, by default calleeivents_N.txt . This file contains information about total
cross section, Monte Carlo numbers of particles involvadial energies of beams, partonic
distribution functions, and color flows for each event. Thetfstep is thus to generate such
a file, containing a number of partonic events for subseqfietiter processing by a parton
shower and hadronisation generator, in our cageH?PA [17,46]. For the interface, we make
use of the Les Houches generator accord [362] — see belowefailslon the implementation.

3.2 Resonance Decays

If the partonic final state passed toofHIA contains heavy unstable particles, a (series of)
resonance decay(s) should then follow. However, sincedin does not internally contain any
of the matrix elements relevant to decays involving the n@AS$M states, these partial widths
must also first be calculated by some other program, and tegrabsed to YrHIA together
with the event file. For this purpose, we use the SUSY Les Hesiéttcord [9, 92, 361], which
includes a possibility to specify decay tables, wherebgrmiation on the total width and decay
channels of any given particle can be transferred betwedesco

Both CALcHEP and NMHIECAY can be used to generate such decay tables. For
NMHDECAY, this file decay.dat is generated automatically, but at present it is limited to
the widths and branchings for the Higgs sector only. In treeas CALCHEP the user should
start a new session to generate the SLHA file. Here the typpartitles are not restricted, but
since QLCHEP works exclusively at tree level, Higgs decaysdand  are absent.

Using the externally calculated partial widths (see belowdetails on the implementa-
tion), we then use the phase space generator insiglgiR, for a particle with appropriate spin,
but using an otherwise flat phase space.

3.3 Interface to PyTHIA

After generating the LHA partonic event file and the SLHA dp@&m and decay file, the fi-
nal step is thus reading this intorPHIA and start generating events. Thgle\ direc-
tory of CALCHEP contains an examplaain programcallPYTH.f  which shows how to
use ALCHEP’s event2pyth.c routine for reading the event files intorPHIA. The most
important statements to include are:
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C...Specify LHA event file and SLHA spectrum+decay file
eventFile="events_1.txt'
slhafile="decay.dat’
C...Set up PYTHIA to use SLHA input.
IMSS(1)=11
C...Open SLHA file
OPEN(77,FILE=slhafile, STATUS="OLD’,ERR=100)
C...Tell PYTHIA which unit it is on, both for spectrum and dec ays
IMSS(21)=77
IMSS(22)=77
C...Switch on NMSSM
IMSS(13)=1
C...Initialize
NEVMAX=initEvents(eventFile)
CALL PYINITCUSER’; ', ',0DO0)

To compile everything together, use a linking like the faliog:

cc -c event2pyth.c
f77 -o calcpyth callPYTH.f event2pyth.o pythia6326.f

3.4 Parton Showering, Hadronisation, and Underlying Event

After resonance decays, the event generation proceedteisirHIA completely as for any
other process, i.e. controlled by the normal range of swicind parameters relevant for ex-
ternal processes, see e.g. the recent brief overview in [&&ecifically, two different shower
models are available for comparison, one a virtuality-cedeparton shower and the other a
more recently developed transverse-momentum-orderededghower, with each accompanied
by its own distinct underlying-event model, see [364, 3654 366, 367], respectively, and
references therein.

At the end of the perturbative stage, at a typical resoluscale of about 1 GeV, the
parton shower activity is cut off, and a transition is madea toon—perturbative description of
hadronisation, the PrHIA one being based on the Lund string model (see [368]). Firatly
unstable hadrons produced in the fragmentation are decaiearying levels of sophistication,
but again with the possibility of interfacing external pagks for specific purposes, such as
andB decays.

4. PRACTICAL DEMONSTRATION

For illustration, we consider Higgs strahlung at the IL@, ithe process'e ! 2zH!. We
concentrate on the difficult scenario discussed in [369kn&lthe lightest Higgs decays mainly
to pseudoscalars, and where the pseudoscalars are schighihéy cannot decay toquarks.
As a concrete example of such a scenario, we take “point 1218], with slight modifications
S0 as to give the same phenomenology with NMeiaY version 2.0, with the parameters and
masses given in Tab. 1. We uselCHEP to compute the basi€ e ! zH? scattering,
NMHDECAY to calculate the1? anda ! decay widths, and PrHiA for generating the®, 59,
anda? decays as well as for subsequendecays, bremsstrahlung, and hadronisation.

We generate 30000 events at thee ! z°HY level, at” 5= 500GeV corresponding to
abouts500 b * of integrated luminosity. Out of these, we select eventh witauons in the final
state (withp, > 5GeV) and where the does not decay to neutrinos. The plot in Fig. 1 shows
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paI’S m ¢ e tan Mo M 1 M 2 M 3 Ab;t; A A
[GeV] 175 -520 0.22 -0.1 5 1000 100 200 700 1500 -700 -2.8

spectrum: m A0 Myo Moo M .+ Mg Mg M.+ Mo Mg rest

[GeV] 9.87 89.0 101 200 459 477 530 540 789 1000

BR's: #{! AaAf?Y b ¢ A% * gg o  ss
0.92 0.07 0.006 8 10° 0.76 0.21 0.02 0.01

Table 1: Parameters, mass spectrum, afeh ¢ branching ratios larger than 1%, for an NMSSM benchmarktpoin
representative of the phenomenology discussed in [36BjgdéMHDECAY 2.0. :in appropriate power of GeV.

»

[
o
I

w
T T T T

— M)
- M(bb)
- M@ETT'T)

Entries/GeV/500fb™
5
I

=
o

N
T T T T

10 ( ‘ \ : ! ‘ ! ‘ il 4

0 20 40 60 80 100
M [GeV]

Figure 1: Invariant masses for 2-(solid, green)jo (dashed, blue), and 4-(dot-dashed, red) combinations in

e"e | H{zZ%events at' 5= 500 GeV, requiring 4 tauons with, > 5GeV in the final state angd® ! visible.

simultaneously the invariant mass distributions of  (solid, green) * *  (dot-dashed,
red), andbb (dashed, blue) for these events. Of course, experimentotobserve tauons
andb quarks directly; this plot is merely meant to illustratettttee expected resonance peaks
appear where they should: firstly, alarge peak at the, ° mass, and a smaller one at the
mass. Secondly,lab peak also at the® mass and finally the 4- peak at thei mass.

5. CONCLUSION

We present a framework intended for detailed studies oféheler phenomenology of NMSSM
models. We combine three codes developed independentlytéinaa full-fledged event gen-
erator for the NMSSM, including hard scattering, resonadeeays, parton showering, and
hadronisation. The interface itself is fairly straighti@rd, relying on standards developed at
previous Les Houches workshops.

Moreover, it seems clear that this application should ordyplerceived as a first step.
With slight further developments, a more generic framewselems realisable, which could
greatly facilitate the creation of tools for a much broadsrge of beyond the Standard Model
physics scenarios. In particular we would propose to extea@&LHA spectrum and decay file
structures to include all the information that defines aiplert— specifically its spin, colour
and electric quantum numbers, in addition to its mass andydewmdes. This would make it
possible for a showering generator to handle not just thegbes it already knows about, but
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also more generic new states.
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Part 19
The MSSM implementation in SHERPA

S. Schumann

Abstract
The implementation of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standdatiel
in the event generator SHERPA will be briefly reviewed.

1. INTRODUCTION

SHERPA [316] is a multi-purpose Monte Carlo event generttat is able to simulate high-
energetic collisions at lepton and hadron colliders. Thaecis publicly available and can be
downloaded fronhttp://www.sherpa-mc.de

The physics programme of SHERPA covers:

The description of hard processes in the framework of thadgtad Model, the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model and the ADD model of largeaestimensions using
tree level matrix elements provided by the matrix elememegator AMEGIC++ [318,
370,371].

Multiple QCD bremsstrahlung from initial and final state foais taken care of by the
parton shower program APACIC++ [372].

The merging of matrix elements and parton showers accoridirilije CKKW prescrip-
tion [373].

Jet fragmentation and hadronisation provided by an interfa corresponding PYTHIA
routines.

The inclusion of hard underlying events similar to the dgdimn in [364].

In the following the spot will solely be on aspects relatedh® implementation of the MSSM
in SHERPA.

2. THE MSSM IMPLEMENTATION

The central part of the MSSM implementationin SHERPA is tkttemsion of the internal matrix
element generator AMEGIC++ to cover the Feynman rules opthesics model. For this task
the very general set of Ref. [374] for tle-parity conserving MSSM has been implemented.
These Feynman rules allow for a general form of flavour mixintne SUSY sector and permit
the inclusion of CP violating parameters. Beyond this theglude finite masses and Yukawa
couplings for all the three fermion generations. From thésgnman rules AMEGIC++ auto-
matically constructs all the Feynman diagrams contrilgutsma given process in the tree-level
approximation. The generated Feynman diagrams then gedlatad into helicity amplitudes
that are written into library files. In conjunction appragte phase space mappings are gener-
ated, and stored as library files as well, which are used duniegration and the procedure of
event generation. Note that no narrow-width approximatiothe like is assumed, the ampli-
tudes contain all the resonant as well as non-resonantilbotitms that may contribute. Due
to the usage of exact Feynman diagrams the algorithm inslsgdim-correlations in the most



141

natural way®. To unambiguously fix the relative signs amongst Feynmagrdias involving
Majorana spinors the algorithm described in [375] has begplémented. For the negative
mass eigenvalues appearing in the diagonalisation of thgal®o mixing matrix the helicity
formalism allows to directly take them into account in thegagators and spinor products used.
This way a redefinition of the neutralino fields and couplinge be avoided.

To calculate the couplings of the Feynman rules the progreetds to be supplemented with
a full set of weak-scale parameters. Since version SHERBA-his can be done using a
SUSY Les Houches Accord [92] conform file whose parameterdranslated to the conven-
tions of [374] by the program.

3. CONCLUSIONS

The SHERPA generator with the MSSM implemented as descabeue provides a powerful
tool for the description of supersymmetric processes abtejand hadron colliders, see for
instance [289,317,376]. It allows for the realistic dgstion of multi-particle final states related
to sparticle production processes by fully taking into actooff-shell effects as well as non-
resonant contributions and thereby preserving all spinetations present.

At present the incorporation of interactions originatimgmh bilinearly brokerr -parity is on-
going. The helicity formalism used within AMEGIC++ is cuntty extended to cover spif=2
particles as well. Upon completion this will then allow fdret simulation of supersymmetric
processes involving gravitinos.

OHowever, the set of diagrams taken into account can be @nstt. This way it is possible to study specific
decay chains without loosing the information on spin catiehs present.



142

Part 20

High precision calculations in the MSSM
Higgs sector withFeynHiggs2.3

T. Hahn, S. Heinemeyer, W. Hollik, H. Rzehak and G. Weiglein

Abstract

FeynHiggs2.3s a program for computing MSSM Higgs-boson masses
and related observables, such as mixing angles, branchtigsrand
couplings, including state-of-the-art higher-order cidmitions. The
centerpiece is a Fortran library for use with Fortran and &/C Al-
ternatively, FeynHiggs has a command-line, Mathematical, \&/eb
interface. The command-line interface can process, bgesidenative
format, files in SUSY Les Houches Accord format. FeynHiggans
open-source program and easy to install.

1. INTRODUCTION

The search for the lightest Higgs boson is a crucial test pe&ymmetry (SUSY) which can be
performed with the present and the next generation of aatels. Especially for the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) a precise predictiorthe masses of the Higgs
bosons and their decay widths in terms of the relevant SUSanpaters is necessary in order
to determine the discovery and exclusion potential of theaffen, and for physics at the LHC
and the ILC. In the case of the MSSM with complex parametdw#S@M) the task is even
more involved. Several parameters can have non-vanisiiiaggs. These are the Higgs mixing
parameter , the trilinear couplings. ¢, £ = t;b; ;::3 and the gaugino massegs, M ,, M ;
m 4 (the gluino mass parameter). Furthermore the neutral Hiogig®ns are no longerp -
eigenstates, but mix with each other once loop correctiomsaken into account [291].
(h;HA) D (hishyshs) with my, my, my, : (1)
The input parameters within the Higgs sector are then (lesditte Standard Model (SM) ones)
tan , the ratio of the two vacuum expectation values, and the wfdbe charged Higgs boson,
My

2. THE CODE FeynHiggs

FeynHigg9[155, 156, 300] is a Fortran code for the computation of masse mixing angles

in the MSSM with real or complex parameters. The calculabbrthe higher-order correc-

tions is based on the Feynman-diagrammatic approach [2%The one-loop level, it consists
a complete evaluation of the self-energies (with a hybrid /on-shell scheme renormaliza-
tion). At the two-loop level all existing corrections frorhd real MSSM have been included
(see Ref. [156] for a review), supplemented by the resunonatf the leading effects from the
(scalar)b sector including the full phase dependence. As a new fedberéliggs masses are
determined from theomplexpropagator matrix.
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Besides the evaluation of the Higgs-boson masses and maxigigs, the program also
includes the estimation of the theory uncertainties of thggkl masses and mixings due to
missing hlgh%; order corrections. The total uncertaleughe sum of deviations from the central

value, X = L, ¥: X JjwithX = My 4, 5,4 ;U Where thex ; are obtained by:
%! varylng the renormalization scale (entering via the ren.) within 1=2m .
2m )
pole

%: usingm £ instead of the running . in the two-loop corrections,

%: using an unresummed bottom Yukawa coupling,i.e. any, including the leading
0 ( s p)corrections, but not resummed to all orders.
FurthermoreFeynHiggs2.Xontains the computation of all relevant Higgs-boson decay
widths and hadron collider production cross sections. &laes in particular:
the total width for the three neutral and the charged Higgsohes,

the couplings and branching ratios of the neutral Higgs hsso
— SMfermionsh; ! ff,

— SM gauge bosons (possibly off-shelt), ! ;27 W W 399,
— gauge and Higgs bosorns, ! Zhj, h; ! hjhy,
— scalar fermionsh; ! f£Yf

— gauginosh; ! ~, ~.,h; ! ~9~0
the couplings and branchlng ratlos "of the charged Higgsiotso
— SMfermionsH ! f£fC
— agauge and Higgs bosam, ! hw ,
— scalar fermionsg ! £Y£9,
— gauginosg ! ~ -9,

the neutral Higgs- boson productlon cross-sections at #vatifon and the LHC for all
relevant channels.

For comparisons with the SM, the following quantities asoavaluated for SM Higgs bosons
with the same mass as the three neutral MSSM Higgs bosons:

the total decay widths,

the couplings and BRs of a SM Higgs boson to SM fermions,

the couplings and BRs of a SM Higgs boson to SM gauge bosossifpy off-shell),

the production cross-sections at the Tevatron and the LH@lfoelevant channels.

For constraining the SUSY parameter space, the followiegtedweak precision observables
are computed (see Ref. [257] and references therein),

the -parameter up to the two-loop level that indicates disfadacalar top and bottom
masses

the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon.

Finally, FeynHiggs2.3ossesses some further features:

Transformation of the input parameters from the to the on-shell scheme (for the scalar
top and bottom parameters), including the fult .)ando ( ;) corrections.

Processing of SUSY Les Houches Accord (SLHA) data [92, 3B2ynHiggs2.3eads
the output of a spectrum generator file and evaluates thesHiggon masses, brachning
ratios etc. The results are written in the SLHA format to a mauput file.

Predefined input files for the SPS benchmark scenarios [4b{lenLes Houches bench-
marks for Higgs-boson searches at hadron colliders [3& jreniuded.

Detailed information about the featureskdynHiggs2.3are provided irman pages and
a manual.
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3. INSTALLATION AND USE

The installation process is straightforward and shoulé ta& more than a few minutes:
Download the latest version fromww.feynhiggs.de  and unpack the tar archive.

The package is built witl/configure andmake. This creates the librafjpFH.a
and the command-line fronterkebynHiggs .

To build also the Mathematica fronteiMFeynHiggs , invokemake all

make install installs the files into a platform-dependent directory tfeeexample
i586-linux/ £bin,lib,include g.

Finally, remove the intermediate files withake clean .
FeynHiggs2.as four modes of operation,

Library Mode: Invoke thé~eynHiggsroutines from a Fortran or C/C++ program linked
against theéibFH.a library.

Command-line Mode: Process parameter files in ndEmnHiggsor SLHA format at
the shell prompt or in scripts with the standalone execetBbynHiggs .

WWW Mode: Interactively choose the parameters atRegnHiggdJser Control Center
(FHUCC) and obtain the results on-line.

Mathematica Mode: Access tikeynHiggsroutines in Mathematica via MathLink
(MFeynHiggs ).

3.1 Library Mode
The core functionality oFeynHiggs2.3s implemented in a static Fortran 77 librdiyFH.a
All other interfaces are ‘just’ frontends to this library.

In view of Fortran’s lack of symbol scoping, all internal slgois have been prefixed to
make symbol collisions very unlikely. Also, the library ¢ams only subroutines, no functions,
which simplifies the invocation. In Fortran, no include file® needed except for access to
the coupling structureRHCouplings.h ). In C/C++, a single file&CFeynHiggs.h must be
included once for the prototypes. Detailed debugging dutpo be turned on at run time.

The library provides the following functions:
FHSetFlags sets the flags for the calculation.

FHSetPara sets the input parameters directly, or
FHSetSLHA sets the input parameters from SLHA data.

FHSetDebug sets the debugging level.

FHGetPara retrieves (some of) the MSSM parameters calculated fronmiing param-
eters, e.g. the sfermion masses.

FHHiggsCorr computes the corrected Higgs masses and mixings.
FHUncertainties estimates the uncertainties of the Higgs masses and mixings
FHCouplings computes the Higgs couplings and BRs.
FHConstraints  evaluates further electroweak precision observables.

These functions are described in detail on their respentae pages in thEeynHigggpackage.

3.2 Command-line Mode

TheFeynHiggs executable is a command-line frontend tolib&H.a library. It is invoked
at the shell prompt as
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FeynHiggs inputfile [flags] [scalefactor]

where

inputfile is the name of a parameter file (see below).

flags is an (optional) string of integers giving the flag valueg, 40030211 .

scalefactor is an optional factor multiplying the renormalization szal
FeynHiggs understands two kinds of parameter files:

Files in SUSY Les Houches Accord (SLHA) format. In this c&synHiggsadds the

Higgs masses and mixings to the SLHA data structure andsthtelatter to a filenput-

file.fh .
In fact, FeynHiggdries to read each file in SLHA format first, and if that failall$ back

to its native format.
Files in its native format, for example

MT 174.3
MB 4.7
MSusy 500
MAO 200

Abs(M_2) 200

Abs(MUE) 1000

B 5

Abs(Xt) 1000

Abs(M_3) 800
Complex quantities can be given either in terms of absolatee/Abs(X) and phase
Arg(X) ,orasreal parRe(X) and imaginary partm(X) . Abbreviations, summarizing
several parameters (suchMSusy) can be used, or detailed information about the var-
ious soft SUSY-breaking parameters can be given. Furtherniiois possible to define
loops over parameters, to scan parts of parameter space.
The output is written in a human-readable form to the scréderan also be piped through
thetable filter to yield a machine-readable version appropriate flotting etc. For
example,

FeynHiggs inputfile flags | table TB MhO > outputfile
createsoutputfile with two columns;tan andm ... The syntax of the output file is
given as screen output.

3.3 WWW Mode

The FeynHiggsUser Control Center (FHUCC) is a WWW interface to the commkamel exe-
cutableFeynHiggs . To use the FHUCC, point your favorite Web browser at
www.feynhiggs.de/fhucc

3.4 Mathematica Mode

The MFeynHiggs executable provides access to teynHiggsfunctions from Mathematica
via the MathLink protocol. After starting Mathematica, talbthe package with

In[1]:= Install["MFeynHiggs"]
which makes alFeynHiggssubroutines available as Mathematica functions.
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Part 21

micrOMEGASs2.0 and the relic density of
dark matter in a generic model

G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov and A. Semenov

Abstract

micrOMEGAS2.0 is a code to calculate the relic density of a stable
massive patrticle. It is assumed that a discrete symmeteyRiparity
ensures the stability of the lightest odd particle. All dnlation and
coannihilation channels are included. Specific examplethisfgen-
eral approach include the MSSM and the NMSSM. Extensiongiero
models can be implemented by the user.

1. INTRODUCTION

Precision cosmological measurements have recently pedwidry powerful tests on the physics
beyond the standard model. In particular the WMAP measuneéwfehe relic density of dark
matter [2, 3] now provides some of the most stringent comgsan supersymmetric models
with R-parity conservation. The large number of existingdss on the impact of a measure-
ment of the relic density on models of new physics have canatsd on the minimal super-
symmetric standard model [85] and especially on mSUGRA, radetlying model defined at
the high scale [4, 8, 84, 86, 87]. Furthermore, all the plplavailable codes, including the 3
state-of-the art codasicrOMEGAs[5, 6], DarkSUSY [326] andisaTools [378] that com-
pute the relic density of dark matter, also only work withive tcontext of the general MSSM
or high scale models such as mMSUGRA. On the other hand, onshtam based on general
arguments [379], that reasonable values for the relic tgnan be obtained in any model with
a stable particle which is weakly interacting. Candidatesifirk matter then go far beyond the
much studied neutralino-LSP in supersymmetric models. liEikgxamples include a model
with universal extra dimensions [380, 381], models with peat extra dimensions [382], or
little Higgs models [383]. Furthermore, studies of reliaydiéy of dark matter in some gener-
alizations of the MSSM such as the MSSM with CP violation B8, or the NMSSM which
contains an extra singlet [360, 384] or even the MSSM withxredJ(1) [385], all emphasize
the presence of new channels that can lead to a reasonabk ofalhe relic density of dark
matter where it was not possible within the MSSM. In all theszdels, a discrete symmetry
like R-parity conservation ensures the stability of théatest odd particle(LOPY..

Considering the wealth of models with suitable dark matterdidates, it becomes in-
teresting to provide a tool to calculate the relic densitydafk matter in an arbitrary model.
Since micrOMEGASs is based dbalcHEP [96] a program that automatically calculates cross
sections in a given model, it becomes in principle straighthrd to make the corresponding
adaptation of thenicrOMEGAs code. Here we briefly review the relic density calculation be
fore discussing the implementation of new modelmierOMEGAS2.0, including the MSSM
and NMSSM as examples.

"n the following we will use R-parity to designate generigahe discrete symmetry that guarantees the sta-
bility of the LOP.
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2. CALCULATION OF RELIC DENSITY

A relic density calculation entails solving the evolutiaquation for the abundance of the dark
matter,Y (T ), defined as the number density divided by the entropy der(sigye we follow
closely the approach in [386, 387])

r

d_Y_ g (T) 2 2
= EMe< V> TP (@) 1)

whereg is an effective number of degree of freedom [386], is the Planck mass and,, (T )
the thermal equilibrium abundance. v > is the relativistic thermally averaged annihilation
cross-section. The dependence on the specific model facleaphysics enters only in this

cross-section which includes all channels for annihilaiad coannihilation,
P

R P—_ [
9195 ds” sKi1( s=T )55 i(s)
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whereg; is the number of degree of freedom, the total cross section for annihilatiorg)of a pair
of R-parity odd particles with masses;, m ; into some R-parity even particles, apd (" s)is
the momentum (total energy) of the incoming particles inrtbenter-of-mass frame.

Integrating Eq. 1 fronT = 1 to T = T, leads to the present day abundancer,)
needed in the estimation of the relic density,
8_ s(Tp)
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2
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wheres(T, ) is the entropy density at present time anthe normalized Hubble constant.

In the framework of the MSSM, the computation of all annitida and coannihilation
cross-sections are done exactly at tree-level. For thiselyeon CalcHEP [96], a generic
program which once given a model file containing the list atipkes, their masses and the as-
sociated Feynman rules describing their interactions,pdes any cross-section in the model.
To generalize this program to other particle physics modeksonly needs to replace the cal-
culation of the thermally averaged annihilation crossisecfor the stable particle that plays
the role of dark matter. This can be done easily after spigfyhe new model file into
CalcHEP. Then to solve numerically the evolution equation and dateu h 2 one uses the
standardnicrOMEGASs routines.

In order that the program finds the list of processes that nedte computed for the
effective annihilation cross-section, one needs to speb#d analogous of R-parity and assign
a parity odd or even to all particles. The lightest odd pé&etieill then be identified to the
dark matter candidate. All possible processes will be ifiedtand computed automatically,
imposing R-parity conservation. The program will then laakomatically for poles, such as
Higgses or Z’, and thresholds and adapt the integrationnmesitfor higher accuracies in these
specific regions.

Another advantage of our approach based on a generic prddg@a@alcHEP is that one
can compute in addition any cross-sections or decay widtlise new model considered. In
particular, tree-level cross-sections fot 2 processes and 2-body decay widths of particles are
available. Furthermore the cross-sections times relatecity, v, for neutralino annihilation
atv ! 0 and the yields for ;& ;p, relevant for indirect detection of neutralinos, are also
automatically computed.
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3. micrOMEGASs2.0
3.1 MSSM

A public version for relic density calculations in the MSSMshbeen available for a few years
and has been upgraded rticrOMEGASsL.3 [6], which most importantly incorporates some
higher-order effects. For one we use loop corrected sup@f@gamasses and mixing matrices.
These masses and mixing matrices, as specified iSiti&Y Les Houches Accq@LHA) [92],
are then used to compute exactly all annihilation/coatation cross-sections. This can be
done whether the input parameters are specified at the wedk acat the GUT scale in the
context of SUGRA models or the like. In the last case, loopemiions are obtained from
one of the public codes which calculate the supersymmepectsum using renormalization
group equations (RGE) [7, 35,62, 319]. Higher order coroest to the Higgs masses are also
calculated by one of the spectrum calculators. QCD cowastto Higgs partial widths are
included as well as the important SUSY corrections, the, correction, that are relevant at
large tan . These higher-order corrections also affect directly theggld<g vertices and are
taken into account in all the relevant annihilation crosst®ns. External routines that provide
constraints on supersymmetric models sucheas 2), ,b! s andg ! * arealso
included.

3.2 NMSSM

The NMSSM is the simplest extension of the MSSM with one esinglet. A new model file
was implemented int€alcHEP and as in the MSSM, an improved effective potential for the
Higgs sector was defined. The parameters of this potengalenived from the physical masses
and mixing matrices that are provided by an external progtaare NMHDECAY [218]. Some
experimental and theoretical constraints on the model laeecnecked by NMHDECAY. The
input parameters of the model and more details on the modeadescribed in Ref. [360]. The
new functions specific to the NMSSM are given in the Appendix.

3.3 Other models

In general, to implement a new model the user only needs todedheCalcHEP model files

in the sub directorywork/models . More precisely the model must include four files that
specify the list of particles(prtcls1.mdl), the indepenieariables(varsl.mdl), the Lagrangian
with all vertices(lgrngl.mdl) and all internal functiofis(cl.mdl). Note that to automatize
as much as possible the procedure for creating a new modslpdssible to use a program
like LanHEP [95], which starts from a Lagrangian in a human readable &ramd derives all
the necessary Feynman rul¥s Alternatively the user can write by hand the model files of
the new model. A complet€alcHEP model might also require additional internal functions,
these should be included in the directdity . Examples of such specific functions already
provided in the MSSM include, routines to calculate the ssygemetric spectrum starting from
areduced set of parameters defined at the GUT scale or rettimalculate constraints, such as
b! s . Slight modifications to the standa@hlcHEP model files are necessary. *Abefore
the masses and widths of R-parity odd particles must betetan the relevant file as well as
a! before the widths of particles that can appear in s-charmahy of the (co)-annihilation
processes. The latter is to enabled automatic width cdlounla

12| anHEP was developed foCompHEP[353] but there exist a simple tool to make a conversion to the
CalcHEP notation.
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All other files and subdirectories are generated autonibtiaad do not need to be mod-
ified by the user. They contain, in addition to temporary fikbg libraries of matrix elements
generated byCalcHEP . By default the list of R-parity odd particles will be constted and
will include all particles whose name starts by This list is stored irodd_particles.c
and can be modified by the user. While executing the Makefdalléo CalcHEP will generate
all processes of the type

: 51 XY

where  ; designates all R-parity odd particle and X,Y all R-paritge\particles. In practice
only processes involving the LOP as well as those partidesvhichm | < 15m;op5. AS

in previous versions omicrOMEGAS , new processes are compiled and added only when
necessary, in run-time.

