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Abstract

This collection of studies on new physics at the LHC cont&ghe report of
the supersymmetry working group at the Workshop ‘PhysidestColliders’,

Les Houches, France, 2007. They cover the wide spectrumearfgrhenology
in the LHC era, from alternative models and signatures toetkteaction of

relevant observables, the study of the MSSM parameter spaatdinally to

the interplay of LHC observations with additional data estpd on a similar
time scale. The special feature of this collection is thatlevhot each of
the studies is explicitely performed together by theoettemd experimental
LHC physicists, all of them were inspired by and discussethis particular
environment.
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Aim and structure of this coIIection@

With the first LHC data around the corner, the great common gictheoretical and experimental high—
energy physics appears to be in close reach: over the coneiaug,ywe will have to try to understand
the origins of electroweak symmetry breaking and the rol¢hef TeV scale from the data rolling in.
This effort can only be successful if theorists and expenitalésts work in close collaboration, following
the well-known spirit of the Les Houches workshops. Thisatmration of course starts with the proper
understanding of QCD, the theory which describes any kirghdicle production at the LHC, but which
also describes the main backgrounds which Higgs and newigshgearches have to battle. However,
due to the complexity of LHC data on the one hand, and of the-pbysics models at the TeV scale on
the other hand, the interaction between theorists and empetalists needs to go much further. Realis-
tically, we expect that any new—physics search at the LHCredgjuire theorists to formulate viable and
predictive hypotheses which are implemented in statdwefart simulation and extraction tools. Such
models can guide experimental searches towards the ofecgatsinknown ultraviolet completion of the
Standard Model, even if at least all but one known models éar physics at the LHC will be soon ruled
out.

Over recent years, high—energy theorists have hugely edguhthe number of viable ultraviolet
completions of the Standard Model. The main guiding prilecgd all of these models is still electroweak
symmetry breaking. There are essentially two paths we déowfdo explain the weak—scale masses of
gauge bosons and of (third—generation) fermions: first, e assume the minimal Higgs sector of
our Standard Model to hold, which leads to the hierarchy lemb Without solving this problem, the
Standard Model appears to be incomplete as a fundamentalythalid to all mass scales up to the
Planck scale. Such ultraviolet completions are partitplattractive if they allow us to incorporate
dark—matter candidates or unification scenarios. Superstny is in particular in the experimental
community definitely the most carefully studied completibat extra dimensions or little—Higgs models
are alternatives worth studying. The alternative path tecdbe electroweak symmetry breaking are
strongly interacting models, which avoid predicting a fanmental Higgs boson. Such models have
recently become more viable, if combined for example wittraegimensions.

As indicated by its title, this working group focuses on sggemmetry as one example for an
ultraviolet completion of the Standard Model with the usdajgs mechanism. However, simply writing
down one supersymmetric version of the Standard Model doesuffice in view of the almost infinite
number of LHC analyses which would be possible to study suotiats. As a matter of fact, signatures
which until recently were thought to be typical for supersgatry, namely jets plus missing energy plus
maybe like—sign dileptons are by now mainstream signalsextra dimensions, little—Higgs models,
or even strong interactions. Therefore, this collectiorpaijects should first be considered as studies
of models which lead to typical supersymmetry signaturesstip beyond the naive inclusive ‘missing
energy plus jets’ analysis. The obvious question is how WithLHC running we would go about to
understand what the underlying theory of such signaturesddoe. Secondly, we include studies on
version of a supersymmetric Standard Model which deviaimfthe simple MSSM. Which means that
even supersymmetry as an underlying principle does not taveok exactly like we naive think it
should look. It is a healthy development that theoreticalspts has moved beyond its focus on the
minimal supersymmetric ultraviolet extension of the StmddModel, while at the same time, not all
alternatives in and beyond supersymmetry need to be stimtadling full detector simulations.

Independent of our ‘preferred’ models, theorists need tefodly formulate viable TeV—scale
models, including variations of key models which allow usdst predictions for example of the MSSM.
These alternatives can for example be driven by the sirtyilafisignatures or by the aim to test certain
underlying theory structures. In supersymmetry such nedeViously involve Dirac gauginos (altering
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the Majorana nature for example of the gluino or the darktenatgent). Naively matching the two
degrees of freedom of an on-shell gluon with those of a glainly allows us to write down a Majorana
gluino. In extended supersymmetric models this requirdrdeas not need to exist. On the other hand,
even assuming minimal supersymmetry an extended Higgerdéa in the NMSSM, should be tested
carefully. Moreover, supersymmetric spectra with a highgirbetween gauginos and scalars maintain
many advantages of supersymmetry, like unification and le-gi@atter agent, while avoiding flavor con-
straints at the expense of introducing fine tuning. Due tootiganization of the complete document, in
this chapter of the Les Houches proceedings we limit ouesete variations of the MSSM, deferring
models like extra dimensions or little—Higgs to anothetaxilon of articles in the same volume.

In a second step, theorists and experimentalists need #bogestrategies to extract information on
TeV-scale physics from LHC data. In the standard MSSM s@esastudying the kinematics of cascade
decays has been shown to be a spectacularly successfulinedenpresence of missing energy from a
dark—matter agent escaping the detector unseen. Thereaaveyer, many more or less experimentally
complex ways to use LHC observables to extract informatiothe masses of new states from LHC data.
The information can come from the general underlying maatess event samples including physics
beyond the Standard Model, or from any combination with adednformation. Of course, such studies
are not limited to supersymmetry, but they can in principteused for any new—physics signatures with
decays from strongly interacting new—physics states dovanweakly interacting dark—matter particle.