3.4 Installation

micrOMEGAS can be obtained at
http://wwwlapp.in2p3.fr/lapth/micromegas

together with some instructions on how to install and exedbe program. The name of

the file downloaded should bmicromegas _2.0.tgz . After unpacking the code one only

needs to launch thmicro_make command. For using the MSSM or NMSSM version the
user must first go to the appropriate directory. The exedetebgenerated by the command
make main=main.c for any of the main programs provided.

To create a new model, one has to launch the commaashmake NewModel which
will create the directonflNewModel containing two directoriedwork and/lib  as well as
two sample main programs to calculate the relic densityg.c,omg.F . A Makefile is also
generated by this call.

4. CONCLUSION

micrOMEGAS2.0 is a new and versatile tool to calculate the relic densitgdark matter in
a generic model of particle physics that contains some gnalldr-parity to ensure the sta-
bility of the lightest particle. The existing versions micrOMEGAs for the MSSM and the
NMSSM have been implemented in this framework. We have proscribed here how this
could be extended to other models. Examples of other molatsare being implemented in
micrOMEGAs are the MSSM model with CP violation, the model with Univéfsatra di-
mensions as well as the warped extra dimension model wikteskaaluza-Klein particle.
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Part 22
NON SUSY BSM

C. Grojean

The legacy of LEP/SLC is ampressive triumph of human endeatfowith the validation
of the quantum nature of the Standard Model (SM) to its highesuracy. Still, and despite
all expectations, it leaves us with the most pressing qoestHow do elementary particles
acquire a mass? How is electroweak symmetry broken? Thd @dtiaHiggs mechanism
jeopardizes our current understanding of the SM at the quratgvel and electroweak precision
measurements seriously contrive any extension beyonceitteBthan a long introduction, the
following tautology reveals that an understanding of theaiyics of electroweak symmetry
breaking (EWSB) is still missing

Why is EW symmetry broken?
because the Higgs potential is unstable at the origin
Why is the Higgs potential unstable at the origin?
because otherwise EW symmetry wouldn’t be broken

One should understand that the SM Higgs mechanism is onlgaiggon of EWSB and not an
explanation of it since in particular there is no dynamicexplain the instability at the origin.
The hierarchy problem tells us that it is less and less nhatbed no new particles emerge
as we explore higher and higher energy. At the same time, Yewwelectroweak precision
measurements severely constrain the existence of such adiglgs. These constraints are
nowadays so severe that the minimal supersymmetric stdnaadel considered for a long time
as the paradigm of BSM physics does not appear more natamlltiin 100, in the absence of
any anthropic selection. At the eve of LHC, this pang of carsme could have been quite
discouraging. On the contrary it has stimulated the crégtnf the BSM physicists and in
the last few years numerous new ideas have emerged both ghédm®menological and the
theoretical sides.

Non-susy BSM benchmark models popped up: by now ADD and R&bdve become
unavoidable for any student starting his/her PhD. The relalexement of these models was to
bring new tools to address old problems. Any paradigm cabea solution and benchmark
scenarios daily evolve to incorporate new features thatentiaégm more and more realistic: the
original ADD and RS models have been considerably amendégtinup to-date incarnations.

These proceedings are an introductory collection to newetsathat emerged in the past
few years as well as a tentative identification of experiraksignatures.

Part 23 presents models with TeV size extra dimensions sittedo all SM particles.
Part 24 elaborates on models with TeV size extra dimensionghich the SM fermions are
localized close to the boundaries of the extra dimensioast Z5 addresses the issue of Dark
Matter in models with extra dimensions and relates the encst of a DM candidate to a sym-
metry that ensures the proton stability.

Part 26 introduces models where the Higgs appears as a cemipohthe gauge field

13R. Rattazzi, talk at the International Europhysics Confeecon High Energy Physics, July 21st-27th 2005,
Lisboa, Portugal.
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along an extra dimension. Higher dimensional gauge inmaéahen forbids any local mass
counter term in the Higgs potential which is thus finite anidwaable.

Part 27 presents Little Higgs models that make the Higgs adus&oldstone boson. The
radiative corrections in the Higgs potential are now sdyarenstrained by a Peccei—Quinn shift
symmetry. Part 28 carries on a Monte Carlo study of the Isttléiggs model and evaluates the
discovery potential at LHC. Any Little Higgs model predi¢tee existence of a top partner to
cancel the divergent contribution to the Higgs mass fromalpdoop. Part 29 proposes to look
at the polarization of the third generation family to pin dothe properties of the top partner.

Part 30 is a general analysis of a Higgs sector that wouldagomharged scalars, as it
is the case in Little Higgs models and other models. A carefigction of variables has to be
used to separate the signal from the background.

Part 31 looks for the diphoton production in the RS model assalt of the KK graviton
interactions.

Part 32 presents Higgsless models where EWSB is triggeredinydary condition rather
than by a usual Higgs mechanism. It is shown that the toweradsme KK gauge bosons
unitarizes the scattering amplitude of longitudinal pided gauge bosons. Finally Part 33
examines, with a full detector simulation, the reconstarcof w z resonances in a Higgsless
model as well as in a chiral lagrangian model.

The workshop was an ideal opportunity to gather model brsl@dad experimentalists.
Back home, these proceedings should help us to work clogettter.
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Part 23

Universal extra dimensions at hadron
colliders

B.A. Dobrescu

Abstract

Universal extra dimensions are compact dimensions adeetiball
Standard Model particles. The Kaluza-Klein modes of thegtuand
guarks may be copiously produced at hadron colliders. Herenefly
review the phenomenological implications of this scenario

The Standard Model is a quantum field theory that has@m3) SU (2) U (1) gauge
symmetry and ars O (1;3) Lorentz symmetry. The possibility that the Lagrangian désag
nature has a larger gauge symmetry has very often been diudiasvever, it is also very inter-
esting to study the possibility that the Lagrangian has aeneled Lorentz symmetry. The most
obvious extended Lorentz symmetryds (1;3+ n)withn  1aninteger. This implies that all
Standard Model particles propagaterirextra spatial dimensions endowed with a flat metric.
These are called universal extra dimensions [314], and teadphenomenology completely
different than extra dimensions accessible only to gramitgnly to bosons (see the chapter on
“Models with localized fermions”).

Given that no extra dimensions have been observed yet, theylme compactified with
a size smaller than the resolution of current experimentem@actification implies that the
extended Lorentz symmetry is broken by the boundary cambtdown to the © (1;3)Lorentz
symmetry, although an additional subgroup may also be pregde

Any quantum field propagating in a space with boundaries igaiposition of a discrete
set of states of definite momentum. Therefore, the n)-dimensional fields may be expanded
in terms of 4-dimensional fields, called Kaluza-Klein (KKpdes, with definite momentum
along the extra dimensions. The search in collider experimef KK modes having a spec-
trum and interactions consistent with a certain compaaetiin is the best way of checking the
existence of extra dimensions.

An important feature of the Standard Model is that its femsiare chiral, which means
that the left- and right-handed components of any Dirac fenmnthave different gauge quan-
tum numbers. This imposes a constraint on the compactdicati universal extra dimensions,
because the simplest compactifications, on a circle or &tatways lead to non-chiral (“vec-
torlike”) fermions. The chirality of the four-dimensionfdrmions has to be introduced by the
boundary conditions.

Gauge theories in more than four spacetime dimensions anenormalizable. This is
not a problem as long as there is a range of scales where therkdgmensional field theory is
valid. For gauge couplings of order unity, as in the Standaadiel, the range of scales is of
the order of(4 Y™, so that only low values af are interesting. Furthermore, the low energy
observables get corrections from loops with KK modes. Thdilgg corrections are finite in the
n = 1 case and logarithmically divergent far= 2, while forn 3 they depend quadratically
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or stronger on the cut-off. Therefore, the effects of thenowkn physics above the cut-off scale
can be kept under control only for= 1 andn = 2.

The majority of phenomenological studies related to ursgkextra dimensions have con-

centrated on the = 1 case. The extra dimension is an interval (see Figure 1),l@ddundary
conditions at its end points determine the spectrum of KK @sod

0 R y
Figure 1: The extra dimension of coordingtextends fromy = 0Otoy= R.

The Kaluza-Klein modes of a Standard Model particle of mag$orm a tower of four-

dimensional particles of masses r

j2
My= mi+ = (1)

wherej  0is an integer called the KK number. THe- 0 states are called zero-modes; their

wave functions are flat along the extra dimension. The zevdeas are identified with the usual

Standard Model particles.

A five-dimensional gauge boson has five components(x ;y), ; = 0;1;2;3, and
A, (x ;y)Wwhich corresponds to the polarization along the extra dsien The coordinates
refer to the usual four spacetime dimensions, arglthe coordinate along the extra dimension,
which is transverse to the non-compact ones. From the pbwiew of the four-dimensional
theory,a, (x ;y)is a tower of spinless KK modes. The boundary conditions aendoy

gA (x ;O)=£A x; R)=20;

@y @y
A,(x;0)=A,(x; R)=0: (2)
Solving the field equations with these boundary conditiaaklg the following KK expansions:
" #
A (x ;y)= 191: A% x )+ pEX A9 (x ) COS y ;
R T R

r TX .

Ay (x ;y)= = Ai(/j)(x ) sin ;_y : 3)

j 1

The zero-mode ' (x )isone ofthesU (3) SU (2) U (1)gauge bosons. Note thatx ;v)
does not have a zero-mode. In the unitary gaugeathex ) KK modes are the longitudinal
components of the heavy spin-1 KK modes’ (x ).

In the case of a fermion whose zero-mode is left-handed, dnadary conditions are as
follows

@ @
@ L(x ;0) = @ Lrx ; R)=20;

R(x ;0) = z(x; R)=0: (4)
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The ensuing KK decomposition is given by

( )
1 p_X . . ] .
_ = 50)(X V4 2 G JY G : Jy . (5)

The spectrum consists of equally spaced KK levels (of magg, and on each level the
KK modes for all Standard Model particles are approximatidgenerate. The degeneracy is
lifted by loop corrections [348] and electroweak symmetrgaking. The lightest KK particle
is the first KK mode of the photon, and the heaviest partideseh level are the KK modes of
the gluon and quarks.

Momentum conservation along the extra dimension is brokghd&boundary conditions,
but a remnant of it is left intact. This is reflected in a satactule for the KK-numbers of the

exists at tree level only ify  ::: g= 0for a certain choice of the signs. This selection
rule has important phenomenological implications. Fiists not possible to produce only
one KK 1-mode at colliders. Second, tree-level exchangekoftodes does not contribute to
currently measurable quantities. Therefore, the cowestio electroweak observables are loop
suppressed, and the limit aaR from electroweak measurements is rather weak, of the order
of the electroweak scale [314].

The 1-modes may be produced in pairs at colliders. At the ffenaand the LHC, pair
production of the colored KK modes has large cross secti##8,388] as long as=R is not
too large. The colored KK modes suffer cascade decays [Kd ]thie one shown in Figure 2.
Note that at each vertex the KK-number is conserved, and theescapes the detector. The
signalis“* * * + 29+ & .. However, the approximate degeneracy of the KK modes implie
that the jets are rather soft, and it is challenging to dggtish them from the background. The
leptons are also soft, but usually pass some reasonablgrlogs. Using the Run | data from
the Tevatron, the CDF Collaboration [389] searched forihe & . signal and has set a limit
of 1=R > 280 GeV at the 95% CL. The much larger Run Il data set, will lead salastantially
improved limit, or alternatively, has a fair chance of legglto a discovery.

jet ! ‘
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Figure 2: CDF analysis af‘ + & ; (soft leptons).

If a signal is seen at the Tevatron or LHC, then it is importandifferentiate the UED
models from alternative explanations, such as superpacascade decays [41]. Measuring
the spins at the LHC would provide an important discrimindnit such measurements are
challenging [43, 390]. A more promising way is to look for ead level KK modes. These can
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be pair produced as the first level modes. However, unlikétstdevel modes, the second level
modes may decay into Standard Model particles. Such decays at one loop, via diagrams
such as the one shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: One-loop induced coupling of a 2-mode to two zearas.

Note that in the presence of loop corrections, the selectitmfor KK numbers of the
particles interacting at a vertex becomgs ::: 5= 0mod 2. This implies the existence
of an exactz , symmetry: the KK parity( 1Y is conserved. Its geometrical interpretation is
invariance under reflections with respect to the middle ef(th R Jinterval. Given that the
lightest particle withj odd is stable, the ™’ is a promising dark matter candidate. Rer in the
0.5to 1.5 TeV range the'*’ relic density fits nicely the dark matter density [380, 3&11,,3892].
This whole range of compactification scales will be probethat HC [41].

Another consequence of the loop-induced coupling of a 2enodwo zero-modes is that
the 2-mode can be singly produced in thehannel [41]. The typical signal will be the cascade
decay shown in Figure 4, followed by?’ decay into hard leptons. The reach of the LHC in
this channel has been analyzed in Ref. [44].
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Figure 4: s-channel production of the level-2 gluon followed by castaécay, and *) decays toe* ¢ and

+

Even though the KK-parity is well motivated by dark mattereanay consider additional
interactions that violate it. A review of the collider phenenology in that case is given in
Ref. [393].

The phenomenology of two universal extra dimensians (2) has been less thoroughly
studied, although this is the best motivated case. The plba2), gauge anomaly cancels
only in the case where the number of quark and lepton gepnemis a multiple of three [394].
Moreover, the simplest chiral compactification of two dirsiems, called the “chiral square”
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[395], preserves a discrete symmetry which is a subgroupe®D Lorentz group, such that
proton decay is adequately suppressed even when baryonenisnbaximally violated at the
TeV scale [396].

The Feynman rules for gauge theories in two universal dimoesscompactified on the
chiral square are given in Ref. [397]. The KK modes are laoelly two KK numbers(5;k),
with § 1,k 0. The KK parity of this compactification is 7). The gauge bosons in six
dimensions include two scalar fields which are the polanrstalong the two extra dimensions.
At each KK level, a linear combination of the two scalars igady the spin-1 KK mode, while
the other linear combination remains as a physical reaas6iald. Given that the gauge bosons
belong to the adjoint representation of the gauge grougsetiphysical scalars are referred to
as “spinless adjoints”. The cross sections for KK pair pataun are different than inthe = 1
case due to the presence of the spinless adjoints. The demdgsnof the KK states are also
different than in then = 1 case because of the different mass splittings among KK mdolies
particul%r_interest are th@ ;1) states, which can be produced in thehannel and have a mass
of only = 2=R. The collider phenomenology of two universal extra dimensiis currently
explored [398].
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Part 24

Kaluza—Klein states at the LHC in models
with localized fermions

E. Accomando and K. Benakli

Abstract

We give a brief review of some aspects of physics with TeV sizea-
dimensions. We focus on a minimal model with matter locaiaethe
boundaries for the study of the production of Kaluza-Klewigtions
of gauge bosons. We briefly discuss different ways to depam this
simple analysis.

1. INTRODUCTION

Despite the remarkable success of the Standard Model (SMgsoribing the physical phe-

nomena at the energies probed at present accelerators,sate¢heoretical aspects are still

unsatisfactory. One of the lacking parts concerns undeagtg the gravitational interactions

as they destroy the renormalizability of the theory. Fumihare, these quantum gravity effects
seem to imply the existence of extended objects living inentlban four dimensions. This raises
many questions, as:

Is it possible that our world has more dimensions than thasane aware of? If so, why
don’t we see the other dimensions? Is there a way to detetizhe

Of course, the answer to the last question can only come fxifp class of models as
it depends on the details of the realization of the extraedisions and the way known particles
emerge inside them. The examples discussed in this reviewharpioneer models described
in Refs. [339, 399-402], when embedded in the complete andistent framework given in
[403,404]. We focus on such a scenario as our aim is to uratet$he most important concepts
underlying extra-dimension physics, and not to displayleection of hypothetical models.

Within our framework, two fundamental energy scales playagamrole. The first one,
M = 11, isrelated to the inner structure of the basic objects otlieery, that we assume to
be elementary strings. Their point-like behavior is vievesda low-energy phenomena; above
M , the string oscillation modes get excited making their xgended nature manifest. The
second important scal®, *, is associated with the existence of a higher dimensioratesp
AboveR ' new dimensions open up and particles, called Kaluza-KIEK) (excitations, can
propagate in them.

2. MINIMAL MODELS WITH LOCALIZED FERMIONS

In a pictorial way, gravitons and SM patrticles can be represgas in Fig. 1. In particular, in
the scenario we consider:

the gravitons, depicted as closed strings, are seen to gatgan the whole higher-
dimensional space, 3t+d.. Here, 3+, defines the longitudinal dimension of the big
brane drawn in Fig. 1, which contains the small 3-dimendibrene where the observed
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Figure 1: Geometrical representation of models with |aeadifermions.

SM patrticles live. The symbal, indicates instead the extra-dimensions, transverse to
the big brane, which are felt only by gravity.

The SM gauge-bosons, drawn as open strings, can propadgterotie (3+)-brane.
The SM fermions are localized on the 3-dimensional braneghvimtersects the (33-

dimensional one. They do not propagate on extra-dimengim@itherd, nord. ), hence
they do not have KK-excitations.

The number of extra-dimensions, = d,,d, or d,+d,, which are compactified on a -
dimensional torus of volume = (2 PR R, », @nN be as big as six [404] or seven [405]
dimensions. Assuming periodic conditions on the wave fionstalong each compact direction,
the states propagating in the+ D )-dimensional space are seen from the four-dimensionat poin
of view as a tower of states having a squared mass:

2 2 2
n n n
1 2
MZix Mi=mi+—+—+ —2+; (1)
R? R? R?

with m , the four-dimensional mass andnon-negative integers. The states V\ﬁthni & Oare
called KK-states. Assuming that leptons and quarks arditechis quite a distinctive feature of
this class of models, giving rise to well defined predictioAs immediate consequence of the
localization is that fermion interactions do not presetve tnomenta in the extra-dimensions.

One can thus produce single KK-excitations, for examplefiia ! VK“;) where £;£° are

fermions andJK(r;) represents massive KK-excitationsiof;z ; ;g gauge-bosons. Conversely,
gauge-boson interactions conserve the internal momerd&ing the self-interactions of the
kindvv ! v forbidden. The experimental bounds on KK-particles thaswemarize in

the following, as well as the discovery potential of the LH{&pend very sensitively on the

assumptions made.

Electroweak measurements can place significant limits@siite of the extra-dimensions.
KK-excitations might affect low-energy observables tiglbiloops. Their mass can thus be con-
strained by fits to the electroweak precision data [342,8d8@+410]. In particular, the fit to the
measured values of ;, , pand ,.qhasledt®r ' 3.6 TeV.
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Figure 2: (a) Resonances of the first KK-excitation modes @ind gauge-bosons. (b) Resonances of the first
KK-excitation mode of ther -boson. (c) Resonances of the first KK-excitation mode ofglinen. (d) Under-
hreshold effects due to the presencegﬁﬁ , given in terms of the number of standard deviations fromSive
predictions. The results have been obtained for the LHC it 14 Tev and L=100 fb .

3. WHAT CAN BE EXPECTED FROM THE LHC?

The possibility to produce gauge-boson KK-excitationsuétirie colliders was first suggested
in Ref. [401]. Unfortunately, from the above-mentioneditsnthe discovery at the upgraded
Tevatron is already excluded (see for instance [411]). Alspectations of a spectacular ex-
plosion of new resonances at the LHC are sorely disappaiiteitie most optimistic case, the
LHC will discover just the first excitation modes.

The only distinctive key from other possible non-standaadlals with new gauge-bosons
would be the almost identical mass of the KK-resonancesl|ajaalge bosons. Additional
informations would be however needed to bring clear eviddacthe higher-dimensional origin
of the observed particle. Despite the interpretation diffies, detecting a resonance would be
of great impact.

We could also be in the less favorable case in which the mabke ¢fK-particles is bigger
than the energy-scale probed at the LHC. In this unfortubatdikely scenario, the indirect
effect of such particles would only consists in a slight @ase of the events at high energies
compared to the SM predictions. In this case, the lumingd#ys a crucial role. In the last few
years, several analysis have been performed in order to&stithe possible reach of the LHC
(see for example [345,349,401,411-416]).

The three classes of processes where the new KK-resonamdedde observed are:

pe ! 11,
e ! L, wherel isforl® ,+ 1,
pe ! ogg, whereg= u;d;s;c;h
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The first class can be mediated by the KK-excitations of teetedweak neutral gauge-bosons,
z") and "), while the second one can contain the chargel gauge-boson modes. Finally,
the third class can receive contributions from all elecealwgauge-bosons plus the KK-modes

n)

g of the gluons.

Typically, one can expect a kind of signal as given in Fig. 8.tHe case where both
outgoing particles are visible, a natural observable isithariant mass of the fermion pair.
Distributions in such a variable are shown in the upper ameetdeft-side plots, which dis-
play the interplay between,”) and ") resonances, and the peaking structure dug'tp,
respectively. In presence of a neutrino in the final state, @an resort to the transverse mass
distribution in order to detect new resonances. This is showthe upper right-side plot of
Fig. 2 for the charged-current process wit (“K) exchange. Owing to the PDFs, the effective
center-of-mass (CM) energy of the partonic processesablailat the LHC is not really high.
The discovery limits of the KK-resonances are thus rathedesgr *  5-6 TeV. This esti-
mate finds confirmation in more detailed ATLAS and CMS ana\{4é7]. Taking into account
the present experimental bounds, there is no much spacélefeover, the resonances due to
the gluon excitations have quite large widths owing to tihergj coupling value. They are thus

spread and difficult to detect already for compactificaticaless of the order of 5 TeV.

But, what represents a weakness in this context can becopwetamt for indirect searches.
The large width, ranging between the order of a few hundregelg ®r the KK-excitations of
the electroweak gauge-bosons and the TeV-order for the Kide® of the gluons, can give rise
to sizeable effects even if the mass of the new particlesrgetahan the typical CM-energy
available at the LHC. This is illustrated in the lower rigditle plot of Fig. 2, where the number
of standard deviations quantifies the discrepancy with tiep8dictions, coming fromgli“;
contributions. The under-threshold effects are driven hwy tail of the broad Breit-Wigner,
which can extend over a region of several TeV, and are doedhay the interference between
SM and KK amplitudes. They thus require to have non-suppteS$/1 contributions. Their
size, of a few-per-cent order for large compactificationiifachn become statistically signifi-
cant according to the available luminosity. In the extreragecof Fig. 2, we have a KK-gluon
with massM ; = R =20 TeV and width ; ’ 2 TeV. Assuming a luminosity L=1G0 !, the
interference terms give rise to an excess of about 2000 gveSimilar conclusions hold for
the indirect search of the KK-excitations of the electrokvgauge-bosons. At 95% confidence
level, the LHC could exclude values of compactification esalp to 12 and 14 TeV from the
z") + ) andw %) channels, respectively. The indirect search is exploitetthé ATLAS
and CMS joint analysis of Ref. [417].

4. GOING BEYOND MINIMAL

We have carried the discussion above for the case of one-@ixtransion with all fermions
localized on the boundaries. One can depart from this sisiplation in many ways:

More extra-dimensions
New difficulties arise foD 2: the sum over KK propagators diverges [399]. A simple
regularization is to cut off the sum of the KK statesvat. This would be natural if the
extra-dimension were discrete, however in our model werassiutranslation invariance
of the background geometry (before localizing any objeotg)i String theory seems
to choose a different regularization [399, 418]. In fact theeraction ofa (x;y) =
A (x)exp iz* with the current densityj (x), associated to the massless localized

n
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fermions, is described by the effective Lagrangian:

z G ¢

d*x e Peri (x)A , (2); (2)

n

which can be written after Fourier transformation as
7 7 ,

1 y
d4y d4X (ﬂ )Ze 21 ] (x)A (X;Y): (3)

This means that the localized fermions are felt as a Gausifigribution of charge

¥2 : . P—
e 2?3 x)withawidth = n 1 1661 Here we used = 16 correspond-
ing to az, orbifolding. The couplings of the massive KK-excitatiowstihe localized
fermions are then given by:

p_X ]nP,nilg
= 2 e TRy (4)

n

where the facto%D 2 stands for the relative normalization of the massive KK wiane-

tion (cos(“Ri—ﬁi’i ) with respect to the zero mode, anggdrepresents the coupling of the cor-
responding SM gauge-boson.

The amplitudes depend on bathandM , and thus, as phenomenological consequence,
all bounds depend on both parameters (see [411]).

Localized kinetic and/or mass terms for bulk fields
Let us denote by, (p;R ;M ) the sum of all tree-level boson propagators weighted by a

n

factor =°v¢ from the interaction vertices. For simplicity we take, = 0, and define
S by

1
So(piRiMs)=§+ S (5)

In order to confront the theory with experiment, it is ne@ggo include a certain number
of corrections. The obvious one is a resummation of one-kmfpenergy correction to
reproduce the gauge coupling of the massless vector-bobtanre we parametrize these

effects as two kinds of bubbles to be resummed: _ _
— the first, denoted aB,,, ;. represents the bulk corrections. This bubble preserves the

KK-momentum,

— the second, denoted as..,, represents the boundary corrections. This bubble does
not preserve the KK momentum. In fact, this can representiadary mass term or
tree-level coupling, but also localized one-loop cor@uesi due to boundary states

[399] or induced by bulk states themselves [419]. .
Here, two simplifications have been made: (a) the correstame the same for all KK-

states, and (b) the boundary corrections arise all from a@ingesboundary. This results in
the corrected propagator [399]:
So

Scorr (PR ;M 5) = : 6
P 1 Bju]k Bcdary }g SOBbdary ( )

If we define the “renormalized coupling” as (p*) = 9 theresultis

1 Bpux Bpaar

Q1 B S9)Buay ,
1 Bux  Baany)@ Bun  Buan P %)

(7)



163

The first term in Eq.(7) is the contribution that was takemw iatcount in all phenomeno-
logical analysis, the second is the correction which depenatcially on the size af,...,,.
Spreading interactions in the extra dimensions

In the simplest scenario, all SM gauge-bosons propagateeirséme compact space.
However, one may think that the three factors of the SM gayrgep can arise from dif-
ferent branes, extended in different compact directionghis cased, TeV-dimensions
might be longitudinal to some brane and transverse to athgsa result, only some of
the gauge-bosons can exhibit KK-excitations. Such a fragrleis discussed in [411].

These are simplest extensions of the work we presented albbeesxperimental limits depend
Nnow on many parameters , ;B ; ::iN addition to the different size of the compactification
space felt by the gauge-bosons.
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Part 25
Kaluza—Klein dark matter: a review

G. Servant

1. INTRODUCTION

The dominant matter component of our Universe is non-bacyodhe recently published
WMAP results [3], combined with ACBAR, CBI and 2dFGRS, leadprecise estimates of
the baryonic, matter and total densities ;h? = 0:0224  0:0009, ,h? = 0135 0:009
and .= 102 0:02. One of the most interesting aspects of the dark matter pugzhat
it is likely to be related to new physics at the TeV scale. bdgarticles with weak scale size
interactions and a mass at the electroweak breaking scdliPd) are typically predicted to
have the good relic density today to account for dark magtter/ided that they are stable. The
favorite WIMP candidate to date is the Lightest SupersymimParticle (LSP) and neutralinos
are certainly the most extensively studied example.

2. DARK MATTER CANDIDATES FROM EXTRA DIMENSIONS

Alternative models for physics beyond the Standard Modkl)(at make use of extra dimen-
sions rather than supersymmetry to solve the gauge higrgnadblem, have been studied in
the last few years. It is now legitimate to ask whether extraethsions have anything to do
with the dark matter puzzle. Among the new ingredients ofsegtmensional theories are the
Kaluza-Klein (KK) excitations of SM patrticles as well as tlaelion, the scalar degree of free-
dom related to the size of extra dimensions. If the extraedisional model contains branes,
there are also possibly branons, which are associated te fhactuations. All of them look
like natural candidates for dark matter. Let us start with paticles. The idea that they could
form the dark matter is very tempting. However, it turns dudttthis is not so easy to achieve.
Indeed, in most extra-dimensional models, there are ndeskdb states, all being able to decay
into SM particles. So the next question is: What are the newnsgtries available in extra
dimensional contexts which could make a KK mode stable? A dievension means a new
conserved momentum along the extra dimension. This leattetso-called KK parity, a dis-
crete symmetry which remains unbroken in some specific @égxtra dimensional models
named Universal Extra Dimensions (UED) [314]. As a restk, Lightest KK particle (LKP)
is stable. We can also ask whether there is anything comieat@bvhat happens with super-
symmetric dark matter. In this case, the symmetry which gniges the stability of the LSP
has been primarily postulated to get rid of the proton decaplpm in the MSSM. The proton
decay problem arises also in extra dimensional theoriesifsgaly if the cut-off scale is near
the TeV scale. Itis interesting to investigate whether fheraetry one assumes to get rid of the
proton decay can lead to a stable particle, like in susy. Wiandeed present such solution in
the context of warped GUT models where the DM particle isschthe LZP. The LKP and the
LZP are presently the two main proposals for WIMP KK dark mattVe will present them in
more detalil in the next sections. Before doing that, let ugere other (non-wimp) possibilities
which have been mentioned in the literature.

For a particle to be stable, either it has large couplingsviop@rticles and there must be
a symmetry to guarantee its stability— this is the case ofpsitike the LSP, the LKP and the
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LZP which will be presented below— or it interacts so weakigttits lifetime is longer than the
age of the universe, this is the case of light particles witly gravitational couplings like the
radion in ADD [403] or TeV flat extra dimensions. We go througke various possibilities in
the next subsections. The situation is summarized in Table 1

radion dark matten =~ meV
ADD models | only gravity in bulk KK graviton dark mattem  meV
R meV! (flat) (both finely-tuned)

branon dark matter
(not original ADD, hierarchy pbs remajin

! gauge bosons in bulk radion dark mattei meV

TeV tdim. (finely-tuned); KK graviton is unstable
R TeV'! (flat)

radion dark mattei meV

! all SM fields in bulk (finely-tuned)
“Universal Extra Dimensions” KK dark mattem TeV
! |WIMP or SuperWIMP
AdS a la Randall-Sundrum radion is unstable
Warped
geometries if GUT inthe bulk ! KK dark matter
R M. ! m few GeV-few TeV

P1

butM g « TeV ! | WIMP

Table 1: Dark matter candidates in three main classes od ektnensional models

2.1 KK graviton
2.1.1 InADD

The KK graviton of ADD, with a meV mass, is stable on cosmatagscales (each KK graviton

couples only withi=M ; ) and could be a DM candidate. It would not be a wimp and thescbrr

relic density cannot be obtained via the standard thermallzion. To get the correct relic

density requires fine-tuning either in initial conditiorts fnflation or in the reheat temperature
of the universe, otherwise, KK gravitons would overclose @imiverse. In addition, there are
strong astrophysical constraints on the ADD scenario.

2.1.2 In UED: SuperWIMP KK graviton

The situation is different in UED models where the righteedbundance can be obtained nat-
urally. The idea is that the standard cold relic abundanadiained for the next lightest KK
particle (NLKP), which is a WIMP (a KK hypercharge gauge bosoUED with  TeV mass)
and the NLKP later decays into the LKP which is the KK gravitbhat way, the KK graviton,
which has a TeV mass and only a gravitational coupling cdlrestjuire the right abundance as
given by the standard thermal relic calculation. This sdenaas been intensively studied by
Feng et al [420-422].

Finally, let us mention that in Randall-Sundrum models, Kigvifons have a TeV mass
and interact strongly so they cannot play the role of darkenat
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2.2 Radion

The radion in ADD has typically the same mass and same caypbnthe KK graviton and
also suffers from an overclosure problem. As for models Wi extra dimensions, there is
also typically an overclosure problem. Solving it requireedifying the assumptions on the
compactification scheme. Details of radion cosmology haentstudied in [423]. The radion
overclosure problem does not apply in Randall-Sundrum e/ttes radion has large interactions
and large mass so that it decays fast.

2.3 Branons

Branons correspond to brane fluctuations. They control duedinate position of our brane
in the extra dimensions.Those fields can be understood agaldstone boson arising from
spontaneous breaking of translational invariance by thsgrce of the brane. They get massive
by the explicit breaking of the symmetry. The possibilitathranons could be dark matter has
been investigated in [424,425]. In this context, the SMdiga a 3D brane embedded in a higher
dimensional (D=4+N) space-time where the fundamentaksafagravityM , is lower than the
Planck scale. In the original ADD propossil,, was the TeV scale. The authors of branon dark
matter work in a general brane world scenario with arbitfarydamental scale (larger than the
TeV scale). The branon degree of freedom cannot be negledted the brane tension scale

is much smaller tham , , which means that we live on a non rigid brane. Branon intevas
with patrticles living on the brane can be computed as a fanaif £, N and the branon mass
M . Couplings of KK modes to the fields confined on the brane apemantially suppressed
by the fluctuation of the brane [426]. Asis very small, the KK mode contributions become
invisible from our world and the only remaining degrees afefdom are the branons. The
gravitational interaction on the brane conserves parititarms in the effective Lagrangian with
an odd number of branons are forbidden. As a consequenagyrimare stable. Constraints
in the region of parameters made by M ,, M andf have been derived. We refer the reader
to [424, 425] for details and references.

2.4 KK “photon”

As it will be presented in the next section, in the class of eleavith Universal Extra Dimen-
sions [314], the Lightest KK Particle (LKP) is stable. FoifeV ' sized extra dimensions, the
LKP can act as a WIMP. It was identified as the first KK excitatbthe photon. To be precise,
it is not really a KK photon because the Weinberg angle for Kédes is very small [348]. It
is essentially the KK hypercharge gauge bosei:’. Relic density [380, 381, 392,427, 428],
direct [391, 429] and indirect detection [391, 430—-435ds&ts of this candidate have all been
carried out in the last few years. Constraints on these nsddah radion cosmology have also
been studied [423].

2.5 KK neutrino

The possibility that the LKP is a KK, rather than a KK photon in UED was also studied
in [381,429]. This case is excluded experimentally by didetection experiments because of
the large coupling of L(l’ to the Z gauge boson, leading to much too large elastic scajtef
the KK neutrino with nucleons.

It could also be that the LKP is the KK excitation of a RH neudriTo behave as a WIMP,
such particle should interact with TeV KK gauge bosons likeeft Right gauge theories such
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as Pati-Salam o8 0 (10). This possibility was investigated in details in the contafxwarped
geometries and more specifically in the context of warpedn@rdnified Theories (GUTS)
[382,436]. It will be presented in section 4..

To summarize, so far, KK particles arise as stable viable R&NHh two frameworks : In
Universal Extra Dimensions and in some warped geometriasRandall-Sundrum. We will
discuss these two possibilities in more details now.

3. THE LKP IN UNIVERSAL EXTRA DIMENSIONS

In models with Universal Extra Dimensions (UED) [314] whiate explained earlier in these
proceedings, all SM fields propagate in flat toroidal extraehsions, unlike models with Large
Extra Dimensions a la ADD. Translation invariance alongeatra dimension is only broken
by the orbifold imposed to recover a chiral SM spectrum. | Stilere is a remnant discrete
symmetry called KK parity,( 1%, wheren is the KK number. This symmetry insures that
interaction vertices cannot involve an odd number of odd-$t&tes and, therefore, a vertex
with two SM particles (withn = 0) and one KK state (witlh = 1) is forbidden. As a result,
the Lightest KK Particle (LKP) witlm = 1 cannot decay into SM particles and is stable. Note
that for KK parity to be an exact symmetry, one has to assuatdlie boundary lagrangians at
the two orbifold fixed points are symmetric.

In contrast with supersymmetry where the mass spectrumrgeliaspread so that at
most a few additional particles participate in coannidlaiprocesses with the LSP, in Minimal
UED (MUED), the mass spectrum of KK particles is rather degate and there are many
coannihilation processes. The KK mass splittings are éisfigrdue to radiative corrections.
Those were computed in [348]. The spectrum of KK masses dispaiso on the values of
boundary terms at the cut-off scale, which are not fixed byWm&M physics. In this sense,
the values of the KK masses can be taken arbitrary and the dERaso has a multitude of
parameters. The authors of [348] assumed that the bounelang tvanish (this is the so-called
MUED hypothesis). In this case, the LKP is the KK hyperchaygege bosos *’.

The viability and relic density of the LKP were first analyz@d381] with some sim-
plifying assumption about the KK spectrum. Only one co-hitaiion channel was considered
(involving the KK right-handed electron). Ref. [380, 398tiude all coannihilation channels
with KK fermions and KK gauge bosons and look at the effectaahechannel separately. The
net result is that even if the new coannihilations are Bo#tmmsuppressed their effect is still
significant because the cross sections are mediated by westkoog interactions while the
cross sections studied so far were purely hyperchargeateztiprocesses. Their conclusion
is that in MUED, the LKP mass should be within 500-600 GeV il non-minimal UED
models, freedom in the KK mass spectrum allows an LKP as has/TeV. For an analysis
taking into account the effects of second level KK modes 48&,[428]. The effect of coan-
nihilation with the KK Higgs was studied in [437]. Shortlytef the appearance of [380, 392],
Ref. [438] came out where they derive a strong constrainherkiK scale of MUED models
from precision EW observables (700 GeV}*. This seems to exclude MUED KK dark matter
but KK dark matter survives in non-minimal UED models, whidre KK mass can be as large
as 2 TeV.

To conclude this section, note that the cases where the LKKIS z or KK H remain

14previous bounds on 1/R from EW precision tests were dering814, 439], from direct non-detection and
fromb! s in[440]and from FCNC in [441,442].
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to be analysed. The interesting D=6 case has not been igatsdi either. We refer to the
proceedings by B. Dobrescu for references on the collidenpmenology of UED. We now
move to direct detection constraints.

3.1 Direct and indirect detection

Direct detection of thes ) LKP has been studied in germanium, sodium iodine and xenon
detectors [391,429]. It does not appear as the most progweity to probes ) dark matter as
is summarized in fig.2.
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Figure 1: Leading Feynman graphs for effectivé ’-quark scattering through the exchange of a KK quark (both
4" andq!"’) and through the exchange of a zero-mode Higgs boson.
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Figure 2: Left figure is from [391]: Predicted spin-depend@ark-shaded, blue) and spin-independent (light-
shaded, red) proton cross sections. The predictions are;fot 120 Gev ando:01 =M g mMmpg:i)=mg:

0:5, with contours for specific intermediatelabeled. Right figure is from [429]: Predictions far *’-nucleon
cross sections in the spin-dependent — spin-independamg pthere three parameters are varied::, in the 600-
1200 GeV range, in the 5-15% range andh , in the 100-200 GeV range. We cannot expect a spin-indepénden
cross section larger thard ° pb if we remain in this most likely region of parameter space.

Indirect detection through gamma-rays [391, 431, 433-488&{itrinos and synchrotron
flux [431], positrons [391, 432], antiprotons [443] or thgtuantideuterons [444] has also been
considered. The neutrino spectrum from LKP annihilatiothi;mSun was investigated in [432].
An interesting feature of KK dark matter is, in constrasthatihe neutralino, that annihilation



169

into fermions is not helicity suppressed and there can besgtdnnihilation inte=" e leading
to a very valuable positron signal from LKP annihilationarihe galactic halo [391].

4. THE LZP IN WARPED GUTS

The interest in the phenomenology of extra dimensions dweldst few years has been mo-
tivated by the goal of understanding the weak scale. The ertya-dimensional geome-
try which really addresses the hierarchy problem is the REs8lUndrum geometry. Particle
physics model building in this framework has been flourighamd a favorite class of mod-
els has emerged: that where all SM fields propagate in the ®ulkdS;, except for the
Higgs (or alternative physics responsible for electrowsgiknmetry breaking) which is lo-
calized on the IR brane. In addition, the electroweak gauge should be extended to
SU (2);, SU (2 U (1). Those models were embedded into a GUT in Refs. [382, 436]
and it is in this context that a viable dark matter appears:table KK fermion can arise as

a consequence of imposing proton stability in a way very résoent to R-parity stabilizing
the LSP in supersymmetric models. The symmetry is catlednd is a linear combination of
baryon number and U (3) color. As soon as baryon number is promoted to be a conserved
guantum number, the following transformation becomes ansgtry:

| e2 i(B 7“3“) (1)

whereB is baryon-number of a given field(proton has baryon-number1) andn . (n.) is its
number of colors (anti-colors). This symmetry actuallys¢gin the SM but SM patrticles are not
charged under it since only colored particles carry baryaminer in the SM. In Refs. [382,436],
and more generally in higher dimensional GUTSs, baryon nuroée be assigned in such a way
that there exists exotic KK states with the gauge quantumbeusrof a lepton and which carry
baryon number as well as KK quarks which carry non-standargdm number. These patrticles
carry a non-zera ; charge. The lightest of these, called the LightesParticle (LZP), is stable
since it cannot decay into SM patrticles.

So, who is the LZP? We recall that in extra-dimensional GUTsye is a need for a
replication of GUT multiplets to avoid fast proton decay. r@enodes (SM particles) come
from different GUT multiplets. Consequently, in a given tiplet, there are KK modes without
the corresponding zero-modes. The mass spectrum of KK deisns determined by their bulk
mass, called:in Planck mass units, and the boundary conditions (BC) aféand Planck
brane. All KK modes of a given multiplet have the sameThe c parameter also fixes the
localization of the wave function of the zero modes. BC armmmnly modelled by either
Neumann {) or Dirichlet ( ) BC® in orbifold compactifications. 5D fermions lead to two
chiral fermions in 4D, one of which only gets a zero mode taodpce the chiral SM fermion.
SM fermions are associated with { ) BC (first sign is for Planck brane, second for TeV brane).
The other chirality is () and does not have zero mode. In the particular case of tladxibige
of the grand unified gauge group to the SM, Dirichlet boundaogditions are assigned on
the Planck brane for fermionic GUT partners which do not hzen® modes, they have (+)
boundary condition$. When computing the KK spectrum of + ) fermions one finds that for
c< 1=2the lightest KK fermion is lighter than the lightest KK gaumgson. For the particular
casec < 1=2, the mass of this KK fermion is exponentially smaller thaattbf the gauge

15for a comprehensive description of boundary conditionsaiions on an interval, see [445].
8Consistent extra dimensional GUT models require a reptinaif GUT multiplets as zero modes SM particles
are obtained from different multiplets.
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KK mode! Fig. 3 shows the mass of the lightest{) KK fermion as a function ot and
for different values of the KK gauge boson mass « . There is an intuitive argument for the
lightness of the KK fermion: for  1=2, the zero-mode of the fermion wittx + ) boundary
condition is localized near the TeV brane. Changing the dannhcondition to( + ) makes
this “would-be” zero-mode massive, but since it is localizear the TeV brane, the effect of
changing the boundary condition on the Planck brane is gggpd, resulting in a small mass
for the would-be zero-mode.

c<-1/2:
=0.83/(c-1/2)/(c+1/2)™ 2, !

ST T T
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-12<c<-1/4:
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Figure 3: Mass of the lightest KK fermion as a function ofdtgarameter for different values of the KK gauge
boson mass. From bottomto tapx x =3, 5, 7, 10 TeV. For large and negativghe KK fermion can be infinitely
light. For KK fermions belonging to the GUT multiplet comaig the RH topg 1=2.

We have just seen that in warped GUT models, there is not deskig scale since the
scale for KK fermions can be different from the scale of KK gaulosons. Now, among the
light KK fermions, the one which is the lightest is the onehnthe smallest parameter. This
means that the lightest KK fermion will come from the GUT nl&t which contains the top
qguark. Indeed, the top quark, being the heaviest SM fermsothe closest to the TeV brane.
This is achieved by requiring a negatié. Thus, all( + ) KK fermions in the GUT multiplet
containing the SM top quark are potentially light. Masstsiplgs between KK GUT partners
of the top quark can have various origins, in particular du&stUT breaking in the bulk as
discussed in [382,436]. There is large freedom here anddiatification of the LZP comes
from phenomenological arguments: Indeed, the only mas$araentary Dirac fermion (with a
mass inthe 1 GeV - 1 TeV range) which could be a viable darkena#indidate is the neutrino.
If such a neutrino had the same coupling to thas in the SM, however, it would be excluded
by direct detection experiments. Its coupling to thetherefore, must be suppres$&drhus,
we are left with the possibility of a KK Right-Handed (RH) miénio. In models where the
electroweak gauge group is extendedtn(2), SU (2% U (1), the RH neutrino has gauge
interactions in particular with the additional’. Nevertheless, its interactions with ordinary

"More details can be found in [382,436].
BNote that in SUSY, such constraints are weaker because Maerana nature of the neutralino.
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matter are feeble because they involve the additional gaogens which have a large mass
M xx > 3 TeV). This opens the possibility of a weakly interacting &irRH neutrino. In
principle, the LZP is not necessarily the lightest KK paeticlhere might be lighter KK modes
but which are unstable because they are not charged unddn practise though, and in the
models of [382,436], the RH neutrino LZP turns out to be thbtiest KK particle due to various
phenomenological constraints.

In summary, the LZP is a Kaluza—KIlein fermion, which is a fsomponent spinor and
vector-like object. As explained in great detail in Ref. 238t can be naturally very light, much
lighter than the KK scale of Randall-Sundrum models, namely, > 3 TeV. This is because
the RH chirality is localized near the TeV brane while the Lrkds near the Planck brane.
The overlap of wave functions is small, resulting in a smahab KK mass. Its lightness is
related to the top quark’s heaviness but not entirely fixedt go that LZPs in the mass range
of approximately 20 GeV to a few TeV can be considered. We ttef¢he LZP as if it were a
chiral fermion because only the RH chirality has significatg¢ractions and the other chirality
decouples. In addition, the LZP has the same gauge quantorbera as the RH neutrino of
SO (10) or Pati—Salam. As a result, we refer to it as a “Dirac RH neuotri

Via the AdS/CFT correspondence, the Randall-Sundrum siceisalual to a 4D compos-
ite Higgs scenario, in which the unification of gauge cougdihas recently been studied [446].
In this case, the LZP maps to some low-lying hadron at the csitgscale. We also point out
that in Refs. [382, 436], the strong coupling scale is clasthé curvature scale so that(1)
variations in calculations are expected. Results of [388] 4hould therefore be considered as
representative rather than a complete description.

4.1 Relic Density

An interesting feature of warped GUT models is that GUT statech as< ;Y gauge bosons
appear at the TeV scale (via the KK excitations)stn (10), there are also the %y % x ., z°,
etc. that the LZP can couple to. The LZP couples to the TeV Kkggabosons of 0 (10). In
addition, when electroweak symmetry is broken, z°mixing induces a coupling of the RH
neutrino to the SMz. gauge boson. This coupling is suppressediby =M ,0)?. If M ;0  few
TeV (the mass of KK gauge bosons is setvby « ), the size of this coupling will typically be
ideal for a WIMP. There is actually a second source foraheZP coupling, which we will not
discuss here but refer the reader to Ref. [382] for a det&igdlanation. The point is that there
is enough freedom in the model under consideration to treat ZP¥ coupling as an almost
arbitrary parameter.

For LZPs lighter than approximately 100 GeV, LZP annihdas proceed dominantly
via s-channel. -exchange and annihilations to light quarks, neutrinos@ratged leptons are
important. For larger masses, annihilation via the t-cleh@xchange ok . into top quarks
or via s-channet ° exchange intat, oo W *Ww  andzh dominates. LZPs can generate the
observed quantity of dark matter thermally in two mass rangear thez -resonancer( ,;»

35-50 GeV) and for considerably heavier masses,( > several hundred GeV) [382, 436].
Several approximations were made in the relic density ¢aticun of [382, 436], like using the
non-relativistic expansion, neglecting the annihilatioa s-channel Higgs exchange as well
as co-annihilation with KK 2 . A more precise calculation is being carried out using the
COMPHEP model for warped GUTs and associated with MICROMBGM7].

Annihilations can vary from one Dirac RH neutrino dark mattedel to another, depend-
ing on whether, at large LZP mass, annihilations take pléa@e-channek °exchange only or
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also via a t-channet .—type gauge boson. On the other hand, the elastic scatteoreg section
is mainly model-independent (determined by the LZRcoupling).

4.2 Direct and indirect Detection

Concerning elastic scattering, as is well-known for a Divaatrino, the spin independent elastic
scattering cross section via a t-channel Z exchange hastime f

o1/ 7(1 4sif 4,) @& z): (2)

Since4sin® 1, the coupling to protons is suppressed. Neverthelesdesoaf off target
nuclei puts the strongest constraints onithg, scale. As reported in [382,436], the prospects
for LZP direct detection are extremely good and we expedt diahe interesting region of
parameter space in this model will be probed by near futuectdetection experiments.

Indirect detection prospects for the LZP have been studieaugh three channels in
[448]: First, the prospects for detecting high-energy rieas produced through annihilations
of LZPs in the Sun are very encouraging. Annihilations ohti@gZPs in the Galactic Halo
also generate positrons very efficiently. Finally, LZP dmlations near the Galactic center may
provide an observable flux of gamma-rays not consideralffgrdnt than for the case of an-
nihilating neutralinos. [443] also studied the productafrantiprotons from LZP annihilations
and [444] looked at antideuteron fluxes.

4.3 Collider searches

The literature on warped phenomenology so far has dealt avisingle KK scale> 3 TeV,
making it difficult to observe KK states in RS at high-energjliders. This is because most
of the work on the phenomenology of Randall-Sundrum geaetelrave focused on a certain
type of boundary conditions for fermionic fields. In sectihof [382,436], we emphasize the
interesting consequences for collider phenomenology ohdary conditions which do not lead
to zero modes but on the other hand may lead to very light gbblr Kaluza-Klein states. It is
clear that in the models of [382,436], all the KK states in@¢T multiplet containing the top
guark can be very light thus can be produced at Tevatron or.L$tnething very interesting
in this model is the multiv final state which can be produced with a large cross secti®n (a
illustrated in Fig. 4.3). Some processes can leadito’'§in the final state. A COMPHEP code
for this model has been written to generate these processewid soon become available.
LHC prospects for some of these signatures are being st{#H&q.
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Figure 4: Production of KK quark’ and KK lepton °.
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5. COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE LSP, LKP ad LZP

Table 2 gives a brief comparison of the LSP, LKP and LZP. Foroaendetailed comparison,
see the last section of [448].

LKP LzP LSP
Setup | Universal Extra Dimensions Warped GUTs | SUSY
Nature of Gauge boson Dirac fermion Majorana fermion
dark matter particle

KK parity: consequence of| z3: imposed R-parity: imposed
Symmetry geometry if ones assumes| to protect to protect

equal boundary lagrangians proton stability proton stability

( l)n B 1’1(:31’1(: ( 1)3(}3 L)+ 2S
Mass range | 600-1000 GeV | 20 GeV-few TeV | 50 GeV-1 TeV
Annihilation cross | s-wave s-wave p-wave
section into fermions helicity-suppressed
Favourite detection LHC Direct detection LHC

Indirect detection LHC

Indirect detection

Table 2: Comparison between the wimp dark matter candidbsesssed in this review.

6. CONCLUSION

Alternatives to SUSY dark matter exist and viable exampiegdrom extra dimensional mod-
els. Because of their simplicity, models with Universal@@Dimensions have attracted much
attention. The Minimal UED (MUED) model is an ideal benchkiarodel and a good starting
point as far as the testability of extra dimensional modetoncerned. Discriminating between
MUED and SUSY at colliders is an active field of study. Mostué interest in UED is due
to the possibility of a stable KK particle and in particularthe LKP as dark matter. Direct
and indirect detection of the LKP have been investigatedth@rother hand, UED do not par-
ticularly solve the hierarchy problem. Extra dimensionalduals with warped geometry do so.
Among the Randall-Sundrum realizations, those with the SMigi living in the bulk are the
most appealing. In this framework, the EW sector is extentdedy (2), SU (2 U (1). In
this report, we have reviewed a GUT embedding of this gaugetsire, which we believe leads
to a very rich and peculiar phenomenology. For instances, piassible that the symmetry im-
posed to prevent proton decay leads to a stable KK particiehddan act as dark matter. Note
that independently from the existence of a stable KK modep&hGUTs possess interesting
features and there is still a lot to be done as far as phendiginal exploration of RS models
with SM in the bulk is concerned.
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Part 26
The Higgs boson as a gauge field

G. Cacciapaglia

Abstract

The Higgs boson in the SM is responsible for the breaking efellec-

troweak symmetry. However, its potential is unstable unddiative

corrections. A very elegant mechanism to protect it is to gaege
symmetry itself: it is possible in extra dimensional thesriwhere the
components of gauge bosons along the extra direction paydlle of

special scalars. We discuss two different attempts to kaitdalistic
model featuring this mechanism. The first example is based fat

extra dimension: in this case the Higgs potential is conapfefinite

and calculable. However, both the Higgs mass and the scatewof
physics result generically too light. Nevertheless, wecdbe two pos-
sible approaches to solve this problem and build a realistidel. The
second possibility is to use a warped space, and realize idgstas
a composite scalar. In this case, the Higgs and resonanedsavy
enough, however the model is constrained by electroweatigioa ob-

servables.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the Standard Model of particle physics, the breaking efd@lectroweak symmetry is gener-
ated by a scalar field, the Higgs. The minimal Higgs sectosists of a doublet of the weak
SU(2).: a suitable potential for such scalar will induce a vacuuipegxation value for it that
will break the gauge symmetry and give a mass both to the waagegbosons, the andz,
and to the matter fermions. This description is very sudoés®m the experimental point of
view: even though we do not have direct measurements inelisis precision tests of the SM
seem to be consistent with the presence of a relatively Higgs, with mass betweern 5 GeV
and 300 GeV. The lower bound comes from direct searches at LEP, vihdeupper bound
comes from the loop effects of the Higgs to precision obs#es[450].

Notwithstanding this success, the Higgs mechanism isustdhtisfactory from a theoret-
ical point of view. First of all, the potential is somehow fayt hand and is not calculable for
the Higgs boson is not protected by any symmetry. Moreovem fan effective theory point of
view, the potential is unstable: loop corrections will imgua dependence on some new physics
that appears at high energies. For instance, the mass teunadsatically sensitive to such new
physics scale: the bounds on the Higgs mass would requsethie to be aroundTeV. This
scale is much lower that the expected UV scales, like thedRlarass where quantum gravity
becomes relevant, an'® TeV, or Grand Unification scales, around*  16° TeV. Unless
a huge fine tuning is advocated, the SM contains a hierarctwele® such scales. Moreover,
building a model with new physics at a TeV is very difficult,chese of bounds coming from
precision observables: higher order operators, that weitiegically be generated by such new
physics, pose a bound on the new physics scale arbund 0 TeV*° [451].