Whatever we are looking for at the LHC, technically correéatidations of new—physics events
are crucial, if we ever want to extract the fundamental patans from their comparison with data.
There is no good reason to try to extract new physics from-2dstury LHC data using 20th-century
Monte—Carlos and methods. The past years have seen invergssgress in incorporating new—physics
signals in modern Monte—Carlo tools, including for examiile proper simulation of many—particle
final states beyond a naive narrow—width approximation.sarticular problem is being studied in
the supersymmetric framework, but it is at least as relef@mew—physics models which predict more
degenerate mass spectra, like for example generic univesa dimensions.

Obviously, LHC data on TeV—scale physics will not come intdaaa—free world. There is a
wealth of information we have already collected on such @sysiodels, and during the LHC era we
expect much more of it. The long list of current and future ptementary data includes electroweak
precision data, the muon’s anomalous magnetic momentjspaeflavor physics, dark—matter mea-
surements linked with big—bang nucleosynthesis, and mugsbitantly at some stage the high—precision
data from a future ILC. In particular, when it comes to meampuas many model parameters of the
TeV-scale Lagrangian as possible, the proper combinafiail these pieces of information is crucial to
our understanding of the ultraviolet extension of the Séaddodel. Only once we can claim a solid
understanding of the TeV scale we should attempt to extepaur physics picture to very large mass
scales, to finally determine if our underlying theory carlyebe a fundamental theory of Nature. After
all, the LHC is not going to be the last, but the first major ekpent allowing us to carefully study the
TeV scale and determine the fundamental parameters ofgshigsiyond the weak scale over the coming
years!

The last section in this collection follows a great traditiof the Les Houches workshops: the
successful definition and implementation of interfacesveen computer tools used by the theoretical
and experimental high—energy community.

At this stage, the conveners of the SUSY session would lilkexpoess their gratitude of course to
the organizers of this inspiring and enjoyable workshoprédwer, we would like to thank all the young
collaborators in Les Houches and elsewhere, who have magighpm the impressive studies presented
in this collection.



1. A model for dirac and majorana gaugino massed

1.1 Introduction

Massive fermions can appear either as Majorana or Diracalacthe latter allow charged states, they
are easier to detect . And, in fact, all identified fermioniasses are of Dirac type. The nature of neutri-
nos masses remains unknown, and unveiling it is the maimerttgd for double beta decays experiments.
It is then legitimate to ask about the form of the masses offeemvions that could be detected by LHC.

In the minimal extension (MSSM) masses of gauginos are obMap type. Obtaining Dirac
ones requires pairing up with new fermions that should threse @s components of extra chiral fields in
the adjoint representation. The easiest way to incorpahase new states is to make the gauge fields as
parts ofN = 2 multiplets. Such a scheme is present in an extra-dimenspctare where thel = 2
fields appear as bulk states (in the absence of a projectibit¢ ¥he chiral matter appear as localized
states inN = 1 representations. In such a set-up Dirac masses have been sh@ppear naturally
in the presence of an anomaloug1) as a result of new operators that mix the MSSM fields with the
anomalousu (1) [1, 2,[3,[4,[5) 6]. It was later shown that such operators cagdrerated by loop
effects if the supersymmetry breaking sector is imar= 2 representatiori [7,/8, 9], and that the quartic
tree-level Higgs potential is in fact also modifiéd [9]. Sumhdels where studied as primarely based on
the only presence df -term breaking suffer from two issues. First, in the minimat-up the adjoint
scalar have tachyonic masses[2, 9]. Second, typical sypemnstry breaking model would lead to both
D andr -terms. The latter will fix the first issue, but also turn on remurces for sof terms, in particular
Majorana masses for the gauginos.

Here, we will take a different, more phenomenological appto We will provide with the corre-

sponding Lagrangian containing ain= 2 extended gauge sector, and we will not address the origin of
the soft masses.

1.2 Primer

We will start by fixing our conventions for the spinorial ntitan as well as for the MSSM, and then we
will proceed to extend the gauge sector.

Spinors notation
A Dirac fermion  has four components which can be assembled into two-compsp&ors :
|

p = 1)

where —= -— _and = ( ).Here isthe completely antisymmetric tensor arid = 1. We
adopt for the matrices the following representation:

_ o - . s _.0123_ 10

- O l4 =1 - O l (2)
where' are the Pauli matrices and the notation= (1;! yand— = (1; ! )is used. A Dirac mass
term here takes the form:

D D= T 3)
with the spinor products and— definedas = and~ =~ ~, where, again, we use the
notation = . A Majorana fermion can also be written as:

M = - ’ (4)

K. Benakli and C. Moura



with the Majorama mass term:
MM = 0 (5)

Below we will always use left handed fermions. The Dirac femmrepresenting a lepton is:
|
—(1)

a)
D 1) (6)

where @ ) is the left-handed lepton field and® ’ is the charge conjugated of the left-handed anti-
lepton field:—@ == - ) _ Then, its Dirac mass will be written , [ ¢ ) @) 4 =@ )= )}

Supersymmetry
The generic supersymmetric Lagrangian density for a gaug@ry discussed here take the fdm

L= Lgauge + Lchiral* Lminim alcoupling * (7)

Here, the gauge kinetic Lagrangian is given by:

1 — 1
L gauge = ZFaF 2, i~ )a+5DaDa (8)

wherer is the gauge boson field strengthandD are the associated gaugino and and auxiliary field,
respectively.D is the gauge covariant derivative. Here, the indas a gauge symmetry group index
corresponding to the generator.

The chiral Lagrangian is written as:
Q2w
Q@ i@ 4

- Qw 1
Lchjral: D j_D i+ 1 . D i+ FiFi-l- @—Fj_ E

1 .
i

i 5+ hxoe 9

Here the chiral fermion ; , the boson ;, and the auxiliary field"; belong to the same gauge group
representation and form an = 1 multiplet . The indexi labels the different chiral multiplets. The
superpotential is an holomorphic function of the fields;.

Finally, the last piece in the supersymmetric Lagrangiamsite is:

h i
b _
Lm inim al coupling = g( j_Ta i)D @ Zg ( j_Ta i) e+ : (_j_Ta i) (10)

where g is the gauge coupling contant. The last two term$ B) (vl be important to us as the scalar
field takes a vacuum expectation value (the Higgs multiplgt®ducing bilinears in the fermions, thus
mass terms.

1.3 MSSM

The field content of the MSSM is presented in tdBle 1. NotedHhdhe chiral fermions are left-handed,
the charge conjugation labehllows to use the appropriate antiparticles. At the rendisable level, the
MSSM has the superpotential:

wo=yIufoy HOyPdo; B OovIeL; B+ Hy He (11)

The indicesi; j are family indices and runs fromto 3. The3 3y matrices are the Yukawa couplings
and the parameter is a Dirac mass for the Higgsinos. The ™ denotes thesU (2) invariant couplings,
forexampleQ H =wH? dH].

2 |n this subsection and the next we follow closely the prestémm of Refs[[10].



Names Spin 0 Spinl/2 | Spinl | SU(3),SU(2),U (1)
left-handed | © (v, ;4L) (ug, ;9 ) 3,2 1/3
quarks u® o’ ué 3,1,-4/3
( 3families) | a° & ue 3,1, 2/3
leptons L ~e1,e) | (eLier) 1,2-1
( 3families) | e e 1,1,2
Higgs Ho | @D | @) m)) 1,21
Ho | @H )| @imy) 1,2 -1
gluons g g g 8,10
W W wow? |w w 1,30
B B B B 1,1,0

Table 1: Chiral and gauge multiplet fields in the MSSM

Soft breaking

The breaking of supersymmetry is parametrized by a set afigefabelled soft as they preserve the
absence of quadratic divergences. The possible soft Ingadims in the MSSM are quite limited, there
are gaugino masses for each gauge group, squarks mass sEptens mass terms, Higgs mass terms

and triple scalar couplings. We are primarily interesteglgaugino masses given by:
1
E(Mg@@ + MW W + M{BB + hc) (12)

Note that these are Majorama masses. Two of these terms fércombine as a Dirac mass far

Neutralino masses
The neutral fermions of interest are the higgsimo$and i { and the gauginos, bing and winow °.
The mass terms for these fields in the MSSM have three origins:

The soft breaking terms for the bino and wino,

1
S W Y+ M BB + hro): (13)

The two last terms in equatidn L0) generate a mixing betweenr °) and (i 2;8)). These
mass terms are parametrized by the vev of the Higgs scalats) > v, and< H{ > vy
Usingtan = w,=v4, one can then express them in terms gfthe weak gauge bosons masses

my andm ; and the weak mixing angle; as
h i
my Ccos y (cos }Té)wo sin H”SWO)Jr sih i (sh H”SB” cos H”gB”)Jr hx: (14)

The term in the superpotential contributes to the higgsinos masses,

B2Hd+ he: (15)

Chargino masses

Here we consider the charged higgsinb$ andi ; and the charged gaugines * andw . In the
MSSM the origin of the chargino mass terms is completely @yals to those presented in subsection
[1.3, they take here the following form:
M W W (16)
p— . p— .
2my sin H W 2my cos HyW ™ + he: a7

HYH, + he: (18)
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1.4 Extended susy gauge sector
We now consider the scenario where the gauge sector arisailtiplets of N = 2 supersymmetry
while matter states are im = 1 SUSY representations. Moreover, the Higgs multipletsandH 4 are
assumed to form an = 2 hypermultiplet.

The field content for the gauge sector is described in fablbl@e that for eachh = 1 gauge
multiplet present in the MSSM one need to introduce one esdadar and fermionic fields. The latter are
differentiated by a symbdl(see tabl€]2).

Names| Spin0 Spin 1/2 Spinl | SU(3),SU(2),U (1)
gluons g g,q g 8,10

W w i % wowow? ,w®lw o wo 1,30

B . B, BO B 1,1,0

Table 2: N = 2 gauge supermultiplets fields

In addition to the Majorana masses, Dirac ones can now b&ewritWe will extended the MSSM
soft terms to include

1
5(M3Oqoq0 +M W Ow® +MBBY MPge® +MIw w® +MPBBY)+ he: (19)

whereM ; are Majorana antl P are Dirac masses.

TheN = 2supersymmetry in the gauge sector introduces new coupding®gous to the two last
terms in equation (10). These lead to new bilinear mixingyeebetween gauginos and higgsinos when
the Higgs scalars { andH { acquire vevs.

Neutralinos:

h i
my; sh y (sh }TgB”OJr cos }TSB”O) cos y (cos H”SWCOJr sin H”SWCDH hx: (20)
Charginos:

P P
2my cos HIW? + 7 2my sn H W * + hee (21)

1.5 Fermionic mass matrix

We now put all the previous terms together and describe thdtnreg mass matrices for both neutral and
charged gauginos and higgsinos when both Majorana and f®@inacare present.