°This bound comes from universal operators. Bounds from flawiolating terms require a higher scale,
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A very appealing idea, utilizing extra dimensions, is tontiy the Higgs boson as the
component along some extra spatial dimension of a gaugenbasd it was first proposed in
Refs. [452—-454]. In this way, the symmetry breaking doesconate from a fundamental scalar
of the theory, thus improving the stability of the mechanidfioreover, gauge invariance in the
extra dimensional theory will highly constrain the potahtforbidding for instance a mass term.
Now, the loop contributions to the mass term will be insewsito the cutoff of the theory, thus
to the UV physics, and they may be responsible for EWSB. Theial point here is that such
contributions are finite and calculable! Due to gauge irarase itself, the EW scale will also be
protected with respect to the UV cutoff. The simplest pasigibs to work in 5 dimensions: in
this case there is only one extra component

Ay = (A ;A5): (1)

The minimal requirements on the bulk gauge graugs that it has to contain the SM gauge
groupG 2 SU(2), U(1), and a doublet of SU(2) to be identified with the Higgs, is embed-
ded in the adjoint representation. The gauge geupbroken by an orbifold projection to the
SM oneH assigning different parities (or boundary conditions)}te gjauge bosons of different
generators. This corresponds’fo

A*( y)=A(y) ifa2H;
AP ( y)= R(y) ifb2G=H :

(@)

For thea s component, 5D Lorentz invariance imposes opposite parifidius, there is a zero
mode only along the broken generators: these are the onlgigaiyscalars in the spectrum,
as all the massive modes af can be gauged away, and will play the role of the longitudinal
modes of the massive vector bosons. In other words, the Higgblet has to be contained in
A®. The gauge transformations, at linear level, reads:

A DA+ @ (X;%s)+ il (x;%5);A 1; (3)
As ! As+ Q5 (x;xs5)+ il (x;%5);A5]: (4)

This symmetry is enough to ensure that it is not possible teewlown a tree level potential for
A in the bulk. Indeed, the only invariant is the energy stressor

Fuy = @u Ay @Ay + IgRv Ay 17 (5)

being antisymmetricgss = 0. The situation is more subtle on the fixed points of the ottifo
the gauge transformation parameterhas the same parities of the gauge fields Thus, for
the broken generators,is odd: this means that on the fixed paint

AP(x,) ! AP(xp)+ @5 P(xs): (6)

This incomplete gauge transformation, however, is enoadbrbid a potential localized on the
fixed points.

This argument can be generalized to more extra dimensiohs.fiist difference is that
a potential is allowed by gauge invariance: indeed, where i and j are along the extra
dimensions, is gauge invariant. In particular a quarticntenay be generated at tree level.

around100 1000 TeV.
20This is the simplest possibilities. A more general set offott) projections has been studied in Ref. [455].
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However, it is generically possible to write a linear termtie energy stress tensor on the
fixed points: this will generate tadpoles for the scalarsthed one has to choose the orbifold
projection in order to forbid them [456, 457].

While this mechanism offers great simplicity and elegatcgiding a realistic model is
very difficult. The main problems are the lightness of thegsignd of the top quark. Regarding
the top, the Yukawas are generated via the gauge couplelf &s it is generically hard to engi-
neer a Yukawa of order 1 from a small gauge coupling. Reggitti@ Higgs mass, it turns out to
be too small, below the value currently excluded by LEP, beedhe quartic scalar interaction
term is generated at one loop. Since the entire potentiadgraad quartic) is loop generated, the
potential will also generically prefer large values of thigés vacuum expectation value (VEV)
relative to the compactification scale so that the scale of pleysics stays dangerously low.
It is interesting to note that a deconstructed version o thechanism [458] led to the idea of
Little Higgs models. The symmetry protecting the Higgs mas®w a discrete shift symmetry,
and the construction is much less constrained by the absé@eLorentz invariance. In Little
Higgs models, this idea has been pushed further: in this tteessymmetry is protecting the
Higgs mass at one loop, but allows a quartic coupling at treel [459].

Several models, both in 5 (see Refs. [460-466]) and 6 (ses. RE7—469]) dimen-
sions have been proposed in the literature, in the contefabkextra dimensions. Another
interesting development is to embed the same idea in a waped dimension [470] as in
Refs. [446,471-473]. The nice thing is that the warping ecka both the Higgs and top mass.
However, the non trivial background will also induce cotiegs to electroweak precision ob-
servables that constitute the strongest constraint omtbagels. Interestingly, a correspondence
fist developed in the string context allows to relate thesmtiles to 4 dimensional ones, in
particular to strongly coupled conformal theories (CFVgiere conformality is broken at the
resonance scale. From this point of view, the Higgs is a camgparticle of the CFT, like in
the Georgi-Kaplan theories in Refs. [474-477].

In the next sections we will briefly discuss the main featwed differences of models
in flat and warped space. For simplicity we will focus on twmple examples, nice for their
simplicity and minimality: the SU(3) model in 5D of Ref. [463] in flat space, and the minimal
composite Higgs model of Ref. [472]. However, the propsrtigghlighted here are common to
all the models proposed in the literature.

2. FLAT SPACE

As already mentioned above, we need to embed the SM eleckayeeige group, SU(R) U(1),
into a larger bulk gauge group, that contains a doublet of25W( the adjoint representation.
This group is broken to the SM one by an orbifold projectiamthis way, at energies below
the compactification scale, only the SM gauge symmetry isakdm. A more general breaking
of the symmetry can be achieved using boundary conditiomsekier in the following we will
insist on the orbifold projection. The reason is the absesfdeee level corrections to elec-
troweak precision observables: in this case, a zero moddhiéw andz is orthogonal to all
the massive KK modes of other fields. If the Higgs vev is cantstdong the extra dimension,
as it is the case in flat space, it will not induce mixings betwéhe zero modes and the KK
modes: this is the source of universal corrections. If themsetry breaking is not given by
an orbifold parity, but by boundary conditions, the orthoglity argument does not work any
more. We will comment more on this issue later.

The simplest choice is to enlarge the weak group to SU@)d break itto SU(2) U(1)
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on the orbifolds*=z ,: an analysis of all the rank 2 groups can be found in Ref. [4G8F ad-
joint of SU(3) decomposes int8,0) + (2, 1/2) + €, -1/2) + (1, 0). After the orbifold projection,
the only (massless) scalar left in the theory is a complextwith hypercharge=2, that we
identify with the SM Higggi 5. As already mentioned, this scalar will not have any potéiati
tree level: however, loops will induce a potential that isansitive to the UV cutoff, and thus
calculable. For the moment we will assume that such potemiianduce a VEV for the Higgs,
thus breaking the electroweak symmetry. We can use SU(23foemations to align the VEV,
analogously to the SM case, and parametrize it

p- 0

H 5j_: 2 R N (7)

It is now straightforward to compute the spectrum of the galoigsons: we find

n+ n+ 2 n
Myn= R ;i Mg, = R 7 Mn:E; (8)

wheren 2 7, and we want to identify the lightest state in each tower WithSM gauge bosons,
the photon, ther and thez . Let us first point out that the spectrum is invariant if wefishiby
an integer, and if we change its sign. In other words, the igaygange for is [0;1=2]and all
other vacua outside this range are equivalent, as the ragiainduced potential will respect the
same symmetries. Another important feature is thatturns out to be twice the@ mass: this
is a consequence of the gauge group SU(3) that predicts =3. One possible way to fix it is
to add localized gauge kinetic terms: SU(3) being brokerherbbundaries, such terms can be
different for the SU(2) and U(1) and, if large enough, can date and fix the correct value of
sin . However, this scenario is equivalent to a warped extra dsiom: integrating out a slice
of the warped space near the Planck brane, where the wagpamgdll, will mimic the localized
kinetic terms, while the remaining space will be almost ae will discuss the warped case in
the next section: the main drawback is that it suffers frage tevel corrections to the precision
observables [473]. Another possibility is to extend theggagroup with an extra U(1). In
this case, if the bulk fermions are charged, only the contlonaf the two U(1)’s proportional
to the hypercharge is anomaly free, and the orthogonal glaogen will develop a mass [467].
Alternatively, one can use boundary conditions to break)J(1U(1) ! U(1),, for instance
by twisting the BC on one of the two branes, such that no zemeaw®left in the scalar secté.

The next problem is how to generate a mass for the SM mattelsfiéf we added bulk
fermions, with chiral zero modes thanks to the orbifold pobjon, the Higgs VEV would gen-
erate a spectrum similar to that in (8): all the light modesilddvave masses larger than the
mass, where the exact relation depends on group theoryseatigsing from the fermion repre-
sentations. Indeed, gauge invariance forces the Higgsupledo bulk fields and with strength
determined by the 5D gauge coupling There are two possible solutions: one is to include
odd masses for these fermions, that will localize the zerdesdoward the two fixed points.
As modes with different chirality will be localized towardff@érent points, this mechanism will
reduce the overlaps between the wave functions, and gertl@eatirchies between the various
Yukawa couplings. Another possibility, adopted in [4563%& to localize the SM fermions
on the fixed points, and then mix them with massive bulk fiekdg will induce an effective
Yukawa couplinga la Froggatt-Nielsen. In this case, the mass for the light femmaican be

2INote however that these breaking mechanisms will reintcedtee level oblique corrections, see Refs. [465,
466]
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given either by small mixings, or by a large bulk mass that @xponentially suppress the ef-
fective Yukawa. In the latter case, with order 1 masses,pbissible to explain the hierarchies
in the Yukawa sector [456,466]. The flavour structure of tieoty for the first two generations
has been studied in Ref. [478].

The main problem in the fermion sector is then how to explaeheaviness of the top:
indeed a bulk field will generically couple to the Higgs witletgauge coupling, predicting a
fermion mass of ordeti ; . A possible way to fit the top is to embed it in a large represiaorn,
such that the effective Yukawa is enhanced by a group theatpf. This possibility has been
exploited in Ref. [465]: the authors find that the minimalresgentation of SU(3)is a symmet-
ric 15. This choice would predict . = 2m ; attree level: QCD corrections might enhance the
pole mass to a realistic value. The main drawback of thisipthi$gis that the largish represen-
tation will lower the scale where the extra dimensional tigdmecomes strongly coupled. For
the 15, using Naive Dimensional Analysis, we can estimate suclego@2 3 1=R. More-
over, the presence of a triplet of SU(2) in the decomposiviine 15 will introduce tree level
correction to the coupling of thig with thez . Such corrections come from the mixing with the
zero mode of the triplet and not from the effect of the KK mod@asmoving the zero mode with
alocalized mass will induce mixing with the KK modes: thisreations can be translated into a
bound on the compactification scaler > 4 5 TeV. Another possibility pursued in Ref. [466]
is to explicitly break Lorentz invariance along the extrandnsion. In this case, each fermion
will effectively feel a different length, thus removing tinelation between the top and the
masses. The strong coupling scale is also lowered, but issadiematic way. However, in this
case, the Lorentz breaking will induce a UV cutoff senstiyivih the Higgs potential at higher
loop level. In Ref. [466] the authors focus their attentiontbe flavour problem: again cor-
rections toz b, and 4 fermion operators induced from the gauge boson resesda07,479]
pose a bound on the scaler of few TeV.

Once the field content in the bulk is specified, it is possibleampute the Higgs potential
as it is finite. Their spectrum, as a function of the Higgs VE\generically takes the form:

m§=M2+(n+R72)2;n22; 9)
where is determined by the representation of the field. We can useHilygs-dependent
spectrum to compute the full one-loop potential, using tlde@an-Weinberg formula: after
summing over the KK modes [467], we find

1 1

\Y% = F ; 10
ere () I R) () (10)
where the signs stand for bosons/fermions and
3 X e "cos(2 n) 2 1
F()_E = Stot (11)

n=1

where = 2 M R. The contribution of fields with large bulk mass is exponahtisuppressed.
Moreover, the leading contribution is given by

cos 2 : 12)

While bosons will not break the gauge symmetry, the fermimmticbution will induce a VEV

min = S ¢ (13)
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From the formula for ther mass it follows that the compactification scale is given by

1
o 2 my (14)

Thus, generically the mass of the resonances is too lowssirdevery large representation
is included in the theory, thus lowering the strong couplétgle to unacceptable values. A
possible way out is to consider cancellations betweenréifificbulk fields: it would be crucial
to have fields that give a positive contribution to the Higgsss) like a boson. A scalar would be
radiatively unstable, however a bulk fermion with twistemlibdary conditions, or anti periodic
along the extra dimension, will have the same effect [462]4Bdeed, the spectrum is given

by
, (m+ 1=2+ ¥

mZ=M "7+ =7 ; n27: (15)
The contribution to the effective potential is given by thre\pous formulas, with ! +
1=2. As

cws2 n( + 1=2))=( Mcos@ n );

the twisted parity approximately flips the overall sign o€ ttontribution. In this way, we can
get positive contributions to the Higgs mass arising fronmiens. In Ref. [465], the authors
propose a minimal model where such cancellation does otieey:only consider bulk fermions
that give mass to the third generations. The presence ofettvfermions ensures that the scale
1=R can be naturally raised up to 20m; , without a parametric fine tuning.

Another generic problem is the value of the Higgs mass: bisiagotential loop induced,
itis loop suppressed with respect to themass. However, the presence of several bulk fermions
is enough to raise it above the direct LEP bound. In the moti&®ed. [465], the fermions
associated with the third generation are enough to push itpgsHnass up to 150 GeV, the
precise value depending on the choice of representationghel Lorentz violating model of
Ref. [466], the same mechanism enhancing the top mass warkisef Higgs: in other words,
the Higgs mass is set by the scale of the top resonances, atitergauge boson ones. In this
way, Higgses as heavy as few hundred GeV are possible.

A final comment regards the bounds on the saafe in this kind of models. As already
mentioned, the flatness of the Higgs VEV generically enstinesbsence of tree level universal
corrections, because it does not mix the bulk zero modes twéhiKK resonances. However,
such corrections will be introduced back by large termsliaed on the fixed points, that have
the phenomenologically important role of getting rid of tanded zero modes left over after the
orbifold projection. In the specific model we discuss hehme,ttiplet in the topl 5 correctsz iy
and the extra U(1) induces aparameter and further correctionsz@b[465]. Such corrections
bound1=R > 4 5 TeV, thus requiring a moderate fine tuning in the potentianother
similar bound comes from four fermion operators, inducedthsy coupling of the localized
light fermions with the KK resonances [407, 479]: howevhis tbound depends on the light
generations, that do not play a crucial role in the electadn@®/mmetry breaking mechanism.

3. WARPED SPACE: A COMPOSITE HIGGS

A different approach to the one described in the above sedito work with a warped extra
dimension, like the one described by Randall and Sundrunein [R70]. The metric is not a
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trivial extension of Minkowski, but can be written in a confwal way as

dx dx dz ; (16)

where the extra coordinateranges in the intervall.,;1.; ]} The meaning of the warping is
clear: the unit length defined his?, or alternatively the energy scale, depends on the position
along the extra dimension. if, 1=k, then the energy scale on the endpaints reduced
(warped) by a factor okL,. Generically, the scale  1=I, is taken to be equal to the cutoff
of the theory, usually the Planck mass, while the scaife, is of order the electroweak scale.
This setup allows to explain geometrically the large hiehgirbetween the two scales [470].

A very interesting aspect of this background is the preseficgeduality, conjectured in
string theory [480-483], that draws a correspondence withdamensional theory: we will
very briefly sketch the main properties of this 4D theoryttwdl be useful to illustrate the
5D model building. This theory is a strongly coupled confafrfield theory (CFT), where the
conformality is broken at a scale;;: this means that the spectrum will contain a tower of
weakly coupled “mesons” with masses proportional to suetesd\Ve can also add elementary
fields, external to the conformal sector, and couple therh thieé strongly coupled sector. The
idea is that the SM gauge bosons and fermf@rase the elementary fields, and the breaking of
the electroweak symmetry is generated by the quasi-cordieactor: in other words, the Higgs
is a composite state of the strong sector, like in the modelsgmted by Georgi and Kaplan in
Refs [474-477]. The holographic dual of this theory is a theatefined on a RS background:
the elementary fields are the values of the 5D fields orithbrane, that we will call Planck
brane. In particular, the gauge symmetries of the elemgsictor will be the only unbroken
gauge groups on the Planck brane. On the other hand, thel gigbanetries of the conformal
sector are translated into gauge symmetries in the bulk anldea., brane, the TeV brane. The
scale x where conformality is broken, corresponds to the warpedggnscale on the TeV
brane. The two theories are equivalent, meaning that thaseghe same physical properties:
the only advantage of the 5D interpretation is that it is Wweaoupled, up to a scale a few
times higher that .z, and some properties, like the composite Higgs potentid\4gV, are
calculable.

Another advantage of using a warped space is that both thgsHigd top masses are
enhanced with respect to the flat case. The Higgs VEV profdagthe extra dimension is
determined by the geometry, and in this case it will be linedhe coordinatez. This means
that a field localized toward the TeV brane has a larger opeslith the Higgs, thus its mass
is enhanced. As a consequence, the top has to live near thbrae¥, thus being a composite
state in the 4D interpretation. However, the non trivialffjedfor the Higgs VEV also generates
mixing between zero modes and KK modes, in the 4D languagecketthe elementary fields
and the composite states. These mixings will induce caaesto the couplings with fermions
attree level, in particular oblique and non oblique coliedd. Thus, EWPT will be the strongest
bound on the parameter space of this theory. The third ggoeralso plays an important role:
the heaviness of the top requires it to be a composite stateetkr, this will also imply large
deviations in the couplings of bottom and top with the wealiggabosons. The b coupling
and loop corrections to the parameter coming from the mass splitting between top andimot
will also severely constrain the model.

A model of warped Gauge-Higgs unification was proposed in R&R2]. The SM weak

22The top will be the only exception, as we will see.
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gauge group is extended to a SQ(5)U(1), . inthe bulk. Itis brokentothe SM SU(2) U(1)
on the Planck brane, such that the SM gauge bosons are ineé&xidkternal to the CFT. On
the TeV brane SO(5) is broken to SO(4) SU(2) SU(2). The adjoint representation of the
bulk group will contain a 4 of SO(4), namely a complex bidaif SU(2) SU(2): the
scalar zero mode arising from thhe component is then identified with the SM Higgs boson. It
is crucial the presence of a custodial symmetry in the butkBeV brane [484]: in the 4D inter-
pretation it means that the CFT sector is invariant, so itmat induce large corrections to the
parameter at tree level, ensuring the correct relation eetwther andz masses. Fermions are
added as complete SO(5) representations, one for each &\Nbferand boundary conditions
will select a zero mode only for the component with the cdrop@antum numberg. A mass
term in the bulk controls the localization of such zero modiess the overlap with the Higgs
VEV. The more localized on the Planck brane, the smaller ffexttve Yukawa coupling: in
this way it is possible to generate the hierarchies in thenilen yukawa sector [485,486]. The
4D interpretation makes this behaviour more clear: thetlfgdids are elementary fields with
a small mixing with the composite sector, that couples diyewith the Higgs boson [487].
However, the heaviness of the top requires that at leastighé-manded part is a composite,
thus localized on the TeV brane.

Once the field content is specified, it is possible to computetty the potential for
the Higgs [472]. The leading contributions are given ddy and cos functions, and can be
parametrized as:

V (h) cos— sit — ; (17)
wherehfgst_he Higgs fieldf is the decay constant of the CFT resonances, in the 5D laeguag
f = 2= gfk1=L,. Thew massis given by:

2 <h>
My = %Vz; where v= f =f sjnT= 246GeV : (18)

The parameter is crucial in these models: it controls the size of the exiraethsion1, in
terms of the SM weak scale, and the size of the tree level citores. Using the approximate
formulain Eq. 17, it is given by:

; (19)

™

thus in order to have a small VEV with respect to the new plsyst@lef some fine tuning in
the potential is required, as in the flat case. The correstioelectroweak precision observables
will also depend on thus constraining its sizes 2, T ¢, while from the third generation

% by, 2, T1-loop 2. The precise bound on depends on other parameters, especially

the ones involved in the third generation sector. A very itedeanalysis has been performed

in Ref. [473]: they find that universal corrections only reéqa 04 035, values that can
be obtained without any significant fine tuning in the po&ntHowever, if one includes the
constraints from the third generation, bathb and loop corrections to, 02 is required.

Such corrections might be removed if the third generatianti®duced in a non minimal way,
as discussed in Ref. [473].

Z3the BCs impose the vanishing of some components on the entspgeiandL ;. These BCs are equivalent to
the orbifold parities used in the flat case. Components withaero mode are like the anti periodic fermions.
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An interesting prediction of this model is the lightnessiu Higgs. In all the numerical
examples studied in Ref. [473] the authors find 140 GeV. Moreover, the model predicts
the presence of resonances of gauge bosons and fermionsad¢ dhat depends from the value
of :itcan be as low ag TeV if the bounds from the third generation are removed, theiag
accessible at LHC. However, the correctionsztido constrain the new particles abovereV.
Thus model also contains a nice feature: unification of théviBgauge couplings at a level
comparable to the supersymmetric model [446]. This featioes not depend on the details of
the strong sector, but only to the composite nature of thgsiand the right-handed top.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have described a mechanism that protects the Higgs @itiatn divergent radiative cor-
rections using the gauge symmetry in extra dimensions. TiggHs indeed the component of
a gauge field along the extra direction. After the orbifoldadking, a shift symmetry will highly
constrain the potential at tree level, ensuring its finismnén particular, in the presence of only
one extra dimension, the potential is completely radiadive calculable. The presence of bulk
fermions will then induce a non trivial minimum and thus driglectroweak symmetry break-
ing. In the literature, two main direction has been pursutd:and warped extra dimensions.
The nice property of the flat background is that the Higgs VE¢anstant in the extra coordi-
nate, thus potentially avoiding tree level corrections tecgsion observables coming from the
mixing between KK levels. However, it is generically hardyit a realistic spectrum: the scale
of new physics results too light, and the Higgs and top maaseto small. A possible way to
enhance the scaleR is to allow cancellations in the potential, using anti pdiredermions: in
this way, scales above a TeV scan be obtained without fineguffio enhance the top mass, it
is possible either to embed it into a largish representatiahe bulk gauge group, or to break
explicitly the Lorentz invariance along the extra dimemsidrhis also allows to get a heavy
enough top. In the warped case, the distorted backgrounaneehthe masses naturally, via
different wave function overlaps. However, the Higgs VEWW# flat anymore and tree level
corrections will bound the model. In both cases, the sizaé®@gixtra dimension, i.e. the scale of
the KK resonances, is constrained to be larger that5 TeV, thus being unobservable at LHC.
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Part 27
Little Higgs models: a Mini-Review

M. Perelstein

1. INTRODUCTION

In this contribution, we will review the Little Higgs (LH) natels, an interesting new class of the-
ories of electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) that regeaitiracted considerable attention.
While these models do not involve new dimensions of spaaekédy insight that led to their
construction, the “collective symmetry breaking” meclsanj was gleaned by Arkani-Hamed,
Cohen and Georgi [458] from a study of five-dimensional theothrough the application of
the dimensional deconstruction approach [488].

Precision electroweak data prefer a light Higgs bosen: < 245 GeV at 95% c.l., as-
suming no other new physics [48]. A satisfactory theory of @8Vmust contain a mechanism
to stabilize the Higgs mass against radiative correcti@se intriguing possibility is that the
Higgs is a composite particle, a bound state of more fundétheanstituents held together by
a new strong force [474,489]. This scenario relates the vgeake to the confinement scale
of the new strong interactions, which is generated via dsm@ral transmutation and can be
naturally hierarchically smaller than the Planck scale.wieer, since precision electroweak
data rule out new strong interactions at scales below ab@eY, an additional mechanism
is required to stabilize the “little hierarchy” between tHggs mass and the strong interaction
scale. In analogy with the pions of QCD, the lightness of tiggll could be explained if it were
a Nambu-Goldstone bosdNGB) corresponding to a spontaneously broken global sytrtyme
of the new strongly interacting sector. Gauge and Yukawalwogs of the Higgs, as well as its
self-coupling, must violate the global symmetry explicittn exact NGB only has derivative
interactions. Quantum effects involving these interatdigenerate a mass term for the Higgs.
In a generic model, the dominant effect comes from one-la@ulcatically divergent part of the
Coleman-Weinberg (CW) potential, and its large size makesniodels phenomenologically
unacceptable: either the Higgs is too heavy to fit the datthestrong coupling scale is too
low. Little Higgs models avoid this difficulty by incorporag the collective symmetry breaking
mechanism, which enforces the cancellation of the quawddatidivergent one-loop contribu-
tions to the Higgs mass, making a light composite Higgs cdibleawith the 10 TeV strong
interaction scale. The cancellation is due to a set of newd\e particles (typically gauge
bosons and vector-like quarks) predicted by the LH modékhelse models are realized in na-
ture, the LHC experiments should be able to discover thedieles and study their properties
extensively.

2. LITTLEST HIGGS MODEL

Many LH models have been proposed in the literature; as ampgbea let us briefly review the

"Littlest Higgs” model [459], which provides one of the mastonomical implementations of
the idea and forms the basis for most phenomenological seslyConsider a model with an
SU (5) global symmetry, spontaneously broken down tasan(5) subgroup, at a scale 1
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TeV, by a vacuum condensate in the symmetric tensor repiesam

1
0 01

o=@ 0 1 04 (1)
1 0 0

wherel is a 2 2 identity matrix. The model contains 14 massless NGB fietdsne for
each broken generatar?®. At energy scales below 4 f, the NGB interactions are inde-
pendent of the details of the physics giving rise to the casdee and can be described by an
SU (5)=S0 (%) non-linear sigma model (nin), in terms of the sigma field(x) = e* =
where = _ *(x)X An [SU (2) U (1)] subgroup of thesU (5) is weakly gauged. The
gauged generators are embedded in such a way that gaugimgeae) U (1) factor leaves
ansu (3) subgroup of the global symmetry unbroken:

0 1 0 1
=2 0 O 0 0 0
Qf = < 0 0 0A ; Q% = @0 0 0 A,
0 0 0 0 0 @ =2
Y, = diag(3;3; 2; 2; 2)=10; ¥= diag(2;2;2; 3; 3)=10: (2)

At the scalef, the condensate, breaks the full gauge group down to the diagosal(2)
U (1), identified with the SM electroweak group. Four gauge bosens;w ; andB , acquire
TeV-scale masses by absorbing four of the NGB fields. TheirengaNGBs decompose into a

weak doublet, identified with the SM Higgs, and a weak triplet:

0 1
H

= @ gv H A
H

; 3)

where asterisks denote eaten fields. At the quantum leuaiegateractions induce a Coleman-
Weinberg potential for the NGBs. However, the Higgs is enaeedin such a way that the
subset of global symmetries preserved by eath2) U (1) gauge factor would be sufficient
to ensure the exact vanishing of its potential. Both gaugfa, acting collectively, are needed
to break enough symmetry to induce a non-zero CW potential foany diagram contributing
to this potential must involve at least one power of a gaugelting from each factor. One
loop diagrams satisfying this criterion are at most lodmitcally divergent; the usual one-
loop quadratic divergence in the Higgs mass does not appéar.same collective symmetry
breaking approach can be used to eliminate the large catitiibto the Higgs mass from the
top quark loops: the top Yukawa arises from two terms in thgraagian, each of which by
itself preserves enough global symmetry to keep the HiggstBxmassless. Implementing this
idea requires the introduction of a new vector-like fermitire T quark, with mass: - f and
the quantum numbers of the Si. It is interesting that, in contrast to SUSY, the cancedlasi

in the LH model involve particles ahe same spinthe divergence due to the SM top loop is
cancelled byr loops, while the divergence due to the SM gauge bosons isttaddy the
loops ofw ; andB;; . The leading contribution to the CW potential from top lotyas the form

5 2m2 2
t T
m, = 38—2]ogm—2; (4)

T

and has the correct sign to trigger EWSB. The contributioosfgauge and scalar loops have
the opposite sign, but are typically smaller than (4) duehi® large top Yukawa; the two-
loop contributions are subdominant. The tripleis not protected by the collective symmetry
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breaking mechanism, and acquires a TeV-scale mass at opeAgoH ¥ H coupling is also
generated at this scale, producing an order-one Higgsiqueaxipling when is integrated out.
Thus, the model provides an attractive picture of radiadEVeSB, with the required hierarchies
v f=(4 ) =(4 9 emerging naturally.