Neutralinos

The neutralino mass terms are presented in equations (I8)){19) and[(20). The neutralino mass
matrix, in the 8 %8 ;w @ ;w %;1 9 ;0 0) basis is:

0 D 1
M g M 0 0 mg Sy S mg sy C
E M 7 M, 0 0 MySy C MgSy S S
% 0 0 M2 M) myCy S mycy C
Myeut= g D (22)
B 0 0 M 5 M, Mgy C mgar S
¢ mgSy S my Sy C myQy S myQy C 0 A
mg Sy C mgSy S mgaQy C mgQy S 0

whereg; = cos y ,sy = sh y,c = cos ands = sin
Clearly thise 6 matrix will provide in general very long expressions for theutralino mass
eigenstates. A simple case is when the dependent terms in_(P2) are relatively small compared to
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the other entries, and can be treated as perturbations. dviemethe gaugino Majorama masses are
symmetric in the primed and unprimed fermions:’ = M ; andM 2 = M ,. In this case the higgsino
mass eigenstates are given (approximately) by the conidirsat

@2 wl) (23)

u

1
o p—E(H”8+H”O?) P

S

both having mass squared. The neutral gaugino mass eigenstates are given, to leadldey in
mg M iy by

1 1
Bs = p= (8 BY ; Ba= P BY) (24)
1 1
Wso=1e—§<wo+w@> ; W£=p—§<wo w @) (25)
with masses
mES’M1+Mf; my M, M7 (26)
1rnwso'b/12+1\42D Mo’ Moy MZ: (27)

One can express the ratio between Dirac and Majorama magdes bngle ° defined bytan ° =
M P =v . Alternatively, the angle® is measured by

m
. B B
sh2 g = 45— 22 28
B (28)
B's Ba
and
mZ, mlg
sh2 g = > TR (29)
me  +m-
WVS WA
Charginos

The mass terms for the charginos can be expressed in the form

1

5((v Y Mcepvt + v )M, v + hr) (30)
where we addopted the basis = @ % ;W * ;Ht ), v = @ ;W ;H, ). Collecting all the terms
presented in equations (16)-(18),(19) and (21) leads tahlhegino mass matrix :

0 — 1
M 2 M D iZm w Cos
Moy = @ p_Mg o M2 2my sin A (31)
2my  sin 2my CoS

This nonsymmetric mass array is diagonalized by separataryrnransformations in the basis and
v ,M 279 = UM ¢V, where the matrices andv are unitary.

For the simple case considered in the previous subsectioerenthen ; dependent terms can be
treated as perturbations and) = M ,, the higgsino mass eigenstates will be given approximdtgly
H; andH ,, both having mass squared. The charged gaugino mass eigenstates will be given, to
leading order inn ; =M ;, by the combinations

1
Wl wr+w®) ; Wg’p—E(W+ w*) (32)

S
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1 1
We ! PO +w ) ;oW il w o) (33)

with squared masses

i MarMPR mi.tmn MDY (34)
S A
mZ o Mp+MZ)Y mlo My MJ) (35)
S A
Note that, in this limit, the winos have approximate degateemassesn ‘fr , m jr . m‘fr and
S S S
m 2 , 2 m 2
WA WA WA
Gluinos

Since gluinosy andgare in color octet representation, they cannot mix with ahgofermion, the only
possible gluino masses are the soft ones presentédlin (L8 In the basigg’;g) the gluino mass
matrix is simply

M3 MP

MY Mj (36)

Mewm=

We will illustrate two limits. The first one is when gaugino jdeama masses are symmetric in the

primed and unprimed fermionst Y = M ;. The analysis of the gluino mass matrix in this case follows
closely the discussion aftér (23). The gluino mass eigéstare

1 1
%= Pzlg+ ) ; o= P=(9 g°) (37)
with masses
Mg, =M3+ M5 ; Mg =M3 M7J; (38)

and the ratio between Dirac and Majorama masses is paraneetdy the anglean 2 = M D =M 5,

g
alternatively by
2 2

m m
sn2 D= —= %, (39)
+
m@s m@A

The second limit is when one of the Majorama masses Msdyis very small compared to the
other entries of the mass matrix {36). In this limit, the gluimass eigenstates are given approximately

by

g’ cos g sn g ; o’ sh g+ cos g (40)
where . q
tan = —ocot 5 1+ 1+ 4tan’® D (41)

and, as beforezan ;= M P =M 3. The gluino masses are

9 — M q

M -
mg ' - 1+ 1+ 4tan? D i mg, ' - 1 1+ 4tan® D (42)

and the ratio between Dirac and Majorana masses is parameeter

2 D NgMg,J . (43)
9 m? +m 4 JugmaJ
o o T MaMg]
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1.6 Interactions

We turn now to the interactions between the extended supengyric sector and the MSSM fields. First,
we remind the interactions between the MSSM gauginos, tgshios and the scalar Higgs:

0
19% H, H,W '+ H, HqWw" % H H B H HB (44)

whereg andg®are thesu (2) andu (1), coupling constants.

Due to the fact that the two Higgs, andH 4 form aN = 2 hypermultiplet, their interactions
with the new fermionsi andB %are
g h . . _ 1 gO
P> Hy (Haw%+Hg, dgyw? P> Hq BB H, H4B° : (45)

One can straightforwardly verify that these interactiozed upon electroweak breaking to the gaugino-
higgsino mixing present in the neutralino and chargino nmaasices .