The Littlest Higgs model is remarkably predictive, desiergothe TeV-scale new physics
with only a small number of free parameters. The model costavosU (2) gauge couplings,
two U (1) couplings, and two couplings in the top Yukawa sector; h@xew each case, one
combination of the two is fixed by the requirement to repradtiee SMg, g° andy.. This
leaves three independent parameters; it is conveniengtthuse mixing angles,, ° and ,
respectively. These angles, along with the s@aldetermine the masses and couplings of the
new states; for example,

g g’ °3 .

M (W = ——f; M@® = p= f;, M (T) = f: 5
Wy)= == (B ) e T) = —— ()

Two additional parameters, coefficientsand a° from the quadratically divergent part of the
one-loop CW potential, are required to describe the wealketrsector.

3. LITTLEST HIGGS PHENOMENOLOGY

The LH model succeeded in pushing the strong coupling sqate the phenomenologically
acceptable values around 10 TeV, at the expense of intnegungw particles at the TeV scale.
The presence of these particles affects precision eleeakwbservables, and their properties
are constrained by data. These constraints have been wouted detail in Refs. [490-493]
and in Refs. [232,494,495] where the constraints from LERf#2eBments have been included.
Unfortunately, it was found that the simplest version of thedel outlined above is strongly
disfavored by data: the symmetry breaking scale is bounged b 4 TeV at 95% c.l. in
the “best-case” scenario, and the bound is even stronggeioeric parameters. Such a high
f would require a substantial amount of fine tuning to maintam lightness of the Higgs,
largely destroying the original motivation for the LH mod&he corrections to observables are
predominantly generated by the tree-level exchanges afyhgauge bosons and the non-zero
vacuum expectation value (vev) of the weak tripleboth these effects violate the custodial
SU (2) symmetry. The gauge boson contribution is dominated bysthewhose mass is typi-
cally well below the scale, see Eqg. (5). The simplest way to alleviate the situatioa retluce
the gauge group teU (2) SU (2) U (1y, abandoning the collective symmetry breaking
mechanism in th& (1) sector. This eliminates th®,; boson, and consistent fits féras low as

1 TeV can be obtained [496,497], albeit only in a rather smegjion of the parameter space as
shown in Fig. 1. Due to the small value of the $M1), coupling, the uncanceled contribution
to the Higgs mass from this sector does not introduce sigmfitine tuning.

The study of the LHC signatures of the Littlest Higgs modal been initiated in Refs. [497—
499]; a detailed study including realistic detector sintiolas has been subsequently performed
by the ATLAS collaboration [500]. In the preferred paranmmgsinge, the heavgU (2) gauge
bosonsy , andw ; are expected to be copiously produced at the LHC by the Yegilpro-
cess. Their decays into lepton pairs provide a very clearatige, with the reach in this channel
extendingtay w ) 5 TeV for typical parameters (see Fig. 2). Other decay chanimel
clude quark pairs, which could be used to test the univaysafithe w ; couplings to the
fermions predicted by the model, as well as gauge boson angegaoson-Higgs pairs, e.g.
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Figure 1: Contour plot of the allowed values ofin the SU (5)=50 (5) Littlest Higgs model with ars U (2)
SU (2) U (1)gauged subgroup, as a function of the parameterscos anda. The gray shaded region at the
bottom is excluded by requiring a positive triplet mass.ririRef. [496].

W, ! W*'W ;Zh. The latter channels are extremely interesting becausé thenodel
makes a clean prediction for their branching ratios,
cot? 2
Br(W; ! Zh)= Br@W; ! W'W )= BrWw ., ! ‘4 ): 6

This prediction is a direct consequence of the collectivarsetry breaking mechanism, and
can be used to probe this mechanism experimentally [499, 901is requires an independent
measurement of the mixing angle which can be obtained from the, production cross
section if its mass is known. The prediction can also be desith high precision at the ILC,
even running below th& ; production threshold [502].

The T quark can be pair-produced vig;;gg ! T T, or singly produced viar b! T.
For most of the relevant parameter range, energy is at a pramand the single production
dominates. The decays of tite can be understood using the Goldstone boson equivalence
theorem: inthes . v Iimit, it is easy to show that

(T ! th)y= (T'! tZO):} T ! i *) = %MT . @
' ' 2 64 '
where ; = .tan . Additional decay modes, involving the TeV-scale gaugeohesof the

Littlest Higgs model, may be kinematically allowed and cimnite to the totaflr width: for
example, if thes ; boson is present and light, the decay! tB; may be possible. All three
SM decay modes in Eq. (7)provide characteristic signatimethe discovery of ther at the
LHC. A detailed study of the LHC discovery potential in eagtay mode has been preformed
by the ATLAS collaboration [500]. Th& bsignal, reconstructed via the bfinal state, was
found to be the most promising, with tie discovery reach of 2000 (2500) GeV famn = 1
(2) and 300 fb* integrated luminosity. The tchannel, reconstructed using leptomi@ecays
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Figure 2: Accessible regions, inthe W ; ) cot plane, fors discovery at the LHC with 300 b integrated
luminosity. From Ref. [500].

andt! wb'! ‘ K provides a clean signature with small backgrounds, as shiowig. 3.
However, the discovery reach is somewhat below that fowthenode due to smaller statistics:
1050 (1400) GeV withtan = 1 (2) and 300 fb*. Thehtmode is more challenging, but if
theT quark is observed in other channels and its mass is knowm,tthignal can be separated
from background and used to check the decay pattern in EqT{® cancellation of one-loop
divergences in the LH model hinges on the relation

m i+ 7

- - : (8)

Once theT quark is discovered, a measurement of its mass and produntiss section, to-
gether with the determination af from the study of thev ; bosons, can be used to test the
relation [497].

4. LITTLEST HIGGS WITH T PARITY

While reducing the gauge group provides one possible swiut the difficulty experienced
by the Littlest Higgs model in fitting the electroweak datanare elegant solution has been
proposed by Cheng and Low [503,504]. They enlarge the symrsaucture of the models
by introducing an additional discrete symmetry, dubbed &Fity” in analogy to R parity in
the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM). T paréy be implemented in any LH
models based on a product gauge group, including the Litdiggys [505]. The parity explicitly
forbids any tree-level contribution from the heavy gaugedis to the observables involving
only SM particles as external states. It also forbids theratttions that induce the triplet vev. As
aresult, corrections to precision electroweak obsensdnle generated exclusively at loop level,
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Figure 3: Invariant mass of theetpair, reconstructed fromthe “ *  bfinal state. The signal (white)is ! 2z t,
computed fom 1 = 1 TeV,tan = 1,and BT ! zt)= 25%. The background (red) is dominated by .
From Ref. [500].

the constraints are generically much weaker than in thelénes case [506], and values ofas
low as 500 GeV are allowed, as illustrated in Fig. 4. The masadivantage of these models,
compared to the original Littlest Higgs, is the larger numienew patrticles at the TeV scale:
consistent implementation of T parity requires the presesfca T-odd Dirac fermion partner
for each SM weak doublet fermion. These particles are erpetct be within the reach of the
LHC: constraints from four-fermion operators placewpperbound on their mass$; (£ ), in
units of TeV:

Moy (F )< 48f7, ; 9)

where a flavor-diagonal and universal T-odd mass has beamasig506].

Collider phenomenology of the Littlest Higgs model with Tripawas considered in
Ref. [507]. While the gauge boson spectrum is similar to thgimal Littlest Higgs, the phe-
nomenology is drastically different due to the fact that Tie&/-scale gauge bosons are T-odd.
Since all SM particles are T-even, the heavy gauge bosons meugair-produced. 'Eh_BH
gauge boson, whose presence is obligatory in this modetjiie tight,M B, )= g%= 5
0:6f, and is typically the lightest T-odd particle (LTP). Consst T parity renders the LTP
stable, and events withi ; or B; production will be characterized by large missing energy
or transverse momentum carried away by the two LTPs. In #mnse, the signatures are very
similar to SUSY models with conserved R parity or UED modeihwonserved Kaluza-Klein
parity, raising an interesting question of how these modaisbe distinguished experimentally
at the LHC and the ILC. One potential discriminator in the mloconsidered in [506, 507]
is the heavy topr, , which is T-even and can be produced singly and decay vialthanels
listed in EqQ. (7); however, T parity models witto TeV-scale T-even particles have also been
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Figure 4: Exclusion contours in terms of the param&ter tan and the symmetry breaking scate in the
Littlest Higgs model with T parity. In the left panel, the ¢dhution of the T-odd fermions is neglected; in the
right panel, this contribution is included assuming thdtas the maximal size consistent with the constraint from
four-fermion interactions, Eq. (9). From Ref. [506].

constructed [508].

In analogy to SUSY neutralino, the stable LTP can play the ofla weak scale dark
matter candidate, providing additional motivation for thedels with T parity [507,509].

5. OTHER LITTLE HIGGS MODELS

Starting with the “moose” model of Ref. [458], many modelEEWSB incorporating the col-
lective symmetry breaking mechanism have been construdiedse can be divided into two
classes: the “product-group” models, including the Lgtléliggs along with the models in
Refs. [510-513], and the “simple-group” models of Refs4[5316]. The salient phenomeno-
logical features of models within the same class are exgdotbe similar [501]. The simplest
simple-group model, the U (3) model of [514], embeds the Higgs into ahu (3)=SU (2)F
non-linear sigma model, with agU (3) U (1) gauged subgroup broken down to the SM
SU (2) U (1)atlow energies. At the TeV scale, the model contains a set®fjffiuge bosons,
X , Y/, andz" as well as a large number of new fermions, since all SM ddsinieed to be
extended to complete representations ofdle(3) group. Precision electroweak constraints on
this model and it§SU (4)=SU (3)T extension have been considered in Refs. [496,515]. The
LHC phenomenology of the U (3) model has been studied in Ref. [501], which also outlined
the measurements which would need to be performed to dis@tmbetween the product-group
and simple-group models.

The non-linear sigma models of the LH theories break dowratliD TeV scale, and
need to be supplemented by a more fundamental descriptimi @scription can involve new
strongly coupled physics [517, 518], but may also be weaklypted [519]. However, it is
unlikely that the LHC experiments will be able to discern piwysics beyond the nin.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, we have briefly reviewed the Little Higgs relsd which provide an attractive
scenario combining dynamical stabilization of the wea&rek hierarchy by dimensional trans-
mutation with the radiative EWSB. We concentrated on thédst Higgs model, two versions
of which (a model with a single gauged(1) factor and a T-parity symmetric model) provide
acceptable fits to precision electroweak data without figamt fine tuning. The models make
interesting predictions which can be tested at the LHC. Mk is required in order to ensure
that the LHC experiments maximize their potential in sesuglor the predicted signatures; to
this end, it would be useful to systematically incorporéietH model into the standard Monte
Carlo packages such & THIA andHERWIG

Due to length limitations, many aspects of Little Higgs mielolgilding and phenomenol-
ogy could not be covered in this section; for more informatmd a comprehensive collection
of references, we refer the interested reader to the reeg@w articles [520, 521].
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Testing the Littlest Higgs model in ™~
pair production at LHC

A. Hektor, M. Kadastik, K. Kannike, M. ivtel and M. Raidal

Abstract

Motivated by predictions of the littlest Higgs model, we ryaout a
Monte Carlo study of doubly charged Higgs pair productioraityp-
ical LHC experiment. We assume additionally that tripleggB also
generates the observed neutrino masses which fixes ‘theleptonic
branching ratios. This allows to test neutrino mass moddl$i&€. We
have generated and analyzed the signal as well as the backbpoo-
cesses for both four muon and two muon final states. Studjiagnt
variant mass distribution of the like-sign muon pairs akaw discover
the doubly charged Higgs with the mags = 1050 GeV. Relaxing
the neutrino mass assumption, and takbegy( ** !  * *)= 1;the
LHC discovery reach increasesio = 12 TeV

1. INTRODUCTION

The main motivation of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) exp&znts is to reveal the secrets of
electroweak symmetry breaking. If the standard model (Shjgkl boson will be discovered,

the question arises what stabilizes its mass against theelPlcale quadratically divergent
radiative corrections. The canonical answer to this goass supersymmetry which implies
very rich phenomenology of predicted sparticles in thereiollider experiments.

More recently another possibility of formulating the plgssiof electroweak symmetry
breaking, called the little Higgs, was proposed [458, 422]5In those models the SM Higgs
boson is a pseudo Goldstone mode of a broken global symnredmeanains light, much lighter
than the other new modes of the model which have masses oftbedgymmetry breaking scale
O (1) TeV. In order to cancel one-loop quadratic divergencesedi Higgs mass a new set of
heavy gauge bosons %; z °with the SM quantum numbers identicalito z ;and a vectorlike
heavy quark pair ; T with charge 2/3 must be introduced. Notice that those fieldpat in by
hand in order to construct a model with the required propsrtHowever, the minimal model
based on thesU (5)=s0 (5) global symmetry, the so-called littlest Higgs model [458s a
firm prediction from the symmetry breaking pattern alones éxistence of another (1) TeV
pseudo Goldstone bosorwiththesU (2), U (1) quantum numbers  (3;2):

Interestingly, the existence of triplet Higgsnight also be required to generate Majorana
masses to the left-handed neutrinos [523]. Non-zero meutriasses and mixing is presently
the only experimentally verified signal of new physics beyéime SM. In the triplet neutrino
mass mechanism [524], which we assume in this work, the imeutnass matrix is generated
via

m )= (¥ v ; (1)
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where (Y );; are the Majorana Yukawa couplings of the triplet to the leggenerations; j =
e; ; Which are described by the Lagrangian

L =i, ,¥ 5 )4+ hcy (2)

andv is the effective vacuum expectation value of the neutralpament of the triplet induced
via the explicit coupling of tothe SM Higgs doublet as  °H °H °. Here has a dimension

of mass. In the concept of seesaw M ;and the smallness of neutrino masses is attributed to
the very high scale of triplet mass viathe smallnessof = ?2v 2;wherev= 174 GeV.
However, in the littlest Higgs model the triplet mass scale i(1) TeV which alone cannot
suppress :Therefore inthismodel M , which can be achieved, for example, via shining
as shown in ref. [525,526]. Inthat case 0 (0:1)eV. We remind also that contributes to
the SM oblique corrections, and the precision datd fit 2  10* [494] sets an upper bound

v 12 GeV on that parameter.

The cross section of the single * production via thet w fusion process [527q !
g’ ** scales as + :In the context of the littlest Higgs model this process,daiéd by the
decays ** ! W *w *;was studied in ref. [498, 500, 501]. The detailed ATLAS siatign
of this channel shows [500] that in order to observeeV ** ;one must have > 29 GeV.
This is in conflict with the precision physics bound 12 GeV as well as with the neutrino
data. Therefore the w fusion channel is not experimentally promising for the digery of
the doubly charged Higgs.

In this work we perform a Monte Carlo analyses of the DrelkYair production [527,
528] pp ! o of the doubly charged Higgs boson followed by the leptonicays

! 2* in atypical LHC experiment. We assume that neutrino massegdrom the
coupling to the triplet Higgs which fixes the" * leptonic branching ratios. Due to the small-
ness ofy we can neglect the decaysitow :The advantages of this process are the following.

1. The production cross section is known, it does not depearti®unknown model param-
eters.

2. Thedecay ** ! “* ‘" islepton number violating and allows to reconstruct invari-
ant mass from the same charged leptons rendering the SM toaridyvery small in the

signal region.
3. The known neutrino mixing Eq.(1) predicts the brancheigpsassrR ( ** ! * *)=
BR( ** ! " *)=BR(*" ! * *)= 1=3:We assume that neutrinos have a

normal hierarchy which implies negligible decay rates t® ¢lhectron final states.

We consider only the muon final states which are the easiedbderve at the LHC environ-
ment. We have generated the production process and theniemtecays of as well as
the relevant background processes using PYTHIA Monte Ggeleerator [17], and analyzed
both the2 *2 and2 final states. We have used the default set of PYTHIA parameter
(parton stchture functions, gauge couplings etc.) exttegatwe fix the ** branching ratios
viay = 2y =Y = 1:Rescaling ofthose couplings to satisfy data from the search
for lepton flavour violating processes [527,529] does nfdcfour results. We also comment
on the results of our analyses if this assumptionisrelaxeldbr ( ** ! * *)= 1:
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Process N of expected S1 S2 S3
events pr > 75 (50) GeV < 25 212
background
zz ! 2 %2 177 12 (42) 9:5 (30) 0:7 (30)
! 2 2 13 *o 11 roe o | 1 Tob8 10 0 (45)
! 2 2 28 16 11 ZTo@dl 9|71 TPo®s 10 0 (0)
signal
M = 200GeV 2 10 5849 (9182) 5340 (8129) 818 (1723)
M = 500GeV 512 298 (330) 287 (314) 81 (97)
M = 1000 GeV 15 9:7 (10:1) 9:5 (98) 3:1 (3:3)

Table 1: The number of expected background and signal efentise integrated luminositgo0o fb *;and the
number of candidates from the * 2  final states passing each cut. For the signal events we hkee ta
BR( "% ! ' )= 1=3:

2. FOUR MUON FINAL STATES

Considering the four muon final states* 2
pp ! + +

as the experimental signature for the process
we have reconstructed the invariant mass of two like-sigomsy

2.

m§: (p]_+p2)r

3)
with the four-momentas, ., : Since the like-sign signal muons originate from the samebfjou
charged Higgs boson, the invariant mass peak will measearélthgs massp ;. = M :The
four muon signature is the cleanest and the most robust dreebdckground arises mostly from
thez °z ° ;do;andt-production and their muonic decay. Because those paracielighter than

(the present bound from TevatronMs 136 GeV [530,531]) the background muons must
be softer and should not give an invariant mass peak. To eetthe signal over background we
have applied three selection rules as follows. S1: all muatistransverse momentum smaller
than 75 GeV (50 GeV) are neglected. The larger (smatieQut is appropriate for the heavier
(lighter) Higgs boson. S2: only the muons with pseudorapidi< 2:5 are detectable at CMS
or ATLAS and only those are selected. S3: only the events2yibsitive and 2 negative muons
are selected.

We have generated with PYTHIA Monte Carlo the datasets:®f 10bo;ttand10° z 7
events for the background, and the datasets ofsignal events witlh = 200; 500; 1000 GeV.
We have applied the selection rules described above analeglsihe results taking into account
the cross section of the particular process. In Table 1 weemtethe expected number of back-
ground and signal events as well as the numbers of candidates passing each selection rule.
We assume the total integrated luminosity to9efb *. The most effective cut is the. cut
and therefore applied first. As one can see, the backgrouachisst eliminated, especially for
the cutp; > 75 GeV. In Fig. 1 we plot the histogram for the invariant masdrthation of the
like-sign muons passing all the cuts for = 200 GeV andv = 500 GeV. The SM back-
ground is representeq)b_y black dashed line and the signadsgalid line. For those values of
M the significances= B is huge.

For the mass1 = 1 TeV one expects only 3 signal candidates although the total
number of produced is 30. Strong signal suppression occurs is because the lplbpa
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Figure 1: Distribution of the invariant mass of two like-sigiuons after all cuts forthe * 2  final state in the
caseofr = 200GeV (leftpanel)antt = 500GeV (right panel) forp; > 75GeV. The background is almost
invisible.

for both to decay to two muons is 1/9. The expected background is 057 {ake Higgs
candidates depending on the cut, but the background occurs at low invariant mass. Three
Poisson distributed signal events with zero backgrouncaest kigh invariant mass constitutes
the discovery of ** at 95% C.L. However, iBR ( ** ! * *)= 1we expectto get 25.9
Higgs candidates fan = 1 TeV. In this case the LHC mass reach extends up to 1.2 TeV.

3. TWO MUON FINAL STATES

In order to increase the LHC mass reach for discovery we also study the two like-sign
muon final states. Although in this case one can identify nsigeal event candidates, also
the background is larger. The dominant background prosagiseng2  final states are listed

in Table 2. Because the Monte Carlo generated data setsit@tga additional muons from
secondary processes we must also include the processes’like *  to the background.
Combining one of the decay products with the secondary muon we get the fake sigmah

has to be eliminated. The;%;z z background and the signal datasets are the same as in the
4 study, in addition we have generated new background datafet® events.

To minimize the background we use the following selectidesu S1: event is counted
only if it contains at least one like-sign muon pair. S2: evenejected if it contains a quark
with pi** > 20 GeV. This corresponds to the jet veto and reduces the bagkgrivom hadronic
processes. S3: only muons with the pseudorapidity 2:5 are observable in CMS or ATLAS
experiments. S4. we require an opening angle between thékevsign muons to be < 2:5:

S5: only muons withp, > 50 GeV are taken and the events with at least one like-sign muon
pair are selected. The number of events passing each seleate are given in Table 2. The
total number of estimated background is 26 events whichrggefethan in the four muon case.
But also the signal is more prominent.

To see the invariant mass distribution of the like-sign naia plot in Fig. 2 the his-
tograms for the signal (red solid) and background (dashackipforMm = 500 GeV (left panel)
andM = 1000 GeV (right panel). As one can see, the invariant mass of bacdkgl muons
is smaller than the one of signal. Taking only the events witariant massa ; > 300 GeV
one can get background free experimental signal ©of. In this channel the doubly charged
Higgs with the massl = 1050 GeV can be discovered. Again,BsfR ( ** | * *)=1
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Process N expected S1 S2 S3 S4 S5
2 p > 20GeV| < 25| < 25| p > 50GeV
background
o 28 10 |94 fo 26 10 |25 Fol12 TO 0
t 13 fo |14 710 36 10 17 o 1 10 4:4
W W 27  To | 1022 885 335 204 0
W Z 106 111 110 62 35 17
z ! 2 15 To|8s o 66 IO |26 IO l15 1O 128
z ! 2 25 0|14 10 11 10 45 To 26 1O 0
Y 177 369 363 207 115 75
total 264
signal
M = 200GeV 2 Yo |16 1O 16 10 13 To 8513 5832
M = 500GeV 512 401 389 356 225 199
M = 1000 GeV 15 11 11 10 6 5:7

Table 2: The number of expected background and signal efentse integrated luminosity00 fb *; and
the number of candidates from the final states passing each cut. For the signal events we hiaer ta
BR( ** 1! Tty = 1=3:

we expect to get 15.9 Higgs candidates instead of 5.7, andd¢athCGeach 1.1 TeV * *.

4. CONCLUSIONS

We have carried out Monte Carlo study of doubly charged Higays production followed by
the leptonic decays at the LHC experiments. Since the singteproduction is strongly sup-
pressed, this is the only potentially observable channeH&t. In addition, we have assumed
that triplet Higgs also generates the observed neutrincsesawhich fixes the ** leptonic
decay branching ratios from neutrino data. We have gergethtesignal as well as the back-
ground processes for both four muon and two muon final staigsRY THIA Monte Carlo,
and analyzed how to reduce maximally the SM background. €sults are plotted in Fig. 1
and Fig. 2 which show that the invariant mass distributiotheflike-sign muon pairs allows to
discover the doubly charged Higgs with the maiss = 1050 GeV. Relaxing our assumption
about branching ratios, and assumimg ( ** ! * *)= 1;the LHC discovery reach for
“*increasestor = 12TeV

Our results can be improved by including the tau-lepton mstroiction to the analyses.
The background can further be reduced via vetoing the bedgyents and by reconstructing
z andt and neglecting leptons from their decays. Neverthelesseghe signal is so robust
and clean, our results show that this is not necessany fok 1 TeV.

Acknowledgements

We thank S. Lehti, A. Nikitenko and A. Strumia for useful dissions and for the technical
advice. This work is partially supported by ESF grant No 6180EC I3 contract No 026715
and by the Estonian Ministry of Education and Research. Hheutations are performed in
Estonian Grid [532] and Baltic Grid.



196

16

_____ Background E . -.... Background

— Signal — Signal

N events/100 Gev at 300 fb
(2]
o

N events/100 Gev at 300 fb*

AR AR AN AR AR AR AN L

TTT

ok‘ - N ﬁ Ll

A L ) -
600 800 1000 1200 0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200
dilepton invariant mass in GeV dilepton invariant mass in GeV

il
200 400

Figure 2: Distribution of the invariant mass of two like-sigiuons passing all the cuts for the final state in
thecase oM = 500GeV (left panel) andt = 1000 GeV (right panel).



197

Part 29

Polarization and spin correlation effects in
third family resonances
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Abstract

In this note, we look at using the polarization of third gextiem fermions
produced at the LHC in the decay of a high-mass vector resentm
extract information on its couplings. We explore the uildf a few
spin sensitive variables in the case ofpair resonances, giving results
evaluated at parton level. In the casetofinal states, we first present
theoretically expected single-top polarizations takimgexample of the
Littlest Higgs model. We then explore a few variables candtd out
of the decay lepton variables. We find some sensitivity itespf the
large SM background. More detailed simulation studiesmapogress.

1. INTRODUCTION

The properties and interactions of quarks and leptons éignto the third family are still
relatively poorly measured. The question arises, theegfibthey are just a copy of those of
the first two families. The universality of interactions iswatural prediction of the Standard
model (SM), but the number of generations and the relativesesin the model seem com-
pletely ad hoc. Serious constraints have been set on thersaiity of couplings of the first
two generations, but for the third, it is less well tested.eféhare, in fact, reasons to believe
that different electroweak and/or strong couplings mighplg in this case. For example, al-
though the LEP precision measurements are generally ingay agreement with the SM, the
forward-backward asymmetry at thie pole, in theldo channel is 2.8 standard deviations away
from the fitted value [450].

A study of properties of the third generation of fermions fisibmost importance from a
theoretical standpoint as well. The Higgs mechanism of &pwous Symmetry Breaking is the
only aspect of the Standard Model (SM) which still laclct verification. The large mass of
the third generation fermions and their consequent larg@laags to the Higgs boson motivate
a detailed study of their properties and couplings to theggdnosons and Yukawa couplings to
the Higgs bosons. As a matter of fact, such studies are a fufcal the collider-based inves-
tigations which wish to probe/establish the Higgs mechaniBurthermore, any alternative to
the Higgs mechanism almost certainly involves the top q{E88]. Many theoriespb_eyond the
SM incorporate a special role for the top quark, becausesdfigh massp . v= 2, where
v is the vacuum expectation value (vev) of the SM Higgs fieldse Well known problem of
the instability of the Higgs boson mass to radiative coroed is solved in Supersymmetry by
cancellation of the divergent contribution due to partideps by the corresponding contribu-
tion from the spatrticle loops. To cancel the dominant toprkjeantribution, without the use of
Supersymmetry, some models, such as the Little Higgs md&@&l, 34], predict the existence
of an additional heavy isosinglet quark, a heavy top, whichla then generally mix with the
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SM top quark. In Technicolor models, bosons from an extemy@dedje group can provide mass
to the light fermions, but only a fraction of the top mass daumstbe explained, and one must
resort to a topcolor assisted Technicolor model (TC2) [585)inderstand the observed high
mass of the top. For these reasons, it will be important tosoneawith precision the coupling
constants of this mysterious quark.

The large mass of theimplies that its life time is shorter than the hadronizatiiome scale
and thus the decay products maintain the memory of the gal#oin of the parent (anti)quark.
This is normally reflected in the energy and the angularithstion of the decay lepton as well
as in the correlation between the two leptons [536]. Sinyildre polarization of the lends
itself to a measurement through the energy distributiorhefdecay pions even at a hadronic
collider [537-539]. Any anomalous interactions that thiectlyeneration fermions may have,
if chirality or parity violating, may give rise to net polaation of the produced fermion. In the
Higgs sector, the effects are also enhanced due to the laage ofi these fermions. The possi-
bility of exploiting the polarization of the top to probe ngysics at hadron colliders [540],
in the continuumt: pair production [541, 542] as well as single top productioa3d—545] has
been subject of many studies. Studies in the context of thenenttt production such as in
Higgs decay [546] or due to s-channel exchange of a spin-2 Kiitpn in the Extra Dimen-
sional Models [547] have also been performed. The use of §itaé particle polarization in
the probe of new physics at the LHC is currently gathering rmotum as many experimental
strategies continue being sharpened. In this note, we exgihe possibility of using the po-
larization of the third family fermions produced in the dgaaf narrow spin-1 resonances at
the LHC. In general, resonances of electroweak or strorggaction nature, of different spins,
are predicted in a variety of models: @)’ in a Left-Right symmetric model, or in E(6) Grand
Unified theory [548], (i))z in the Little Higgs model [458, 534], (iii) Kaluza-Klein s&s of
a graviton, in models with large extra dimensions [403]) aluza-Klein states of the and

in TeV *-size models of extra dimensions [549] or in (v) Higgslessleis [550], (Vi) s; -
in Technicolor models, in particular TC2 models [535], ai)(axigluons in chiral colour mod-
els [551], etc. The Tevatron has looked for such resonanugsa intriguing excess of events
in ttinvariant mass distributions is seen [552,553]. If suchsanance is found at future collid-
ers, a theoretical interpretation will require a measunenoé all its properties. Some obvious
observables are the cross section, the width, the brancatias to the different fermions, and
forward-backward asymmetries in their decays. Here, wengxa the resolving power of an-
other observable, namely the polarization of the decayymtsd when such a measurement is
possible, i.e. from resonance decays to andt

The present study is at generator level. It aims to exploeedifferences between the-
oretical models for a future more realistic experimentalgsis. The differences shown here
will certainly be considerably attenuated by detector ketsans and efficiencies. In the first
section we present results of a study of the tau polarizaimh the spin correlations in the
processz © ! with a 7 with different assumed couplings. We then discuss the ptiedis
for polarization of thetin the decay of the resonance, in a particular model, théekitHiggs
model [498]. Following this, we explore possible obserestine could construct in the case of
the tt pair produced resonantly. More detailed studies with the&albées we have constructed
and the spin-spin correlations between the decay leptomsehsas thett still remain. So do
the investigations into other representative models ofadreesonance like an axigluon [551]
where the production rates will be higher, still remain tgdoesued.
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2. SPIN CORRELATIONSIN z°!

To study tau polarization and spin correlations in the pssce ! , the program AUOLA [554]
was modified to include a°resonance. The changes were very simple: it was sufficieaddo
the case where the parent of awas az”and clone thez= treatment for the calculation of
the probability of longitudinal polarization combinat®of the Ileptons, at the level of the
amplitudes, thus ensuring that all interferences are takeraccount.

We have evaluated the following spin sensitive observabkesuggested in [555], for the
case, expected to be the most sensitive, of (more generally, to include leptonic decay
or three-prong decays, one can replace th®y the system of charged particles from the decay
of the ):

1. the energy spectrum, relative to theenergy, in the laboratory frame: = p =E ,

2. the distribution of number of events as a function of the Energy-Energy correlation
variablez,. After evaluatinga = zr<sw=d g esu=d this variablez, is defined as the
signed part of the surface area in the 2-parameter phase spacz g between lineg,
=z andz, =z + a(the sign of thea should be taken).

3. the * invariant mass.

In order to evaluate the sensitivity to couplings, a veatsonancez °, of mass 1 TeV, was
considered under different coupling scenarios: (i) Stashtdodel-like couplings, (ilsn® , =
0 (which could find some justification [556] in the Higgslessdab and (iii) a right-handed
z.% as well as (iv) a case with no polarization. Effects of initial or final state radiationear
included, but it must be stressed that no detector effeetgjaplied, except for a lowet, cut
of 30 GeV and a pseudo-rapidity cut 9fj< 2:5 on the emitted 's. The distributions obtained
represent, therefore, parton-level distributions, whemnstruction efficiencies or resolutions
have not been taken into account. The reconstruction ofpair resonance is possible at the
LHC, in spite of the presence of neutrinos in the final stateglicting the mass of theleptons
and making the approximation that the neutrino transversmenmta are in the same direction
as the itself: with the measurement @f ** and momentum vectors of the charged decay
products, there are enough constraints to reconstrugt fiadd kinematics [557]. The method,
however, has a singularity when the twés are exactly back to back, which occurs when the
resonance is very heavy, and essentially produced at itestudt be expected, therefore, that
the sensitivities obtained above at parton level will bestderably degraded when applied at
detector reconstruction level. This will be the subject @dtare study.

Fig. 1(a) shows the shape of the resonance in the different scen#migsther with the
Drell-Yan continuum %= s-channel contribution and interferences) whereas Fig). shows
the slope of the: distribution as a function of the invariant mass of the tws. The interfer-
ence region of the Drell-Yan ar@l’resonance is particularly sensitive to its couplings.

It is interesting to compare the distribution of the norrnati invariant mass in the
presence of th& °with that for the SM Drell-Yan tail, in the interference regi As can be
seen the shape of the invariant mass distribution, shown in Fig. 2 is not much raiteby
the presence of a °resonance with SM couplings, but changes very significdntlyhe other
cases studied, with different couplings.

Fig. 3(a) shows the sensitivity to the couplings of the Forward-Baatdvasymmetry in
the decay of the °, defined as

N, N

A =
FEUON, + N
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Figure 2: Invariant mass of the two plloons from decay. Left panel: in the Drell-Yan regiong < 800 GeV);
Right panel: in thez Yesonance region (s > 800 GeV)

whereN is the number of events where, the, in the cm frame of the °, has the same
p. direction as that of th& ° in the laboratory frame. The °direction is strongly correlated
with the direction of the quark, and anticorrelated withttb&ithe antiquark, from which it
was produced. The distribution of the varialdg shown in Fig. 3(b), is only sensitive to
the vector nature of the resonance. The case with no pdi@aizaf the ’s would lead to
a perfectly flat distribution if no cuts had been applied. sltinteresting to note that in the
Littlest Higgs model [498] which we consider below for thecase, one expects the decayg
to be completely left handed polarized as opposed to abwutexpected for & °with the SM
couplings. So that even with a moderately good determinaifadhe polarization, one can
have good discriminatory power for models.

3. ttRESONANCE

Contrary to the  case above, the background fot sonance follows from a strong inter-
action process from the colliding protongy(! ttandgg ! t) at the LHC and can therefore
dominate the signal. Nevertheless, even with a low sigaekfround ratio, if the mass of the
resonance is known from observation in some other channel,could be sensitive [558] to
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Figure 3: (a)Forward-Backward asymmetry as a function of the invariaasmof the two ’'s. (b) Distribution in
the z; variable defined in the text.

the presence of a resonance and could hope to detect amaiiatihe spin effects around that
mass. It must be noted that the backgrounds will be much mareageable at the ILC.

3.1 EXPECTED POLARIZATION IN THE LITTLEST HIGGS MODEL

Rather than consider a genefi¢, we choose to demonstrate our results for a specific choice,
namely the vector resonance expected in the Littlest Higgdah[498]. For such a choice of
7y , the fermionic couplings can be parametrized in terms oflketroweak coupling and a
single mixing angle , namely

(vejar)= (g oot =4; g oot =4) forga= 1=2 Q)

Phenomenological consistency demands thab cot 2. The theory has two mass
scalesv and £ which respectively are the vevs of the electroweak and tlaenhéliggs. The
mass of thez;; is a linear function of the higher scateand is larger tham ,, (2f=v). In our
analysis, we consider a mass rang&@f G eV m,, 1500 G ev. The decay width of the
7y is determined uniquely in terms of its mass annd , and is dominated by the partial decay
widths into the fermions, on account of its coupling to the §Mige bosons being suppressed
by a relative factor of=f  1=20[498]. For the range of parameters that we are interested in,
(Z 4 )< 15G ev with the higher values reached only fest 2.

With the introduction of thez , the top-pair production process receives an additional
s-channel contribution. Given that the axial coupling of the is non-zero (Eq.1), clearly this
diagram would contribute unequally to the productior;of, vs. & & pairs ands, & Vs. & &,
pairs (note that the subscripts;R refer here to helicity and not chirality). It thus becomes
interesting to consider the expected polarization fortttsystem defined through

R @)

Clearly, the contribution of the new gauge boson would betrapparent around the;
peak in the invariant-mass distribution of the top-pair.isTis illustrated in Fig. 4, for both
the total cross section as well as for the difference of tlessisections for the right and left



202

handed polarized top quarks. The latter does have a nonvatwe even within the SM (on
account of the contribution of the ordinary), but is magnified by a few orders close to the
7y peak. Understandably, this magnification is far less mudedhie total cross section as the
latter, within the SM, is dominated by the strong interactontribution.

1¢ T T T T T ]
Z'(R+L) — ]
SM (R+L) ------- ]
S
Q
Q
g
C 0.1
o
3
0
°
001 1 1 1 1 1
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Figure 4:d =dg as a function of the invariant magsof the tt system. The upper (lower) panel shows the sum
(difference) of the cross-sections for the right and lefidied polarized top, fon ;=1000 GeV andot =2.0.
We have used the MRST(LO) 2001 parametrisation of the paltmsities [559]and have used thé = .

To enhance the sensitivity, we concentrate am sample centred around the resonance,
restricting ourselves tgn . my, j dm, wheredm = max(10;3 ;, ). On imposition of
this condition, we find that the polarization given by Eq. 2 ¢e as large as 24% while the
SM prediction for the same is of the orded % . The contours of the expected polarization
P. are shown in Fig. %&a). Note thatp. increases with the mass,, for a fixed value of
couplingcot . On the other hand, the rates decrease with the increasmagant massn .,
thereby pulling down the sensitivity. A measure of the statal significance is given by the
ratiop = P, andin Fig. 5b), we show the contours for the same for an integrated lumiyosi
100 fb *. It should be noted that we have used the rates fortpeoduction for estimating the
sensitivity and in any realistic measurement the sensjtiviexpected to go down. For example,
the asymmetries constructed in terms of angular distimsticorrelations of the decay leptons
from top-quarks will suffer a reduction in statistics dueth@ branching ratios and realistic
angular cuts wijll further reduce the useful number of evemMiste also that one might gain
by a factor of 2 in the senstivity by considering either of thet) to decay. Even if the
abovementioned reduction factor is as large as 10, one nilhhate sensitivity to a heavy
neutral gauge bosan, over large part of the parameter space shown in Fg). 3Ve note that
the resonance signal may be difficult to see at the LHC (an plaaiz, ! ttreconstruction
at the LHC can be found in [560]), but the polarization effatiay nevertheless be measurable.
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Figure 5: (a)Contours of expected polarization for thepair (See Eq.2) inthe ;. —cot  plane.(b) Contours of
statistical significance for the degree of polarizationasing an integrated luminosity abo o .

3.2 TOP POLARIMETRY

Our main objective is to explore experimentally viable ahies sensitive to the top quark po-
larization. Clearly, if such variables can be constructatiad lepton distributions alone, they
would be more robust in the context of the LHC. To begin witle, @onsider distributions of
lepton observables in the laboratory frame since these ast @asily measured experimentally.
They will, however, be sensitive to the rapidity distrilmrtiof thez ° The analysis of distribu-
tions in the center of mass frame of the hard scattering wlthe subject of a further study.
The energy distribution of the leptons in the laboratoryrfesis shown in Fig. 6. Although the
normalized distributions do show a difference between Wedases of a net left polarization
for the top and that with a net right polarization, it is diffltto construct a suitable variable
that would be relatively free of normalization uncerta@istof the cross-section predictions.

Since the sensitivity of the lepton energy distributiorptds low, we next consider their
angular distributions for, as has been shown in Refs. [563};3hese are independent of any
anomalous contributions from top decays{ ) vertex. Thus, these could constitute potent and
robust probes of the parent top polarization. An obviousdatate is the forward backward
asymmetry in the distribution of leptons, with the polar nlgeing measured with respect to
the boost direction of thet center of mass frame. However, this variable turns out toridg o
very mildly sensitive to the magnitude of top quark polati@a but almost insensitive to the
sign of polarization. This, in a large part, is due to the @lliation of the effect between the
products of diagonal and off diagonal terms of productiod dacay density matrices. Similar
is the case for the distribution in the angle between top lgaad lepton in the laboratory.
While this variable has sensitivity to both the sign and nitagie of the top quark polarization,
it involves the detailed construction of the top momenturd #me consequent sensitivity is
marginal.

Finally, we consider the azimuthal angle of the decay leptonmeasured with respect
to the plane defined by the top-quark direction and the axisgalvhich the protons collide.
Note that the direction of the momentum of the parton ceatenass frame is irrelevant. It can
be shown that the dependence arcomes only throughos( ;) and hence will be symmetric
under a change; to 2 . The ;dependence is controlled by the spins of the particles and
the boosts involved. The distribution is peaked neat 0; due to the kinematic effect of the
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Figure 6:Normalized lepton distributions for a° mass of 500 GeV and different couplings of tHe Also shown
are the corresponding curves for the S(d) the energye ; and(b) the azimuthal angle ;.

boost in going from therest frame to the laboratory frame. The height of this peaerssitive

to the t polarization. Thus the distribution in; could provide a probe of polarization. The
distribution presented in Fig.®) shows that it is sensitive not only to the magnitude but also
to the sign of top-quark polarization. This prompts us tostarct an asymmetry by contrasting
events with a lepton in either af* & 4® quadrants (i.e0 1< zor 1< 2 ) with

those with a lepton in either of'¢ & 37 quadrants (i.es 1 < %), orin other words,

2 (1;4) (2;3) 3)
1;4)+  (2;3)

For ease of analysis, it is useful to construct an obsenaldéthe form
O = AZ 0 ASM (4)

with the consequent sensitivityto the observable being given by

s = o 2 _*© (5)
1 A5y
In other words s is just the significance level af being different from zero. We calculate
ands over the allowed region afot andM , o values for theLittlest Higgs Model The results
displayed in Figs. 7 fo¥ ,0 j 1000 G v show thato reflects well the degree of polarization of
the top-quark That they are not exactly the same is but a qoesee of kinematical effects as

mentioned in the captions of Figs. 7.

3.3 SPIN SPIN CORRELATIONS

As mentioned already, the spin-spin correlations betwben &ind t and the consequent cor-
relations between the decay leptons will also carry this spiormation. Top polarization

in the continuumtt process fromgg or gg fusion has been implemented in the generators
TOPREX [564] and ACERMC [564]. Production via a scalar resonance (Higgs) has alsa be
implemented. As mentioned earlier, studies also existHerdffect of a Spin 2, KK gravi-
ton. We quote here one of the observables of top spin cowaktfollowing [565], where, for
simplicity, we assume adecay! W i b! & lodk
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Figure 7: (a)The observable® as a function okot andM;o. As can be seen from Fig. 5, for constant o

the observable follows the same trends as the top-quarkigataon. However, there are some kinematical effects
which lead to different trends for constant couplings andyiry M ; o, as compared to top-quark polarizatiofi)
The sensitivitys for the observable as a function oot andM ;.. As can be seen from Fig.15( s follows the
same trends as top-quark polarization sensitivity.

1. the correlation in angular distribution of the two top kg

! &N 1+ B +B C ) (6)
—_- = — COs COs COs 1 COS
N dcos ; dcos , 4 P mEee e P
where ; ( ,) are respectively the angles between the direction o&thg: ) in the rest
frames oft(t,) and the direction of the(t) in the rest frame of thetsystem.
2. the distribution of the opening anglédetween the two leptons
1 dN 1
— =—(1 D cos ) (7)
N dcos 2
Such studies applied toz’ with arbitrary couplings still need to be implemented.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Resonances involving third generation fermions can revaalable information on effects be-
yond the Standard Model. Here, studies of polarization gnid sorrelation observables for
heavy = andtresonances at the LHC have been performed at parton levaltardobserv-

ables have yet to be evaluated. These initial studies shatthiere is some sensitivity to the
couplings of such resonances. More work needs to be donesveowio evaluate in more real-
istic scenarios, involving detector simulation and re¢argdion effects, the possibility of using
these observables in determining the couplings of thesmagges to the leptons andquarks.
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Part 30

Charged Higgs boson studies at the
Tevatron and LHC

V. Bunichey, L. Dudko, S. Hesselbach, S. Moretti, S. Pettié®tzoldt, A. Pompos, J. Rathsman
and A. Sopczak

Abstract

We report on detailed Monte Carlo comparison of selectiomatées
used to separatéri  signal events from the Standard Modeback-
ground. While kinematic differences exist between the twacpsses
whenevem ; & my , in the particularly challenging case of the near
degeneracy of the charged Higgs boson mass witwtheass, the ex-
ploration of the spin difference between the charged Higgktaew
gauge boson becomes crucial. The latest implementatidreaftarged
Higgs boson process into PYTHIA is used to generate the kayeats.
The TAUOLA package is used to decay the tau lepton emergom fr
the charged Higgs boson decay. The spin information is tlaesterred
to the final state particles. Distributions of selectionahles are found
to be very similar for signal and background, rendering tegetherate
mass region particularly challenging forsa discovery, though some
scope exists at both colliders. In addition, the changeerbgthavior of
kinematic variables from Tevatron to LHC energies is bridilcussed.

1. INTRODUCTION

The importance of charged Higgs boson searches at futulielersl has in the recent years
been emphasized [177, 566-568] for LEP, a future Internatihinear Collider (ILC), the
Tevatron and the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), as the debectif the charged Higgs boson
would be a definite signal for the existence of New Physicagbieyond the Standard Model
(SM) [569,570]. The charged Higgs boson states are najutaaiommodated in non-minimal
Higgs scenarios, like the Two-Higgs Doublet Models (2HDMS)Supersymmetric version of
the latter is the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model 8W8. It is a Type Il 2HDM with
specific relations among neutral and charged Higgs bososasamd couplings, dictated by
Supersymmetry (SUSY) [571].

The Tevatron collider at Fermilab is currently in its secatage of operation, so-called
Run 2, with a higher center-of-mass (CM) energy of = 1:96 TeV. This machine will be
the first one to probe charged Higgs boson masses in the nrags u@ tom m, [568].
Starting from 2008, the LHC at CERN will be in a position to &ion or rule out the existence
of such a particle over a very large portion of both the 2HDM &MSSM parameter space,
my < 400GeV, depending oman (see the reviews [572-574]).

At present, a lower bound on the charged Higgs boson mastsdwxisn LEP [575],
my < my , independently of the charged Higgs boson decay Branchaip&(BRs). This
limit is valid within any Type Il 2HDM whereas, in the lowan region (below about 3), an
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indirect lower limitonm ; can be derived in the MSSM from the onewln (the mass of the
pseudoscalar Higgs state of the modely; m: +mi > (130GevV )2

If the charged Higgs boson masg satisfiesn,; < m. m,, wherem .isthe top quark
mass andh , the bottom quark mass, particles could be produced in the decay of on-shell
(i,e., <! 0)top (anti-)quarks:! 1 *, the latter being in turn produced in pairs yafusion
andogannihilation. This approximation was the one customardgdiin event generators when
my < m. Throughout this paper we adopt the same notation as in B&]] charged Higgs
production is denoted byg, gg ! t=! tH if due to (anti-)top decays and hyy, gg !
tH  if further production diagrams are included. Owing to theyéatop decay width (. *
1:5GeV) and due to the additional diagrams which do not procéedixectt-production [577—
579], charged Higgs bosons could also be produced at anchtiahe kinematic top decay
threshold. The importance of these effects in the so-calledshold’ or ‘transition’ region
(my m.) was emphasized in previous Les Houches proceedings [B&D a5 well as in
Refs. [576,582-584] and the calculations of Refs. [577] B¥sed on the appropriatg;gg !
tH  description) are now implemented in HERWIG [11-13, 585] &rHIA [16, 17, 46,
586, 587]. (A comparison between the two generators wasedaout in Ref. [576].) For any
realistic simulation ofi  production withm ; > m . the use of these implementations is of
paramount importance. In addition, in the mass region rfeatdp quark mass, a matching of
the calculations for theg; gg ! o1 andgb! tH processes might be required [587].

A charged Higgs boson withh; < m . decays predominantly into a lepton and a
neutrino. For large values @én (> 5), the ratio of the vacuum expectation values of the two
Higgs doublets, the corresponding branching ratio is né8f4d. Form,, ~ m ,H !
is overwhelmed byi ! t but the latter is much harder to disentangle from backgioun
than the former. The associated top quark decays predotiynato aw boson, or at times a
second charged Higgs boson, andauark. The reaction

qoigg ! tH (! W) H ! ) (1)

is then a promising channel to search for the charged Higgsrbat both the Tevatron (where
the dominant production modedg) and the LHC (whereyg is the leading subprocess). If the
H ! decay channel is used to search for Higgs bosons, then a ¢gg@dient in the signal
selection process should be the exploration of decay bligians that are sensitive to the spin
nature of the particle yielding the lepton @ orw ), as advocated in Refs. [538, 588-590]
(see also [591,592)).

It is the purpose of this contribution to outline the possibhprovements that can be
achieved at the Tevatron and LHC in the search for chargeddigpsons, with mass below,
near or aboven , when both the appropriate description of the Higgs pradagbrocess and
polarization effects are used to sharpentthe ! signature.

2. EXPERIMENTAL SIMULATION AT THE TEVATRON ENERGY

We start by studying charged Higgs productigfnigg !| tH  with subsequent decays!
W, H ! at the FNAL Tevatron with s = 1:96 TeV. In the following we analyse
hadronic decays of the bosonand lepton (i ! of, ! hadrons+ ), which resultsin
the signatureb+ 2+ .+ ®.(2bjets, 2 lightjets, 1 jetand missing transverse momentum).
The most important background processdggg !  t-with the subsequent decayd v *
andt ! W , onew boson decaying hadronicallw( ! oo and one leptonicallyw !

), which results in the same final state particles as for tipeeted signal.
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The signal processg;gg ! t4H is simulated with PYTHIA [16, 17, 46, 586] using
the implementation described in [587], in order to take tfiects in the transition region into
account. The subsequentdecays Wi ,Ww ! og’andH ! are carried out within
PYTHIA, whereas the tau leptons are decayed externallythélprogram TAUOLA [554,593],
which includes the complete spin structure of thdecay. The background procegggg ! t
is also simulated with PYTHIA with the built-in subroutinfes t-production. Here, the decays
of the top quarks and bosons are performed within PYTHIA and that of théepton within
TAUOLA.

The momentum of the finadand light quarks from the PYTHIA event record is taken as
the momentum of the corresponding jet, whereas for thet the sum of all non-leptonic final
state particles as given by TAUOLA is used. The energy regolwf the detector is emulated
through a Gaussian smearing® .)=P.)* = (080= P.)? of the transverse momentum for
all jets in the final state, including thejet [568]. The -spin information affects both the energy
and the angular distribution of the decay products. As a basic cut the transverse momenta of
these final jets are required to be larger tiafeV. The missing transverse moment#m
is constructed from the transverse momenta of all visible {@cluding the visible decay
products).

The signal and background processes have been simulateshfor= 30 andm, =
80;100 and160 GeV with PYTHIA, version 6.325. As shown in [576], the sigoabss section
tH agrees with the one from the top-decay approximation t# for charged Higgs bo-
son masses up to about 160 GeV. For this to be true the sanoeifation and renormalization
scales have to be used, as well as the same scale for the gunguark mass. In this study
we have used the factorization scate. + m ; )=4[587], the renormalization scale,; , and
the runningoquark mass has been evaluated at for both the signal and the background for
consistency. This results in a dependence of the backgroaledlations ontan  andm
However, the cross sections have then been rescaled withiaaoo factor such that the total
cross section is}ftmd = 5220 fb [594]. The resulting cross sections into the final staténthe
signatureeb+ 23+ 4.+ @, forsignal and background are given in Table 1 beforé)and after
( ) applying the basic cut”™ > 5GeV. For the three signal masses, the andt:! tH
cross section calculations agree numerically. The crostiose  for the background is given

by
th _ Etmd2BR(t! B PBR@W ! GjBR W ! BR (! + hadrons);  (2)
whereas the signal is given by

®= POYBR(£! KW T)BRW ! jHBRE" ! JBR( ! + hadrons); (3)

or alternatively, in the top-decay approximation, by

= PPOBR(E! HT)BR(L! W TBRMW ! 37
BRH" ! JBR( ! + hadrons): 4)

The kinematic selection variables are shown in Figs. 1-@&feimulation at the Tevatron
energy of 1.96 TeV and a 80 GeV charged Higgs boson. For thgs e kinematic signal
distributions are very similar to those of the Sibackground. The distributions of signal
and background are normalized such that the maximum valbetmdistributions coincide, in
order to make small differences better visible. The differgpin of the charged Higgs boson
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Table 1: Tevatron cross sections of backgrounggg ! ttand signalogg;gg ! tH for tan = 30 and

my

= 80;100 and160 GeV into the final stateb+ 25+ 4.+ ®. before (™) and after () the basic cut of

P. > 5GeV for all jets after smearing of the momenta as decribetiértéxt has been applied.

99 ! & qq;99 ! HH
my =80GeV|my; =80GeV|my =100GeV|m,; = 160GeV
= (fb) 354 538 413 38
(fb) 312 ‘ 508 392 34

and thew boson has only a small effect on most of the event variablesg@ficant difference
however occurs in the. distribution of the jet, so that this variable can be further explored to
distinguish between signal and background.

The kinematic selection is based on the method of so-caflgdifal Observables” [581]

(page 69), which provide the universal procedure to find tmepete set of kinematic variables
needed to separate one physics process from another. Baseld smethod we can distinguish
three possible classes of variables for the analysis. Treey a

Singular variables. In the case af = 80 GeV exactly the same ‘singularities’ in
phase space are expected for the signal andtbackground. Thus, no variable of
this class can help to disentangle the former from the lafier other Higgs mass values
the position of the singularities will instead change andcae use this class of variables
for the separation of signal and background events.

Threshold variables. Owing to the same reason of eguahdw masses, no variables
of this class are useful to distinguish between mass degtnsignal and background,
since the energy thresholds are the same in the two proceSees ;, 6 m, , some
scope exists.

Spin variables. In the signal process the spin-0 Higgs @arproduces the tau-lepton
while in the background the tau arises from the decay of the-5pi vector boson.
We can then expect that some of the variables of this clasfiegnus to separate the
two processes. There are no universal answers on how to elloese variables and each
particular choice requires a phenomenological study terd@nhe the optimal basis where
the effects of spin correlations are most significant. Onlwaned, the scalar Higgs boson
will decay isotropically and no correlations between prctthn and decay process are
expected. On the other hand, for the background spin ctioatbetween the production
and the decay of @ should be manifest, due to the vectorial nature of the gaogerb
It is precisely the exploration of these correlations tHadldd offer the possibility of
distinguishing signal from background.

In Figs. 1-9 we can identify distributions of different \ales from the first two classes.

Here, the signal and background spectra are almost idéfdicde chosen Higgs boson mass.
The next step is to investigate the spin variables. An an gi@of spin dependent variable we
take thep. distribution of the tau lepton (Fig. 1, Left). Here, diffeies between the and

W spectra are visible. Thus, the generated event sampletabifor further studies of the
spin dependent properties of the signal and backgroundioeaconsidered.

Aunique feature of theb+ 25+ ..+ @, signature in particle detectors is the presence of

the tau lepton. When searching experimentally for the aidiggs boson signal, not only the
magnitude of the production cross section is importantalsd the efficiency of identifying the
tau lepton in the hadronic environment plays a crucial r8liece tau leptons have a very short
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life time (10 ¢ s), they decay within the detectors and only can be identtfieaigh their
decay products. In about 35% of the cases they decay lepthynand in about 65% hadron-
ically. Both of these decay modes are usually addresseceiotarged Higgs boson searches
by employing dedicated tau lepton triggers. Their progsrtan be derived by studying f.i.
z ! " events [595]. In particular, the following aspects are takeo account for charged
Higgs boson searchés

Trigger efficiencies: this is the fraction of tau leptons$ag the requirements of various
levels of triggering. At the D@ experiment they are typigalD-90%.

Geometrical acceptance: as the detectors are nateradian hermetic, only tau leptons
whose decay products are inside the sensitive regions caetbeted. This fraction of
tau leptons is referred to as the geometrical acceptande@it is typically around 85%.