1.7 New scalars

TheN = 2vector multiplets include, in addition to the new fermiornisu$sed above, scalar fields in the
adjoint representation. We denote these states,as;; and 5. They couple to the Higgs chiral fields
(now in anN = 2 hypermultiplet ) in the superpotential, and through theiterm modify the tree-level
Higgs scalars quartic terms in the potential by the new terms

2 X ®
g i
2 " d 2

1

H, BT: (46)

These scalar should not remains massless, but get soft &tms

1, 1, 1, 1 1 1,
Em:«;s g g Em?ﬂ-\ g g Emzs WoowW EmZA WowW Emls B B*: Emm e B (47)

withm %, > m %, . If the masses i {47) are big compared to the Higgs mas ftedds can be integrated
out and in the low energy theory the scalar potential is theinthe MSSM plus the contributions coming
from the quartic termg_(46) [9]. Note that the latter conitibn disappears, if instead, the integration out
is supersymmetric (due to a large supersymmetric mass).

Acknowledgements
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2. NMSSM in disguise: discovering singlino dark matter withsoft Ieptons@
2.1 Introduction

The Next-to-Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (NMSSivbvides an elegant solution to the
problem of the MSSM by the addition of a gauge singlet supgdrig11,[12]13] 14]. The superpotential
of the Higgs sector then has the forn§ (4 H,)+ 2 $° When$ acquires a vacuum expectation
value, this creates an effectiveterm, kS 1, which is automatically of the right sizee. of the order

of the electroweak scale.

The addition of the singlet field leads to a larger particlectpum than in the MSSM: in addi-
tion to the MSSM fields, the NMSSM contains two extra neutsaidlet) Higgs fields —one scalar and
one pseudoscalar — as well as an extra neutralino, the mingldwing to these extra states, the phe-
nomenology of the NMSSM can be significantly different frone tMSSM; see chapter 4 of [15] for
a recent review and references. In particular, the usual liigis do not apply to singlet and singlino
states. Moreover, the singlino can be the lightest suparstnic particle (LSP) and a cold dark matter
candidate.

In this contribution, we investigate the LHC signature olRS3 a-like scenario, supplemented by a
singlino LSP. In such a setup, gluinos and squarks have tmyantional’ SUSY cascade decays into the
bino-like neutralino,~3 B, which then decays into the singlino LSP, 3, plus a pair of opposite
sign same-flavour (OSSF) leptons. (THedecay proceeds dominantly through an off-shell slepton.) A
dark matter relic density ofn 2 0:1 is obtained if the~} and/or ~3 annihilate through pseudoscalar
exchange in the s-channel.

One peculiar feature of this scenario is that the mass diffez betweer! and ~J is always small;
it reaches at most 12 GeV, and is often much smaller. The leptons originating ftom-~3 | ~%1"1
decay hence tend to be soft. In the standard SUSY analysjsirireg pr (1 ) > 20 GeV, there is a
risk of missing these leptons and wrongly concluding to Hawved the MSSM instead of the NMSSM,
with ~9 as the LSP and dark matter candidate (discovery of the additHiggs states will also be very
difficult at the LHC in this scenario). The aim of this contriton is to show the feasibility of detecting
the ~9 ! ~21"1 decay and measuring the singlino—bino mass differencedyrig for soft di-leptons.

We use theNMHDECAYLE, [17] program to compute the NMSSM mass spectrum and Higgs
branching ratios, and to evaluate the LEP boun8RHEN{18] is used to calculate the sparticle
branching ratios, anMICROMEGAR9, [20] for the relic density. The SUSY-breaking parametef
our scenario are listed in Tablé 1. The main difference todhginal SPS1a [21] is that we choose
M= 05M, = 120 GeV, leading to a~g mass of’ 115 GeV, in order to evade LEP bounds when
adding the singlino and singlet Higgses. To obtain a siogliSP, we choose 10 2 and 01 .
Thisway~?  99% S, andm N hardly varies with and ( 0:1 GeV). In addition, the trilinear Higgs
couplingsa anda are chosen such thﬁtNg +m 9 Ma, for at least one combination af§= 1;2,

to achieve0:094 h? 0:135[22]. We thus obtain a set of NMSSM parameter points with ey
m m o m _o.
1

The four points used for this study are summarised in TabRdits A-D havem = 9:7, 30,
15 and0:9 GeV, respectively. The SM-like second neutral scalar Higgshas a mass of 115 GeV for
all these points, consistent with the LEP limit. On the othand, the lightest neutral scalar and the

1S, Kraml and A.R. Raklev

M,y M, M3 e MEH ME”l ME”3 MQ1 MU1 MD~1 MQ3 MUr3
120 240 720 360 195 136 133 544 526 524 496 420 521

Table 1: Input parameters in [GeV] for our SPS1a-like scendihe NMSSM-specific parameters are given in Table 2.
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Point  [10 2] 1o °1 A A M. ma, Ma, Mg h? (~9)
A 149 2:19 374 490 1054 88 239 89 0:a101 7 10
B 1:12 1475 424 33% 11241 75 226 100 0:094 9 10 13
C 120 190 392 531 1138 95 256 97 0094 1 10 '3
D 147 234 392 689 1145 109 259 92 0:112 4 10

Table 2: NMSSM benchmark points used in this study. Masseéotrer dimensionful quantities are in [GeV].

o
~

o
w
a

Point A,Am =9.7 GeV

o
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Point B,Am = 3.0 GeV

—————— PointC,Am =15 GeV

o
N
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o
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PointD, A m = 0.9 GeV

events /v.osev/ 1Uio -

0.05

OO

Fig. 1: pr distributions for leptons from the decay} ! ~1" 1 in benchmark points A-D. All distributions are normalised
to unity over the whole momentum range.

lighter pseudoscalax ; are mostly singlet states, and can hence be lighter than @¥4@ncerning the
neutralino annihilation, for Point A the dominant chanreb) ~$ | 1, contributing8ss to h vi. For
Point B, ~?~?, ~{~9 and ~J ~9 annihilation tokb contribute10% , 15% , and50% , respectively. Point C
has again dominantlyJ ~J, while Point D has about 50% ~J and 35%-? ~J annihilation.