Reconstruction efficiency: detectors have various thrgshonly above which they are
able to measure physical quantities, or only above whiclsitpeal to noise ratio is ac-
ceptable. About 80% of the time the tau decays in such a wayttleaves a substantial
energy in the calorimeters. With a carefully chosen enetgya the tau energy and clus-
tering to minimize background contamination of the sigtta, reconstruction efficiency
can be increased. At D@ this is typically between 60-85%.

Tracking efficiency: each tau decay mode produces at leastbarged particle. Pre-
cise tracking devices are often one of the most limitingdexin reconstructing events.
Therefore, it is important to determine the fraction of tlkeanstructed tau clusters that
match a track in the tracking device. This fraction is reddrto as the tracking efficiency.
At D@ it is typically about 85%.

Selection efficiencies: it is common to isolate with prestta cuts a sample of events
with a given purity of real tau leptons from the processesdrest before starting fine
tuning the process of how to maximize the signal extracttomfbackground. The frac-
tion of events preselected into such a sample is called leasmn efficiency. This can
vary significantly and a typical value for D@ is about 65% floe purity of 95%.
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Figure 1: Left:p. of the tau-jet. Right: distribution of the tau-jet.

3. OUTLOOK AT THE LHC

As at the Tevatron, the search strategies at the LHC depetitearharged Higgs boson mass.
fm, < m. m(latter referred to as a light Higgs boson), the charged Bliggson can
be produced in top (anti-)quark decay. The main source ofdof-)quark production at the

24Similar performances are expected from the CDF experiment.
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LHC is ttpair production (. = 850 pb at NLO) [596]. For the wholetgn ;m,) parameter
space there is a competition betweenitie andii channels in top decay keeping the sum
BR(t! W *)+ BR(t! kH*)atalmostunity. The top quark decayitw is however
the dominant mode for most of the parameter space. ThuseteAmy to search for a (light)
charged Higgs boson is by requiring that the top quark preduo thetdi process decays
toaw . While in the case offi decays ’s will be tagged via their hadronic decay produc-
ing low-multiplicity narrow jets in the detector, there axo differentw decays that can be
explored. The leptonic signatureH W ! Ko 1 provides a clean selection of the signal
via the identification of the leptom = e; but the charged Higgs transverse mass cannot be
reconstructed because of the presence of two neutrinosdifdrent origin. In this channel
charged Higgs discovery will be determined by the obsemwatif an excess of such events
over SM expectations through a simple counting experiménthe case of hadronic decays

HH W ! Ko Jjthe transverse mass can instead be reconstructed sinceuslinos are
arising from the charged Higgs boson decay. This allowsricféicient separation of the signal
andthe mainc! Wwiw W ! Ko jjbackground (assuming: ~ my ). The absence

of a lepton g€or ) provides a less clean environment but the use of the trasmswveass makes
it possible to reach the same mass discovery region as inrévéeops case and also to extract
the charged Higgs boson mass. Both these channels showvittraraintegrated luminosity of
30 fb ! the discovery could be possible up to a mass of 150 GeV forall values in both
ATLAS and CMS [597,598].

If the charged Higgs is heavier than the top quark, the dontichannels areg !
andH ! th They have both been studied by ATLAS and CMS [599-602]. Theged
Higgs bosons are produced inthe! tH channel. Fortha ! tbdecay, acharged Higgs
boson can be discovered up to high masses (400 GeV) in the case of very largen
values and this reach cannot be much improved because airtfeerhulti-jet environment. For
ther ! decay mode this reach is larger due to a cleaner signal éesjotver branching
ratio. In this case the 5reach ranges froman = 20form,; = 200GeVtotan = 30for
my = 400GeV.

For the LHC, signal and background events have been sintulatine same way as for
the Tevatron as explained in Sec. 2, using PYTHIA, versi@28, with the factorization scale
m.+ my )=4, the renormalization scale , , and the running>-quark mass evaluated at
my . Table 2 lists the resulting theoretical cross sectiond,tha cross sections with the basic
cutp = > 5GeV applied. The LHC rates allow for the discovery to be ldsalenging than at
the Tevatron in the regiom my; , yet the separation of signal events from background
remains crucial for the measurement of the charged Higgsmas

Table 2: LHC cross sections of backgrousgfgg ! ttand signabg;gg ! tH fortan = 30andm,; =
80;100and160 GeV into the final stateb+ 2+ .+ @ before ( ™) and after () the basic cut of, > 5GeV
for all jets after smearing of the momenta as decribed ingkehas been applied.

agjgg ! ot qqigg ! tH
m; =280GeV| m, =80GeV|m, =100GeV|m, = 160GeV
% (pb) 44.9 73.1 51.1 4.4
(pb) 40.0 ‘ 68.8 47.8 4.0

The LHC kinematic distributions are shown in detail in Fi§—18. The choice of vari-
ables is identical to the one for the Tevatron and allows fone-to-one comparison, the differ-
ences being due to a change in CM energy (and to a somewhett éegent, leading partonic
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mode). The main differences with respect to Figs. 1-9 arealhthe distributions extend to
larger values and that the various invariant masses hageidrigh energy tails. As for simi-
larities, it should be noted that the effect of the spin défeces between andH events can
only be explored for the . spectrum of the jet. These observations lead to the conclusion that
the same method of “Optimal Observables” can be used to atepsignal from background at
both the Tevatron and the LHC.
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Figure 10: Left:p. of the tau-jet. Right: distribution of the tau-jet.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

The discovery of charged Higgs bosons can shed light on tksilple existence of a Higgs
mechanism beyond the SM. We have studied charged Higgs bopoiogies produced at
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the current Tevatron and the future LHC energies. Whileldedifferences between signal
and background are expected whenewver 6 m , near the current mass limit of about
my 80 GeV the kinematic spectra are very similar between Shkcays and those in-
volving charged Higgs bosons. For this mass spin informnmatidl however help to distinguish
between signal and background. Characteristic differedéehe kinematic distributions be-
tween signal and background at both the Tevatron and LHC wis@issed and the method
of “Optimal Observables” has been emphasized as a genalgsis tool explorable at both
accelerators. Future studies will address the spin cdivelégssue in more detail. Independent
of the kinematic behavior, the identification of a hadroraa-tepton will be an experimental
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Figure 17: Left: invariant mass of two light quark jets and thadingb quark jet. Right: invariant mass of two
light quark jets and the secomdjuark jet.
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challenge in an environment with typically four jets beirrggent.

Acknowledgements

300

(e )? distribution, where> = py, + po, + P5, + Py, + P - Right: missinge,

We would like to thank the Les Houches conference organifoertheir kind invitation and
Johan Alwall for fruitful discussions.



217

Part 31

Diphoton production at the LHC in the RS
model

S. Ferrag, O. Jinnouchi and K. Sridhar

The past decade has been a phase of intense theoretic#tidotithe area of extra space di-
mensions and the resurgence of interest in the physics c dknensions is due to the new
paradigm of brane-worlds. For high energy physics this namdigm is exciting because it pro-
vides fresh perspectives to the solution of the hierarclplem and also suggests the discovery
of new physics at TeV-scale colliders.

In an attempt to find a genuine solution to the hierarchy mwbRandall and Sundrum
discovered a model now known in the literature as the Ra®latidrum model or the RS model
25[470]. In the RS model, one starts with a five-dimensionatsfime where the fifth dimen-
sion is compactified on &'=z 2 orbifold with a radiusk . such thar _* is somewhat smaller
thanM ., the Planck length. Two D3-branes called the Planck bradetlaa TeV brane are
located at = 0; , the orbifold fixed points and the SM fields are localised anTaV brane.
With a five-dimensional metric of the form

ds’=e "f¢  dx dx + R “: (1)

the model provides a novel solution to the hierarchy problétarek is a mass scale related
to the curvature. The warp factor acts as a conformal faaotHe fields localised on the
brane and mass factors get rescaled by this factom So= 10'° GeV for the Planck brane
at = 0getsrescaled tol ; exp( KR, )forthe TeV brane at = . The warp factor
generate%ME—PW 10° by an exponent of order 30 and solves the hierarchy problemrder

to solve the dynamical problem of stabilisirg against quantum fluctuations a scalar field in
the bulk [603—-606] with a stabilising potential is introeaic

On compactification of the fifth dimension, a tower of masstetuza-Klein (KK) exci-
tations of the gravitonh™’, result on the TeV brane where it interacts with the SM phasic
by:

T h"(x); 2)
_ P— . .
whereM , = M= 8 isthe reduced Planck mass and is the energy-momentum tensor
for the SM particles. The masses of th&’ are given by
M, = x,Ke KRe (3)

where thex,, are the zeros of the Bessel functionx ) of order unity [605, 606]. The resulting
masses of the KK gravitons are not evenly spaced but apptes Bessel zeroes. The graviton

ZMore precisely, these authors proposed two models at mokessrthe same time with different features of
guantum gravity in each of these. These are now referred tbeaRS1 and RS2 models. In our work, we will
describe and work with the RS1 model and refer to it througlsuhe RS model.
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zero-mode couples with &M . strength and essentially decouples but the couplings of the
massive gravitons are enhanced by the exponentiél leading to interactions of electroweak
strength.

The basic parameters of the RS model are

mopo = Ke KRe

Q= KM, (4)

wherem ; is a scale of the dimension of mass and sets the scale for tesemaf the KK
excitations, and; is an effective coupling. It is expected that the parametées in the range
[0.01, 0.1]. The upper bound aR results from requiring that is not too large so as to avoid
strong curvature effects and the lower bound ensuresthghot too small as comparedro;.
since that would introduce a new hierarchy. Values gfare determined interms &R . 10,
so thatm , ranging from about a 100 GeV to a TeV are possible. Again,darmte of strong
curvature effects suggests that the mass of the first RStgraid not too much more than a
TeV.

Because of the fact that the zero mode decouples, it is orlyw&avier modes one can
hope to detect in experiments. In the fortuitous circumstathat these modes are within the
reach of high-energy experiments, interesting effectsidsonance production can be observed,
with the resonance decaying within the detectors. If thisoisthe case and if the the gravitons
are heavier then the best strategy will be to look for theuairteffects of the gravitons on
observables measured in high-energy collider experiments

In this paper, we study the virtual effects of the exchangspai-2 KK modes, in the RS
model, in diphoton production at the LHC. The cross-sedtifom theqy ! andgg !
subprocesses are [607,608]:

A 2n 4
i_ﬁ(qq! ) - - 3s2qu+ C;S; )
+ QéRe[C (x5))1+ cof )+ il T (x)F (1 & ); (6)
96 24576
and
A 82

99! ) = 4o )T+ 6o+ s ) (7)

The SM box contributionryg ! can be neglected because even though at the LHC, this box

contribution is somewhat increased because of the initislrgflux but, as shown in Ref. [608],
in spite of this increase this contribution is an order of magle smaller than the Sify !
contribution for diphoton invariant mass of 500 GeV and igehan two orders of magnitude
smaller for diphoton invariant mass greater than about 138U. On the other hand, the new
physics effects dominate in the large invariant mass birks #rerefore, in the invariant mass

region of interest the SM box contribution is negligible ever the case of the LHC.
jo
In the above equationsps is the scattering angle in the partonic c.m. frame, —°

andcC (x)is defined as o

C(x) = (x) (8)
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with
X 1
(Xs) = mé 8 M2+ Mn n : (9)

n

and thev , are the masses of the individual resonances and tlaee the corresponding widths.
The graviton widths are obtained by calculating their decengo final states involving SM
particles. This gives

n=— Océxi n (10)
where

X X " X
_ gg W W 77 aq HH
= + 994 + + + =+ I 11

n n n
1 q

and each 22 is a numerical coefficient arising in the decay ! aa. For the partial width
o %, we have fixed1 y = 250 GeV in our numerical studies. We point out that our resulés ar
very insensitive to the choice of ;; .

Given the masses and the widths of the individual gravit@omances, we have to sum
over all the resonances to get the value o%.). We perform this sum numerically, using the
fact that the higher zeros of the Bessel function becomelysgraced.

The above sub-process cross sections are privately impleahen the matrix element
of the PYTHIA [46] code in conjunction with the Standard Mbd@hoton production sup-
processesy ! andgg ! . The interference of newly implemented graviton resonance
with the Standard Model processes are then inevitably takenaccount in this study. In the
first part of the study, events including the graviton resmeamasses from lowest to higher are
produced. The generated events are passed through the AlsAB8etector simulation (ATL-
FAST [18]) and the resonance widths and positions for ségetta of parameters are assessed
under 100fb* integrated luminosity. In the second part, our study is deddor illustrat-
ing the physics potential rearch, where the production aedsurements of only the lightest
gravition resonance is considered under 10fluminisity, simulating the early LHC period.
In this study, the center of mass energy of LHC (14TeV) is ass1) parametrizations of the
CTEQG6M parton distribution function [47] are used throughthe study. ATLFAST, ver.2.53
is used to give the realistic estimation of the resonancesarements. The standard detector
response parameters are used. Particularly for photortiie the kinetic acceptance of Et
> 50 GeV andj j< 2:5is assumed. The isolatetd photons are separatedkby 0:4 from
other clusters and Et 10 GeV inacone R = 02 around the photon is required. Identifica-
tion efficiency are assumed to be 1.0. Followings are thegast of the fast simulation study,
aiming at getting the characteristics of the distributionplemented RS resonances. Figure 1
and fig. 2 show the diphoton invariant mass distribution=dv , and the angle distribution,
d =dcos , respectively. Three sets of the basic RS model parametersc, ) = (150GeV,
0.01), (150GeV,0.03), (300GeV,0.01), are chosen and shatirdifferent colored lines, along
with the Standard Model diphoton distribution (in black).the invariant mass plot, as expected
from the equations above, the, parameter has a direct relation to the resonance positioife w
the ¢, has a strong correlation to the width of the resonances. fiteeférence term contribu-
tions are expected to be enhanced around the resonanceydrasize of the interferences are
found to be fairly small, and it will be hard to observe expentally. In the angle distribution,
the shape is clearly distinguished from the Standard Motifildution. The RS model reso-
nances contribute to more in central (  0) than SM in the particle scattering c.m. frame. In
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the second part, the physics discovery reach is assessadhgassumed integrated luminos-
ity of 10 fb ! at LHC ATLAS. The RS model parameter space (the regign= 0:005  0:05,
o, =150-1000GeV) is surveyed and the signal significance foettod point is estimated. Only
the lightest invariant mass resonance is considered hdre.nlimber of events of signal and
background are estimated by fitting the invariant massilligion with the function, Standard
Model + Resonance, in more specifiom )= P, MF + P, M Breit Wigner;;P,),
whereP, andp, are fixed by fitting the pure Standard Model distribution iderrto reduce the
instability of the resonance fit, represents the scale correction parameter for the resenanc
P;, P, are the mean and width values of Breit Wigner function retpely. Figure 3 shows
the typical fit result alm , = 300 GeV, ¢, = 0:01 point. The signal region is defined as the
3 from the Breit Wigner centroid. The number of events withirstregion {i,;) and the
expected baclg;round level from Standard Modgel,( ) are used to estimate the signal signifi-
canceN gigna= Ngg, WhereN g, = Ng  Ngy andNgg = Ngy . In case the resonance
width is too thin ( < 5Gev), 15GeV is used instead of 3 cut. In the domain where
m, > 600 GeV, a fit procedure becomes very unstable due to the smalhaase signal. As
a practical solution, the region 100 GeV from the expected resonance positiog ( 3:83)
is used instead. Figure 4 is the contour distribution of tasi® RS model parametets,; ;c,

| mass dists of di-photons | e _—

Mean 1831

AMS 1339
1 indf 283.5/127
PO 9.813+1.050
pl 11650= 0.2
p2 4469+ 0.212
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background 9.585
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Figure 3: Typical fitting result defined as in the context. réi@d Model contribution is fixed during the fitting
procedure, and shown as the smooth red curve in the plot. @daés are normalized toofb *, drawn with blue
points. Breit Wigner fit is drawn with black function. Pagllblue vertical lines are the integral region¥ ) for
the significance estimation.

showing the signal significance in Z-axis with logarithmeate. The boundar)g:p B = 3,is
presented with a thick black curve, showing the physicsalesy reach at 10 fb' luminosity.

To summarize, we have investigated the effects of the iotienas of the spin-2 Kaluza-
Klein modes with SM fields in diphoton production at the LHE the context of the Randall-
Sundrum model. Process cross-section is implemented irHPA Tode, and detector effect
is simulated with ATLFAST. Interference term between KKaeances and Standard Model
process is found to be negligib@._Signal significance ismeded using the invariant mass
distributions of the photon pais= B = 3reach at 10 fb* integrated luminosity is extracted
fromthem, ¢ parameter phase space.
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Part 32

Higgsless models of electroweak symmetry
breaking

G. Cacciapaglia

Abstract

Higgsless models are the most radical alternative to the 8Mthe
electroweak symmetry is broken without any elementaryasdal the
theory. The scattering amplitude of longitudinal poladzauge bosons
is unitarized by a tower of massive vector boson that regldlce SM
Higgs boson. It is possible to write down a realistic theoraiwarped
extra dimension, that satisfies the electroweak precismmdbs. The
main challenge is to introduce the third generation of gsatke top
and bottom: there is indeed a tension between obtainingwy leeeugh
top and small deviations in the couplings of the bottom whiaz bo-
son. Thisidea also offers a rich model independent phenologythat
should be accessible at LHC.

1. INTRODUCTION

The main theoretical prejudice against field theories withdiamental scalars, like the Higgs
boson in the Standard Model, is the instability of their maksthere is not any symmetry
protecting it, the radiative corrections to the mass patameill be proportional to the cutoff,
or to the scale where new physics has to be added to the thdarg, unless a large fine tuning
is invoked, the SM description of EWSB is not satisfactoriieTmost radical approach to this
problem is to built a theory where there is not any light scalahe low energy spectrum, or
Higgsless models.

If we remove the Higgs from the SM, the first problem we run iistthe scattering of the
longitudinally polarizedy bosons: the tree level amplitude grows like the energy sjaad
at some energy scale (arouneé TeV in the SM) we lose control of the perturbation expansion.
The role of the Higgs is to cancel such divergent term. His&dly, the first approach was to
assume that strong coupling indeed occurs arouf@V, and that it is the strong dynamics
itself to induce the gauge symmetry breaking: this is the ioletechnicolour. However, these
models have serious problems in accommodating the eleealowrecision tests performed at
LEP in the last decade: generically they predict large dmna, and the lack of calculability
does not allow to decide if this scenario is definitely ruled ds it possible to build a Higgsless
model where the loss of perturbative control occurs at easigrger that a TeV? The easiest
possibility is to add a massive vector particle, with masshiem TeV range, that cancels the
guadratically growing term in the scattering amplitude.wewer, the scattering amplitude of
the new heavy boson will grow quadratically in the energyimgtnus incurring in a strong
coupling regime at a higher energy than before. If we wantetepkplaying this game, we can
add another massive vector boson, and so on. The cancelltithe growing terms in the
amplitude will impose sum rules on the couplings and masséiseonew heavy states. For
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instance, from ther |, w ,, scattering:

X
2 2 2
Gewww = € FG%yuyg Tt G w ks (1)

2 X
M7 , M
> gWWkM
W k

N

(2)

_ 2
Wwww = 9wz

RN

The first sum rule ensures the cancellation of a term growiity the fourth power of the
energy, whose cancellation in the SM is ensured by gaugeamee that relates the couplings.
In Refs. [609-616], it has been shown that these sum rulesLaoenatically satisfied in Yang-
Mills theories in extra dimensional spaces, where the gaygemetries are broken by suitable
boundary conditions. Namely, one can impose that the gaelgis fassociated with the broken
generators vanish on the boundaries of the extra dimensmthat all the modes associated
with such fields are massive. It is also possible to write 4etigional theories with the same
property: these are the so called moose models, or decotesiraxtra dimensions [488]. The
idea is to latticize the extra dimension, and replace it waitfinite number of replicas of the
gauge group. Scalar links will provide the breaking of thegauge groups. Higgsless models
have been proposed both in the 5 dimensional case in Ref$.§%3, 618], and further studied
in Refs. [556,619-625], and in 4 dimensions in Refs. [62@}§2ee also Refs. [629-642]).
In the rest of this review, we will focus on the extra dimemsibattempts, however, the same
conclusions apply to the 4 dimensional models. The onlyedkfice is that the deconstructed
models are less constrained, as they explicitly violate Bifehtz invariance.

1.1 A ONE PAGE MINICOURSE IN EXTRA DIMENSIONS

If we were to consider the existence of an extra spatial dsiwen in order to hide it at low
energies we need to compactify it, so that it will be negligibt energies below its typical
length. The simplest way to imagine it, is to think in termsaafinterval. Any field will also
depend on the extra coordinatewe can reduce the theory to a 4 dimensional one if we Fourier
expand the fields in the extra component, namely

x ;z)= f(z) v (x ); (3)

where a 4D field | is associated to each frequency of the interval. The mas# these infinite
fields will be determined by the boundary conditions at therwval endpoints, and are like the
energy required to excite that particular frequency.

In order to make this statement more clear, we will focus omgke gauge theory in a flat
extra dimension. In this case, the 5D vector has an extra oo along the extra direction

A= (A ;A5): (4)

However, not all the modes in the 4D scatar are physical: indeed they can be gauged away,
and they will play the role of the longitudinal modes of thessige vectors resulting from the
4D reduction described above. The simplest boundary dondibat can be imposed on this
system are Neumann, namely the vanishing of the derivataggathe extra component on
the interval endpointgs2 = 0. These BCs allows for a constant solution= const, that
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corresponds to a massless vecfrFrom the 4D point of view, the bulk gauge symmetry is
unbroken. The massive states will have masses giver-hy1. being the length of the interval
andn an integer.

Another possibility is to impose Dirichlet BCs for the vectmmponents: in this case the
flat solution is not allowed and all the vector states are massThis signals that the gauge
symmetry is also broken in 4D. However, the choice of BCs iscompletely arbitrary, as not
all the possibilities will lead to a unitary theory: the suntas advocated above will be satisfied
only for a healthy choice. It turns out that healthy BCs conoenfa spontaneous breaking of
the symmetry on the boundaries. In order to see it, we can adiaettheory a scalar degree
of freedom localized on one of the two endpoints, and assimateitt will develop a vacuum
expectation value as for the SM Higgs. The Neumann BC will bdifred to:

VZ
@A gZZA =0; (5)

wherev is the VEV and the sign corresponds to the choice of endpdiat.small VEV, the
mass of the gauge boson is proportionaito However, in the limit of larges, the mass of the
first massive state is given by (2L ): this corresponds to switching the BC to Dirichlet BCs. If
we play this trick on both the endpoints, the first state waé& mass =L, however in this case
the BCs fora 5 will allow for a scalar massless state that cannot be gaugeg.aindeed, we
are breaking the symmetry twice, with two separate Higgsosgecthus only one combination
of the two resulting goldstone bosons is eaten by the masgsaters, the other one is a physical
massless scalar.

2. THE MODEL

We will consider the model proposed in Refs. [550,623]: aBU( SU(2) U(1) . gauge
theory on a Ad$S background, i.e. one extra dimension with a warped metri®]4 The
conformally flat metric on AdS can be parametrized as:

2

- 2 dx dx  dZ ; (6)
Z

where the extra coordinateis on the intervalr ;R °] The curvaturer is usually assumed to be
of order1=M , ,, butin this case it will be a free adjustable parameter. Thesal interpretation
of this metric is that the unit length, or equivalently theesgy scale, depends on the position
in the extra dimension. On the= R endpoint, the Planck brane, it is of ordefr , while on
thez = R%endpoint, the TeV brane, it is warped down to the smallerescak °, that we will
assume to be of order the weak scale. The bulk gauge symmsdirpken on the boundaries
of the extra dimension: on the Planck brane we will presenee SM gauge group, so that
the breaking pattern is SUR) U(1) . ! U(1),. On the TeV brane, on the other hand,
we will break the two SU(2)’s to the diagonal one SU(2)SU(2) ! SU(2), ?'. As already
mentioned, the breaking is realized imposing Dirichlet 8@r the broken generatof¥ If we

26Note that the BCs for s are forced to be Dirichlet, i.e. vanishing of the field, thhere is not any massless
scalar mode. All the modes 5 are then gauged away.

2"Note that in the SM this same symmetry breaking is inducetiéyiggs, where SU()is a global symmetry
in the gauge sector.

28With this choice, there is not any symmetry broken on botmbsathus all the scalar modes are eaten.
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call gs andgs the gauge couplings of the two SU(2)’s and of the U(1), thesBaEé [550]:

@Z(ALa+ARa)= O,'

Ab? Af?=0;@B =0;
< QAF*=0;
atz=R : @, (gsB +q5AR3)= 0; (8)
" G5B gAR3=0:

(7)

atz=RO:

wherea™, A% andB are the gauge fields respectively of SU(2PU(2), and U(1), .. These
boundary conditions allow to expand the gauge fields asvislio

P
L3 _ 1 1 (L3) (k)
2 A = ga o @20 ) ¢ Ploow o w
R3 _ 1 1 ®3) ) A = el x(z)W (x);
AR = —ag +f o, o (2)277(x); P17 w® )
b B P AR = (z )W (x);
AR = Llgy o4 L Bl k=1 k i
T s k=1 k ’
(9)

where the wave functions are combinations of Bessel funst{gue to the bulk equation of
motion), and the BC’s will fix the spectrum. Note the preseata flat massless state: this
corresponds to the gauge boson of the unbrokenJ(Ihe photon. We also want to identify
the lightest massive states, namely*’ andz *’, with the SMw andz.

The main reason for working in this non trivial backgroundwsofold: first of all the
warping allows to split the masses of the first resonancé,vilkavant to identify with thev
andz bosons, and the other KK states. Indeed, we find that:

1

2 .
02 RO 7/

R 0

being the zeros of Bessel functions (for the first resonance 2:4). So, the scale of the
KK masses is given by the energy scale on the TeV btaRé, while thew mass is split with
respect to the mass of the resonances bydhef the two scales andr® Another important
reason is the presence of a custodial symmetry in the bulkoanihe TeV brane [484]: this
implies that the relation between tiwe andz mass is preserved at leading order in the log
expansion, and corrections to thgparameter are very small. This protection would not occur
if we formulated the theory in flat space. Themass is given by:

g+2 1 M

M 2 5 = : 11
© gt e RP gl g, (11)

The coupling of the photon, allows to identify the 4D SM gaggeplings as functions of the
5D parameters:

1 R gk

g @ (12)
1 RO 1 1
—5 = Rlbg— —+— (13)
g R Js Y5

At this point the theory has only 4 parameters: the two ensogyesk andr °, and the two bulk
gauge couplings. The only free parameter, not fixed by the iSthe scale of the resonances
M ° For the moment we will allow this scale to be betwegn GeV and1 TeV, the reason for
this choice will be clear later when we discuss the unitasiynds.
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The major stumbling block for any theory beyond the SM is téeel of corrections
to Electroweak Precision measurements, mainly performedEP1 at the Z pole, and by
LEP2 [450, 643]. In the following we will focus on the old paratrization by Peskin and
Takeuchi [644]: in universal theories the corrections toafepobservables can be described by
only 3 parameters, callegl, T andu. Another kind of corrections are given by 4-fermi oper-
ators induced at tree level by the exchange of the massivgedansons, and we will comment
on them separatel?. The parametev is generically small, corresponding to a higher order
operator in the effective lagrangean, so we will neglectTihe parameter can be directly
related to the corrections to the relation betweerithandz mass: as already mentioned, the
custodial symmetry built in this model will protect this pamneter from large corrections. Thus,
the parameteg is the worrisome one. In order to compute it, we must spebiéyféermion con-
tent of the theory, as it also depends on the couplings betgaege bosons and light fermions.
The simplest choice is to localize the light fermions on tkenBk brane [618,621]: the reason
is that the SM gauge group is unbroken there, so we will nobthice non-standard couplings,
and eventual flavour changing neutral currents will be sepgped by a large scaler . In this
limit, the leading contribution t@ is given by:

6 6 M, 1TeV *
= — 24 19

P09t g M 0 M 0

(14)

This value is large and positive, similar to the one foundraditional technicolour theories,
and it is too big compared with the experimental linitj  0:3. A more complete analysis of
this model, including the effect of localized terms, shohattprecision data highly disfavour
the model with localized fermions [232].

The solution to this problem is to relax the assumptions cdliaed fermions, as proposed
in Refs. [623,628] and further studied in Refs. [625,63@}6this will also have another crucial
beneficial effect regarding the direct bounds on light gesampons. It has been known for a long
time in Randall-Sundrum (RS) models with a Higgs that theai¥e s parameter is large and
negative [645] if the fermions are localized on the TeV braseoriginally proposed [470].
When the fermions are localized on the Planck brane the iboiitbn to S is positive, and so
for some intermediate localization tlseparameter vanishes, as first pointed out for RS models
by Agashe et al. [484]. The reason for this is fairly simplac® thew andz wave functions
are approximately flat, and the gauge KK mode wave functiom®dhogonal to them, when
the fermion wave functions are also approximately flat therlap of a gauge KK mode with
two fermions will approximately vanish. Since it is the cting of the gauge KK modes to the
fermions that induces a shift in ttieparameter, for approximately flat fermion wave functions
the s parameter must be small. Note that not only does reducingdheling to gauge KK
modes reduce the parameter, it also weakens the experimental constraintiseoexistence of
light KK modes. This case of delocalized bulk fermions is emtered by the no—go theorem
of [232], since there it was assumed that the fermions amilexl on the Planck brane.

In order to quantify these statements, it is sufficient tosider a toy model where all the
three families of fermions are massless and have a univgetatalized profile in the bulk [623].
We first briefly review the bulk equation of motion in AglSn 5D fermions are vector-like, so

2%Recently Barbieret al proposed a new generalized set of parameters [232], thes ako account the data
from LEP2, namely the 4 fermi operators.
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that they contain both a left- and right-handed component:
= ; (15)

where the boundary conditions can be chosen such that tharedro mode either in the left—
handed (Ih) or in the right—handed (rh) component. The wawmetfon of the zero mode will be
determined by the bulk mass term, that we parametrize inyunits ofR . If the zero mode is
Ih, the solution of the bulk equations of motion is:

2 c
0= Ay RE : (16)
Studying the above profile, it's easy to show that Ih (rh) fierms are localized on the Planck
brane ifc> 1=2(c< 1=2), else on the TeV brane, while far= 1=2(c=  1=2) the profile
is flat.

Now, the gauge couplings of the fermions will depend on thrap@tercthrough the bulk
integral of the gauge boson wave functions. For a |Ih fermibat transforms under the bulk
gaugegroupasa k g . representation, it reads:

|

L3)

agQ +g5IlL )Ty W + gsI;

B)
I c) Y
() Tps+ %17)()

— 7 ; (17)
g5 177 (c)

where we have used that=2 = Q . (for SU (2); singlets) and the electric charge is defined
asQ = Y=2+ T.3, and:

Z RO R 2c
¥ ()= A’ dz — (z) (18)
R Z
Only the electric charge does not depend on the fermion pras the massless photon is flat
along the extra dimension. However, the couplings torth@ndz are affected in a universal
way: the corrections can be cast into the definition of thaegolel parameters and yield an
effective shift ofs.

In order to do that, we have to impose the following matchiagdition between the 4D
couplings and the 5D parameters of the thédbry
(B)

(04
9_2 _ 9s Il (CL ) ; (19)

tan2 W =
3
g 1. (@)

while the matching of the electric charge remains unafficte
1 2 R
— = = —+ — R ]Ogg : (20)

Now, we can recalculate taking into account this shift: in the limit where  1=2, so that the
fermion profile is almost flat, the leading contributionsstare:

3ONote that this equation does not depend on the overall narat@in of thez wave function, but is completely
determined by the boundary conditions in egs. (7-8).
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2 R
S=———— 1+ 2c 1)bg—+0 (2c 1} : 21
oo g (21)
In the flat limitc = 1=2, S is already suppressed by a factor of 3 with respect to thecRlan
brane localization case. Moreover, the leading terms dandédor:

S 22)
2 2bgi-

As already mentioned, the other beneficial effect is thafldteess of the light fermion
profiles suppresses the couplings with the KK modes of thg@duosons. This allows to
have light modes, in the above mentioned raage GeV 1 TeV, without generating large
4-fermi operators. The presence of light KK modes is cruc@abever for the unitarization of
the longitudinatv andz scattering amplitudes [619,622]: indeed, if their masbsva a TeV,
their effect enters too late, and the theory loses its plestive control at a too low scale. In
order to have an estimate of such scale we can use 5D naivasional analysis [623]. If we
estimate the loop amplitude generated by a 5D diagram, libeigiven by:

92
24 3

E ; (23)

where it grows with the energy because the coupling is noedsionless: we need to add an
energy dependence to fix the correct dimensions of the amdplit At the energy where such
contribution is of order one, so the loop contributions amparable with tree level effects, we
lose perturbative control on the theory. This scale is gived':

24 R 24 3% 1 24 3

M 2
— 24— . 24
NDA gé RO gZ RO]OgR?O gZ M 0 ( )

As you can see, the smaller°, the higher the scale where the theory is not under coftrol
If M %isintherangedss 1 TeV, the cut off scale i 10 TeV: this range is safe enough to
protect the theory from incalculable effects.

In Figure 1 we plotted the preferred parameter space of tberyh choosing as free pa-
rametersc and the “Planck” scale=R . The red lines are the bound frog as you can see
prefers a particular value af Too small values of=R will induce back a large parameter
(blue line), so that1 ° 500 GeV. We also checked that in all the plotted region the efééct
4-fermi operators is negligible.

3. CHALLENGES FOR A MODEL BUILDER

In the previous section we showed how it is possible to cool opodel of Electroweak Sym-

metry breaking without a Higgs boson. However, before clagrthat we have a complete
model, there are some more issues that a model builder shddhéss. It is important however
to notice that such problems are not related to the elecakwgmmetry breaking mechanism
itself, but they are more a consequence of the extra dimeaksmbedding that, as we will see,
imposes some generic constraints if we want to introduceifers in a consistent way.

3IA warp factorr =R *has been added to redshift the energy scales on the TeV brane.
32NDA is effective up to a numerical (1) coefficient: an explicit calculation [646] showed that teigimate
should be corrected by a factor b4
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Figure 1: Parameter space region preferred by EWPT: theimed bre the bounds o8 025 (0:5 for the
dashed lines). Above the blue line,becomes larger tham:25. In black, we also show contour lines for the first
KK mass (in GeV), that can be directly related to the strongptiog scale of the model.

The first problem arises in the flavour sector. As we alreadgtioeed, a reason for local-
izing the light generations near the Planck brane is thaiections to Flavour Changing Neutral
Currents, coming from higher order operators, should bepsegsed by a large scale, of order
1=R rather than the strong coupling scale estimated in the pusvgection. Measurements, in-
deed, constraint new physics effects to be suppressed ateacfordert00 1000 TeV. If we
delocalize the light fermions, such scale is red shifted damgerously low one. In order to es-
cape such bounds, we need to implement a flavour symmetrg ibutk and on the TeV brane.
Moreover, the mechanism that generates masses for theofetimemselves will induce some
distortions in the wave functions, thus modifying in a noniversal way the couplings with the
SM gauge bosons. A very brief discussion of these effectdedound in Ref. [623,628], but
a complete study is still missing.

A more serious problem arises when we try to introduce thel thamily, in particular
there is a tension between the heaviness of the top and tipdirepof the left-handed, with
the z boson, that has been measured with a high precision. In aelytthe problem is that
the b lives in the same doublet as the thus in order to give a large mass to the top, we will
inevitably induce large modifications in the wave functidrifee b. In order to understand the
origin of this problem, we need to briefly describe the me@rarthat generates masses for
fermions [445]. For the third generation quarks, for examphe minimal field content is a
SU(2), doublet and a SU(Q)doublet in the bulk:

0 1 0 1

o ®
B ¢ B G

=G ey 25
PorEf ok 5)

oL oy

where the ’s are right handed 4D Weyl spinors, while this are left handed 4D Weyl spinors.

In order to get the correct spectrum, one needs to make sar¢hé boundary conditions of

the L. andRr fields are different, for example by imposing ;+ ) boundary conditions on the
w3z and & ;& fields, in order to obtain approximate zero modes, and caresgty applying
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the opposite. ; )boundary conditions to the remaining fields. A Dirac mass
MpR o w+ mw =) (26)

can be added on the TeV brane. Due to the remaiaing2), gauge symmetry the same term
has to be added for top and bottom quarks. The necessatyngplietween top and bottom can
then be achieved by modifying the BC’s on the Planck braneraithe SU(2) is broken: for
instance we can add a large brane induced kinetic term fof618].

For ¢, 0:5 (or larger) it is impossible to obtain a heavy enough top Rumaass. The
reasonisthatfor , R° 1 the light mode mass saturates at

5 2

P R(E]og%O g

(27)

m

which gives for this case: .., pEM w - Thus one needs to localize the top and the bottom
qguarks closer to the TeV brane. However, even in this caseabls Dirac mass term on the
TeV brane is needed to obtain a heavy enough top quark. Ths=qaence of this mass term is
the boundary condition for the bottom quarks

m = MpRY (28)

This implies thatifv ; R? 1 then the left handed bottom quark has a sizable component als
living inansU (2); multiplet, which however has a coupling to thehat is different from the
SM value. Thus there will be a large deviation in theb.

A possible way out would be to increase the sgaie  in this way a smali1 , R °should
be enough to reproduce the top mass without also inducige lawixings in the b sector [623,
628]. However, in the simple realization the scale&f “is related to ther mass. A possibility
studied in Ref. [624] is to introduce tww® scales, one related to the mass and one to the
top mass: this is possible introducing two AdS spaces andhireg them on the Planck brane.
However, in this scenario a strong coupling will necesgariise in the top sector, thus affecting
the predictive power of the model in the top sector.

Another interesting possibility would be to realize thetoakal symmetry in a different
way. So far, we assumed that the right-handed componerits tdp and bottom form a doublet
of SU(2); . An alternative would be to assume that thés a singlet, and the left-handed doublet
is part of a bidoublet of SU(2) SU(2). In this way it is possible to write different SU(2)
invariant masses for the top and bottom on the TeV brane. Mexvtne new BC's will also give
rise to a lighter top, so that it is necessary to localize thlel$i more closely to the TeV brane.

Another generic problem arising from the large value of the-¢uark mass in models
with warped extra dimensions comes from the isospin viofetiin the KK sector of the top and
the bottom quarks [472]. If the spectrum of the top and botkithmodes is not sufficiently
degenerate, the loop corrections involving these KK modeke T -parameter could be large.
However, the precise value of these corrections cruciayethds on how the third generation
is realized.

Finally, we should note that this tension in the top sectaeadly a consequence of the
extra dimensional setup. In the deconstructed model of. R@42] this problem can be eas-
ily solved modifying the couplings of fermions in differepbints of the lattice points. From
the extra dimensional point of view, this would correspoaderms that are not 5D Lorentz
invariant.
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4. PHENOMENOLOGY AND COLLIDER SIGNATURE

Many different realizations of Higgsless models have baepgsed in the literature, differing
in the way fermions are introduced and if formulated in arr@xlimensional framework or in
deconstruction or moose theories. Such models would lediffément experimental signatures.
However, the fundamental mechanism that leads to a deldwisdale where the strong cou-
pling breaks the electroweak symmetry is common to all ad¢hmodels. A model independent
prediction is the presence of massive vector bosons thatcauiple with thew andz and
contribute to the unitarization of the longitudinal modatsering via sum rules like the ones in
Egs. (1) and (2). Thus, it is possible to identify some sigrex at colliders that are typical of
Higgsless models, and can be used to probe and discrimmateroposal with respect to other
models.

We will again concentrate on the extra dimensional reabmabf the Higgsless mech-
anism described above, but the featured pointed here caadiy extended to all the other
proposals. In order to have an efficient unitarization, ngnaelarge enough scale of strong
coupling, we need the first resonances to be beldeV. Moreover, their couplings with the
SMw andz have to obey the sum rules: generically the sum rules arsfigatiwith a high
precision by the inclusion of only the first (few) resonana®sother common feature, required
by the smallness of oblique corrections, thearameter, is the smallness of the couplings with
the light SM fermions. This observation allows to simplifletphenomenology of the model:
indeed we can neglect the couplings with the light fermidimat are model dependent, and only
consider the couplings with the gauge bosons. A crucialiptiet is again the sum rules: it
would be important to measure precisely enough the massesoaplings and check the sum
rules. A preliminary study in this direction has been parfed in Ref. [647]. The authors focus
on thew 7 scattering, because it is easier to measure at hadronemsllidn this channel
similar sum rules apply:

X
G wzz = gvzqwz + gvzqz}(/' (29)
k
M 2 X M2 M2
Gvwzz ‘jwz)(Mvi"'Mzz)“Lngvsz;: gv%zk 3(Mk)2 %(30)
W " K

This channel is more appealing because it predicts the mces# charged resonances, and the
final state is more easily disentangled from the background.

In Figure 2 we show the number of events expected in a 300 b{C data sample,
as a function of thev z invariant massn ,. The Higgsless model should be easily seen
via a narrow resonance. For comparison, they also studiedutvitarization models, relying
on strong coupling at a TeV scale. The analysis in the papawvslithat, assuming that the
production channel is only via gauge boson fusion, LHC dtléwhinosity should be able to
probe all the interesting mass scales for the resonances.

However, at LHC it will not be possible to measure the cougsim order to check the
sum rules. A more sophisticated analysis should also iecthé couplings to the fermions:
indeed the Drell-Yan production mechanism should be mucrereffective. Moreover, the
decay channel of the °in dileptons should make very easy to discover such res@sanas
already stresses, such statements depend on the fermitantaas you can see from Figure 1,
the smallness of the parameters highly constraints the parameter space. Thug stick
with this minimal model, it should be possible to predict doeiplings with fermions, and thus



233

T T T T T
102 | Higgsless Luminosity: 300 fb™* 3
E; > 300 GeV
. pr; > 30 GeV
S 10l 2.0 < |nyl < 4.5 i
[ B e
o Im| < 2.5
o
} . Pade
*E 10
(V)
>
2
=4
10~1
1 1 1 1

500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
my; (GeV)

Figure 2: The number of events per 100 GeV bininzje 31+ channel atthe LHC with an integrated luminosity
of 300 fb * and cuts as indicated in the figure. The different histogreoneespond to the Higgsless model (blue)
with a resonance atoo GeV, and two "unitarization” models: Padé (red) and K-rixggreen). (From Ref. [647])

include this effect into the analysis. A combination in theasurements of the decay channels
into dileptons and gauge bosons may allow to measure thdingagven at LHC.
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Figure 3: Deviations in ther w z (left) andw w w w (right) gauge couplings in the Higgsless model as a
function ofcandr . The red and blue lines are the regions preferred ®ndT, as in Figure 1. The percentage
deviation (w.r.t. the SM values) are negative.

Another interesting prediction of Higgsless models is ttespnce of anomalous 4- and 3-
boson couplings. Indeed, in the SM the sum rules canceliagettms growing with the fourth
power of the energy are already satisfied by gauge invariahterder to accommodate the
contribution of the new states, the couplings between SMygduosons have to be corrected.
Assuming that the sum rules are satisfied by the first leveleaisy to evaluate such deviations:

G w oz 2Mzoz " Giwww 4M§2

1M 2 3M 2
Giwz W 2_%www W ; (31)
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whereg? , =Gy w w w 1=4M72 =M %, + in order to satisfy the second sum rule in Eq. 2.

In Figure 3 we plotted the deviations in thew w w andw W z gauge couplings in
the Higgsless model described in these proceedings: theesdencircle the preferred region
by EWPTSs (as in Figure 1). As you can see, a deviation of order 3 % is expected in the
trilinear gauge couplings. This deviation is close to thespnt experimental bound, coming by
measurements at LEP, and might be probed by LHC. A lineaides!(ILC) will surely be able
to measure such deviations: here we stress again that sutides are a solid predictions of
the Higgsless mechanism and are independent on the ddttiks specific Higgsless model we
are interested in.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The most radical alternative to the SM Higgs mechanism issarthwhere gauge symmetry
breaking takes place without a scalar particle. In this cdmescattering amplitude of longitu-
dinal modes is unitarized by the presence of a tower of mas®gtor bosons. Such mechanism
naturally arises in extra dimensional theories, where tiggge symmetry breaking is induced
by the boundary conditions of gauge fields. The most realeftsuch models is embedded in a
warped background, thus ensuring a splitting betweemwthandz masses and the masses of
the resonances. A custodial symmetry is necessary in thkemokder to protect the param-
eter from large tree level corrections. Flat zero mode femsialso ensure the smallness of the
other oblique correction, and a quasi-decoupling with #snances. The latter property allows
for light resonances, light enough to unitarize the thegryas 10 TeV and still allowed by
direct and indirect searches. The main challenge for modéddrs is to consistently include
the third generation. The problem is a tension between & liamg quark and small corrections
to the coupling of the left-handed bottom with theboson. Moreover, the weak isospin vio-
lation in this sector might induce unacceptably large o lcontributions to the parameter.
We also mentioned some possibilities to overcome thesdegmsb

It is also possible to write a deconstructed version of Higgstheories: the main features
are the same as in the extra dimensional realization. The diff&rence being that the absence
of 5D Lorentz invariance allows to have a heavy enough top.

Notwithstanding some theoretical problems of these modieés Higgsless mechanism
leads to precise and model independent signatures. Ircplari the gauge boson resonances
that enter the unitarization of andz scattering would be detected at LHC. Moreover, devi-
ations in the tri-boson couplings are also required by thre mules at a level near the present
bounds.
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Resonant vector boson scattering at high
mass at the LHC

G. Azuelos, P-A. Delsart and J.ddaga

Abstract
We examine, with full detector simuation, the reconstictof w z
resonances in the Chiral Lagrangian Model and the Higgshestel.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the absence of a light Higgs boson, either from the Stahbadel (SM), from supersym-
metry (MSSM), or from a Little Higgs model, electroweak syetny breaking (EWSB) must
find its origin in some strongly interacting sector. Since oldstone bosons (GB) breaking
the symmetry become the longitudinal components of thegaogons, the study of longitudi-
nal vector bosony;, ) scattering in the TeV region could reveal valuable infotiora hopefully

in the form of new resonances which should then be discovaréie LHC. Previous ATLAS
studies with full simulation can be found in [648, 649]. Thite summarizes the main conclu-
sions from an analysis of WZ resonances with a more regliticdetector simulation [650],
performed in the framework of the so-callBéta-Challenge Zxercise of the ATLAS collabo-
ration.

Dynamical EWSB is realized in many models, among which (iJdeis of technicolor,
where a new QCD-like gauge interaction is introduced, alith chiral symmetry breaking
producing the required GB’s; extended, multiscale, tojpcassisted models of technicolor are
required to give mass to the fermions, including the top kguahile avoiding FCNC effects
(for areview, see [533,651]); (ii) Little Higgs models [4534], where a light Higgs is present
as a pseudo-GB resulting from the breaking of some speciiwgnisymmetries, (iii) higgsless
models [550], where EWSB results from boundary conditionbranes located in a warped
fifth space dimension, and (iv) string interactions. Moraeygcally, a Chiral Lagrangian (ChL)
model [652—-654] of EWSB provides a low energy effective dgsion of electroweak interac-
tions. It is built as a covariant momentum (derivative) engian of GB fields, respecting the
chiral symmetrysU (2),  SU (2).

Here, we consider a 1.15 TeV resonance resulting from a chesieof ChL parameters
and a 700 GeV resonance from the Higgsless model.

2. Signals and backgrounds

The chiral Lagrangian, in its expansion to fourth order, sists of one term of dimension 2
completely determined by the symmetry requirement andratiberaction terms, of dimension
four, with arbitrary coefficients, serving as parametershaf model (see the explicit form of
the Lagrangian, for example, in [654, 655]). Among the disien-four terms, five of them de-
scribe vector boson scattering, but only two of them, witeftioientsa, andas, are important if

one assumes that custodial symmetry is conserved. The pteesa, andas, together with the

unitarization assumption, determine therefore the pheammiogy of high energy longitudinal
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vector boson scattering, and can lead to the presence an@beéresonances, as predicted by
specific models. The partial waves can be calculated anck sive effective Lagrangian is not
renormalizable, a unitarization procedure must be assuier, we adopt the Inverse Ampli-
tude Method (IAM), as described in [655]. It gives an exadlldescription of pion scattering
at low energies [656]. To generate Monte Carlo samples sefdiginal, we have modified pro-
cess 73 of PYTHIAW .z, scattering), replacing the partial waves by those for velstson
scattering of the ChL model, as given in [260] and choosimgRhde unitarization, equivalent
to the IAM. The parameters chosen were= 0:00875andas =  0:00125, corresponding to
point P 2 of ref [260], with a vector resonance of massl150 GeV and width = 85 GeV.

The signal of the Higgsless model was generated with PYTHIg\ng the QCD-like
model of process 73, taking as reference a resonance ma@ @&V, as in [647,657]. SM
vector boson scattering background was added, chooesing 100 GeV in order to have a
negligible contribution from diagrams with Higgs exchangéhe normalization of the reso-
nance was obtained by calculating the cross section in S@nesce region in a model where
s-channel exchange of an additiomal Kaluza-Klein state of ther , of mass 700 GeV, was
introduced and where the Higgs diagram was removed, asidedadn [647].

Three cases were studied: §gw z ! ogjj*’, (i) ggw 2z ! og* jjand (ii)ggw z !
ag’ ““. We discuss here only cases (1) and (3), astttedw + 5 backgrounds are very
important in the second case. In the ChL and Higgsless mdoelte cases studied, the cross
sections forxgiv z production are respectively 91.2 fb and 180 fb.

The signals are characterized by the presence of tlendz in the final state, but also of
two high energy jets in the forward and backward directiomginating from the primary quarks
from which the gauge bosons have been radiated. The backdgptherefore, are processes
with vector bosons and at least two jets. We have considbeefbiowing because of their high
cross-section.

The main irreducible background is from Siw 7 processes originating from gluon
(QCD) orz= (QED) exchange diagrams between quarks, withithendz radiated
from the quarks. The gauge bosons are mostly transver9eif this case, and emitted
less centrally than in the case of v, scattering. This background was generated with
MADGraph [166] with some loose cuts: the two jets musbhpye 15 GeV, pseudo-
rapidity § j< 5, with separationj . (gqg)j> 3, where ., =" ( )2+ ( ), andthe
invariant massa o, > 250 GeV. This leads to a cross section of 4.0 pbdaw *z and
1.5 pb forgg 7.

tevents withp ™ > 500 GeV, generated with (MC@NLO). Although the transverse
momentum threshold is very high, the cross section is high (4:13 pb). The number of
events used with full simulation, (18000), was thereforuificient to assess with good
statistical accuracy the importance of this background.

W +4jets events. This background sample was produced withG&N [176]. The cross-
sectionis = 1200 pb and thus orders of magnitude above the signal.

All the events were fully simulated with Geant4 by the ATLA&Iaboration, using AT-
LAS Romeinitial detector layout (and using Athena version 9.0.4he¥ were digitized with
electronic noise but no-pileup. The events were reconsdmith the default settings (Athena
10.0.4) but some extra jet collections were added (seeWoilpsection).
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3. ANALYSIS

Details of the analysis can be found in [650]. Here, we sunmadhe results, pointing out the
main lessons from this full detector simulation study. Thealgsis was performed within the
Athenaframework at the level of the Analysis Object Data (AOD). Aistlevel, the potential
physics objects (jets, muons, electrons,... ) are reaactsitl and one can access their kinematic
information as well as some identification or quality crider

We chose a set of cuts according to the signal caractergissribed in the introduction
of the previous section :

1. identification and quality criteria . We impose an identification criterion (likelihood or
a combinedsEM variable) for the electrons. The leptonss(or ’'s) must have high
transverse momentum, 40 GeV and should be isolated, metdrahthere should be less
than 6 GeV of cumulated track energy in a 0.7 cone around theiktr@nce candidate
electrons or muons are chosen, jets, reconstructed byugalgorithms, are accepted if
they do not overlap with an electron and if they have a trarsevenomentunp: > 15
GeV.

2. Forward jets. We require the presence off@ward jetswith opposite directions. We
consider a jet as a candidate forward jet if its transversenamum is greater than 15

GeV, energy greater than 200 GeV and if it satisfies one ofdhewing conditions:
It is the jetjwith highest pseudorapidity {, but is not also the jet with highest .

JJ> 25
~ The differencej jof this jetandjs: 55 > 4 o _
This complex selection was chosen in order to define cerdtalrglative to forward jets
(rather than with absolute cuts). Other algorithms for tagging the forward jets were
considered, but did not result in an overall improvement.

3. central jets Central jets expected from vector bosons are required te paw 40 GeV.
They should lie, in , between the two forward jets.

4. Vector boson mass We impose that the mass of the reconstructed W and/or Z be in a
15 GeV window around the Standard Model value.

5. Central Jet Veto. We reject all events with any excess central jet (with> 40 GeV).

6. between vector boson®ue to the high mass of the resonance, it is produced almost
at rest and the vector bosons are essentially back-to-Mgekmpose, therefore, that they
be well separated azimuthally:  ;, > 1:0.

7. Resonance mass To evaluate the efficiencies of the selection criteria, m@ased a
window cut of 150 GeV (100 GeV for Higgsless case of a resonance at 700 GeV)
around the reconstructed mass. The significance Bf thelsgytieen estimated from the
number of signal{) and backgroundy) events as= B

One important characterisitic of the signal, for cases 12nd that the two central jets from
the energetic vector boson decays are highly boosted. Taey & small opening angle and
are often reconstructed as a single jet. To study this e#iadt account for it, we added to
standard reconstruction various sets of jets with differadius size. In general, if only one jet
was found, with mass close to the vector boson mass, we eghjthiat it be composed of two
subjets, when the cone radius was reduced to 0.2. Detailsecéyund in [650].

Preliminary results are shown in Fig 1 for the two signalssidered. In both cases, a
strong signal is seen, although the shape of the backgrousstime well understood, especially
for the Higgsless resonance.
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Figure 1: Reconstructed resonances and backgrounds f&€tthemodel, 1.2 TeV (left) and for the Higgsless
model, 700 GeV (right), in the 2-lepton channel. Althoughtamor w § background remains, they cannot be
statistically excluded.

31 ggw z ! og* “*

This channel is relatively clean, because of the presentiere¢ leptons, but it is suppressed
by the branching ratios. We will therefore consider a sigaabn integrated luminosity of 300
fb !, for an integrated luminosity of 100 fB.

We apply similar cuts to the case above, with the differehaéwe require the presence of
3 leptons withp: > 40 GeV, as well as transverse momentunp9f> 40 GeV. The transverse
momentum of the neutrino is assumed to be the measyredd the longitudinal momentum is
constrained by requiring that . = m, . We also require that two opposite sign, same flavour
leptons have the mass of thewithin 15 GeV. With these cuts, no events remain franand
other backgrounds (except the irreducible Syt z background), although the statistics are
insufficient to claim that they are completely eliminateid- 2 shows preliminary results for
the ChL and Higgsless models studied here.

4. CONCLUSION

The reconstruction of high masgs z resonances arising from a Chiral Lagrangian model and
from a Higgsless model have been studied using full detesttaulation. Although insufficient
statistics were available for background estimation,iprielary results show that, with appro-
priate cuts, and depending on the parameters of the modgt#fjcant signals can be obtained
within 1-3 years of data taking at the LHC at nominal lumitp$corresponding to 100-300
fb 1).
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Figure 2: Reconstructed resonances and backgrounds f&€tthemodel, 1.2 TeV (left) and for the Higgsless
model, 700 GeV (right), in the 3-lepton channel, for an in&gd luminosity of 300 fb*.Although nottnorw S
background remains, they cannot be statistically excluded
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