Figure[1 shows the resulting; distributions for leptons from decays to singlinos for alf
benchmark points. Clearly, cuts on lepton transverse mamewf even 10 GeV will remove the wast
majority of events for points B—D. However, one should neticat the distributions have considerable
tails beyond the simple mass difference, due to the boost of the g

2.2 Monte Carlo analysis

We perform a Monte Carlo simulation of the benchmarks dbedriabove by generating both SUSY

signal and SM background events WRNTHIA 6.413 [23]. The generated events are then put through
a fast simulation of a generic LHC detectéicerDET-1.0 [24]. AlthoughPYTHIA does not contain

a framework for generating NMSSM evergsr se it has the capability to handle the NMSSM spectrum
and its decays. Since our scenario predicts the same dondr@ss section as in the MSSM, namely

gluino and squark pair-production, with negligible inergnce from the non-minimal sector, we use the
built-in MSSM machinery for the hard process, and generatg sguark and gluino pair-production.

The detector simulation is done with stand&cerDET settings, with one exception: for detect-
ing decays to the singlino the detector response to sofomspis vital. We therefore parametrise the
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efficiency of electron and muon identification as a functiétepton pr. For muons we base ourselves
on the efficiencies shown in Figure 8-5 and 8-9 of the ATLAS TJ2B]; for electrons we use the same
parametrisation scaled down by 0.82. While this is cenyaimdt a perfect description of the real AT-
LAS or CMS efficiencies during data taking, it incorporatesng of the most important effects in an
analysis, such as an absolute lower limit for lepton idegatfon, at around 2—3 GeV for muons, and a
difference in electron and muon efficiencies. However, ggloot address other important issues, e.g.
mis-identification of charged pions as electrons. To improwm these simple assumptions one would
need a full simulation of the detectors, or efficiencies frdata, which is clearly beyond the scope of
this contribution.

We generate events corresponding to 10'bf both signal and background (some with weights).
Our background consists of large -binned samples of QCR ! 2 (10M), W +jet (4M), z +jet (3M),
W W =W z=27 (1M) andtt(5M) events. For the signaP YTHIA gives a LO cross section of 24 pb for
squark and gluino pair-production, thus 240 000 events aneted per benchmark point.

We begin our analysis along the lines of the ‘standard’ dida edge analysis. To isolate the
SUSY signal from SM background we apply the following cuts:

Require at least three jets with > 150;100;50 GeV.

Require missing transverse enemgy> m ax (100G eV ;02M . ), where the effective mass .
is the sum of the>; of the three hardest jets plus missing energy.

Require two OSSF leptons with > 20;10 GeV.

After these cuts the background is small and consists mainty, with some vector boson events sur-
viving. The resulting di-lepton invariant mass distritauis for points B and D can be seen in the left and
right panels, respectively, of Figl 2. The contributionnfralecays of~$ to ~J via right and left-handed
sleptons are shown in red and blue, other SUSY events, whereptons mainly come from chargino
or stau decays, in light grey, and the remaining SM backgitanmark grey. For the B benchmark point
there is a small excess of events coming from decays) o6 singlinos (yellow) at low invariant masses,
that survives due to other harder leptons in the event. Hewell such events are removed for bench-
mark point D because of the hard lepton cutB In this case one would miss the singlino and take the
~J to be the LSP dark matter candidate.

It is clear that to increase sensitivity to the disguised NBWSscenario, one needs to lower the
leptonpr cuts. However, this opens the possibility for large incesas background. While most of this
background, from uncorrelated leptons, can in principledraoved by subtracting the corresponding
opposite sign opposite-flavour (OSOF) distribution, adagrtepton universality, large backgrounds will
increase the statistical error and a soft lepton sample e mdnerable to non-universality from e.g. pion
decays. The result of completely removing therequirement on the leptons is shown for benchmark
points B and D in the left and right panels of Hig. 3, respetyiv While there is indeed an increase in
backgrounds, the effect on the signal is much more significar both benchmarks, the decay to the
singlino is now visible as a large excess at low invariant seas We have also tested scenarios with
smaller values of m, and find that we have a significant excess downmio ’ 06 GeV, with the
assumptions on lepton efficiencies described aBove.

In the standard di-lepton analysis the edges of the red amddi$tributions shown in Fig] 2 can be
used to determine the relationship between the neutralidskpton masses, in our scenatié, m i
3
andm i m 2,. We extract additional information by also determining gusition of the edge at low

invariant maszses, fitting a Gaussian-smeared step funiditile OSOF subtracted distribution, shown
in Fig.[4. In subtracting the OSOF distribution we have tak#n account the asymmetry induced by
the the difference in electron and muon efficiencies. Thiddtermines the mass difference , since

2Green denotes lepton combinations with one lepton from gtatedecay chain and the other from a decay to a singlino.
The few pure singlino events at higher invariant masses @egamis-combinations of leptons from differesit decays.
3In fact, for such small mass differences we may also seeatieflvertices due to the long lifetime of thg.
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Fig. 2: Di-lepton invariant mass distributions for point Bff) and point D (right) with standard leptatt cuts. See text for
colour coding.
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Fig. 3: Di-lepton invariant mass distributions for point Bff) and point D (right) without leptop: cuts.
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Fig. 4: Di-lepton invariant mass distributions for point Bff) and point D (right) after OSOF subtraction.

the nominalzvalue 63 05 GeV, while for point D the result is. 7,** = 0:77 002 GeV, with a nominal
value of 0:87 GeV. Both results are significantly on the low side with resge the small statistical
errors. We speculate that this systematic error is at legsait due to the step function used in the fit to
the edge, and that a more sophisticated description wil gggults closer to the nominal values.

m§* =m o m . Forpoint B the result of the fitis [,** = 293  0:01 GeV, to be compared with

A final comment is in order concerning early discoveries: dotf since all SUSY cascades will
contain the decay to a singlino, the lower edge in the dieleplistribution may appear much earlier than
the ‘standard’ decay through a slepton, if at all preseryigied that the soft leptons are searched for.

2.3 Conclusions

We have demonstrated that lowering the requirements oangpnsverse momentum in the standard di-
lepton edge of SUSY searches may reveal unexpected feasuidsas the NMSSM in disguise. While

our numerical results are sensitive to the exact leptonieffates, to be measured at the experiments,
and while there may be additional backgrounds not simujatiech as multi gauge boson and/or multi jet
final states, the OSOF subtraction procedure ensures thagitkground is removable and the NMSSM
scenario in question is discoverable down to very small ddgsencesm =m o m .
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3. The MSSM with decoupled scalars at the LH
3.1 Introduction

Assuming a large soft—breaking scale for all MSSM scala®s 22 | 28| 29, 30] pushes squarks, sfermions
and heavy Higgses out of the reach of the LHC without affgctive gaugino sector. Even though the hi-
erarchy problem will not be solved without an additionalddthmic fine tuning in the Higgs sector, such
models can be constructed to provide a good dark—mattendaterdand realize grand unification while
minimizing proton decay and FCNCs. We investigate their Lph@nomenology, with all scalars decou-
pled from the low—energy spectrum. We focus on gauginotadlaignatures to estimate the accuracy
with which its underlying parameters can be determined/ 321,

3.2 Phenomenology

The spectrum at LHC mass scales is reduced to the Standad#tMith a light Higgs, plus gauginos
and Higgsinos. At the high scale s the effective theory is matched to the full MSSM and the usual
renormalization group equations apply. The Higgsino masarpeter and the ratiocan in the Higgs
sector correspond to their MSSM counter parts. The gaugiasses! ; ,; and the Higgs-sfermion-
sfermion couplings unify, and g replaces the sfermion and the heavy Higgs’ mass paramdteissset
resembles the mMSUGRA parameter set exceptdar now playing the role of a matching parameter
(with all heavy Higgses being decoupled) rather than thaincdictual vev ratid [33].

We select our parameter point lead by three constraints, %irs minimize the amount of fine
tuning necessary to bring the light Higgs mass into the 1D GeV range and reduces to 10 TeV,
which is still outside the LHC mass range. Another reasoHisriow breaking scale is that we want the
gluino to decay inside the detector (preferably at the awtion point) instead of being long—lived |34,
29]. Heavier sfermions increase the life time of the gluinohsthat it creates a displaced vertex or even
hadronizes[[35].

Secondly, we obtain the correct relic dark-matter density = 0:1117 595 [36] by setting

= 290GeV andM ;M gyt ) = 1324 GeV orM , (M ,eax) = 129 GeV. This corresponds to the
light—-Higgs funnelm ,sp M ;=2 m =2, where thes-channel Higgs exchange enhances the LSP
annihilation rate. And finallym ;, needs to be well above the LEP limit, which we achieve by cimgos
tan = 30. We arrive at a parameter point with, = 129 GeV,m 4 = 438 GeV, chargino masses
of 117 and 313 GeV, and neutralino masses of 60, 117, 296, Hh&8YV, using a modified version of
SuSpect which decouples the heavy scalars from the MSSM H&;:87]. The neutralinos/charginos
~Jand ~, as well as~{ and ~, are degenerate in mass. All neutralinos/charginos and nutably the
gluino are much lighter than in the SPS1a parameter pointhwgreatly increases all LHC production
cross sections. It is important to note that this featurepecsic to our choice of parameters and not
generic in heavy—scalar models.

Table[1 shows the main (NLO) cross sections at the LHC [[38, 3@je SUSY production is
dominated by gluino pairs whose rate is eight times that ef $i*S1a point: the lower gluino mass
enlarges the available phase space, while in addition thiewuiéive interference betweerandtchannel
diagrams is absent. The second largest process is thé production, which gives rise to a 145 fb of

R, Lafaye, T. Plehn, M. Rauch, E. Turlay, and D. Zerwas

g9 63pb|| ~ g | 0.311pb
~ 0 | 12pb| ~°g | 0.223pb
~ o~ 6pb| ~°~0 | 0.098pb
Total 82 pb

Table 1: NLO cross sections for SUSY pair production at theC_Branching ratios are not included.
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observables systematic error | statistical error| theory error

my 128.8 GeV| 0.1% | energy scale 0.1% 4%
m.o Mmoo 57 GeV | 0.1% | energy scale 0.3% 1%
(3") 1452fb| 5% | luminosity 3% 20%

g ! Db=not(b) 0.11| 5% | btagging 0.3% 20%
(g9) 68.2pb| 5% | luminosity 0.1% 20%

Table 2: Summary of all observables and their errors. Werassan integrated luminosity afoo o *

hard-jet freecand trilepton signal, more than a hundred times that of the Sp@iameter choice.

3.3 Observables

The first obvious observable is the light Higgs mass Although slightly higher than in most MSSM
points,m ;, can still be measured in the Higgs decay to two photons [48F Jystematic error on this
measurement is mainly due to the uncertainty of the elecgatic energy scale.

A measurement of the gluino pair production cross sectigmears feasible and can be very helpful
to determineM ; [41]. Most gluinos (85%) will decay through a virtual squarko a chargino or a
neutralino along with two jets. The chargino will in turn dgcmostly into the LSP plus two leptons or
jets. Such events would then feature at least 4 hard jetsga éamount of missing energy and possibly
leptons. The main backgrounds argpairs (590 pb) andi + jets (4640 pb) as well a5+ jets (220 pb).
Despite these large cross sections, we have checked usagy BHC-like simulation that most of the
background can be eliminated by requiring a minimaIEnumtbdsramd jets or by applying standard cuts
on the missing energy or the effective mass =&+ + pr4 The main source of systematic errors
on the cross section is the 5% error on the luminosity. Thertherror on the cross section we estimate
to 20%.

The next relevant observable is the trilepton signal. Afelino pairs, the second-largest rate
comes from the direct production ef ~9, with 22% of ~, s decaying through a virtual into an elec-
tron or muon, a neutrino and the LSP. Similarly, 7%-d6 decay through a virtual into an opposite—
sign—same—flavor lepton pair (OSSF) and the LSP. The regutignal features three leptons (two of
them with OSSF), missing energy from the LSPs and the neytaind no jet from the hard process. The
backgrounds are mainly z (386 fb) andz z (73 fb), the latter with one missed lepton. Taking into
account all branching ratios [42], the trilepton signal haste of 145 fb. Without any cuts, the identifi-
cation efficiencies of 65%¢f and 80% () leave us with 110 to 211 fb for the background and 40 to 74 fb
for the signal, depending on the number of electrons and miotie final state. A dedicated study with
the appropriate tools would evidently provide a better usidmding of signal and background. As in the
previous case, the main source of systematic errors is thinhsity. We also take the theory error on
the value of the trilepton cross section to be roughly 20%.

For the trilepton signal we can define a kinematic observabls of ~Js decay into an OSSF
lepton pair and the LSP. The distribution of the invariansmaf the leptons features a kinematic upper
edge ain 9 Mmoo, Such an observable gives precious information on the akudrsector and hence
onM ;. Its systematic error is dominated by the lepton energyescEhe statistical error we estimate to
be of the order of 1%, from a ROOT fit of the .. distribution. Finally, we use the ratio of gluino decays
including abquark to those not includingia We roughly assume a systematic error of 5% due tdsthe
tagging and 20% on the theory prediction.

Table[2 summarizes the central values and errors for allreabkes we use. The third and fourth
columns give the experimental systematic errors and tloeirces, the fifth column gives the statistical
errors corresponding to a few years of the LHC’s nominal hwsity (100 fb ). The last column gives
a conservative estimate of the theory uncertainties.
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3.4 Parameter determination

To study the effects of the different error sources, we fiosklat a low—statistics scenario and ignore
all theory uncertainties. Then, we choose the limit of hitdtistics to estimate the ultimate precision
barrier imposed by experimental systematical errors. Ikinae look at the effect of theory errors by
including them into the previous set. We expect the theorgrerto dominate, based on the currently
available higher—order calculations. We use the paranesteaction tool SFitter [31], which in parallel
to Fittino [32] was developed for this kind of problem.

With no information on the squark and sfermion sector, eké@mmon-observation, we are forced
to fix M g anda . in our fits. Moreover, we set , = M ;| at the unification scal® ¢y ¢, lacking enough
information from the neutralino/chargino sector. UsingnMit, we then fit the remaining parameters to
the LHC observables. The? minimum we identify using Migrad, while Minos determine thpproxi-
mately Gaussian errors. Note that in a more careful SFittelyswe would use flat theory errors [43,31],
but given the huge difference in computing time we employ ass&n approximation in this preliminary
study. Our distant starting point sl ;;M 3;tan ; )= (100;200;10;320).

Table[3 shows the result of the different fits. It is intenegtio note thatan is undetermined
except in the case of infinite statistical and theory’s aacyr This is due to the fact that only one of
the five Higgs masses is measured. We present a study on #rendeition oftan from (g 2)
elsewhere in this volume. The quality of the trilepton andirg signals gives very good precision on
the determination off ; andM 3, even with low statistics. Including theory errors indeetiases the
accuracy but still allows for a determination of the massap@atersM ; only depends on the large gluino
rate and its decays, explaining its relative stability foradler statistics. The weakly interacting; and
M , suffer a larger impact from the theory errors, because tlepedd on the trilepton rate and also on
the bto honb gluino—decay ratio, both of which bear a large theory error.

3.5 Outlook

The MSSM with heavy scalars is built to satisfy current ekpental and theoretical constraints on
physics beyond the Standard Model while keeping some ofghtifes of the TeV-scale MSSM. At the
LHC, light gauginos and Higgsinos will lead to sizeable prciibn rates, allowing us to study these new
states.

The main observable channels are gluino pairs and thepto#fs, whose hard-jet free channel
makes it a fairly clean channel with respect to Standard-é¥lethd SUSY backgrounds. Additional
observables such as the light Higgs mass,(ﬁneg m o) kinematic edge and theto-nonb gluino—
decay ratio give us access to most parameters at the levefesd aercent with 100 fb' luminosity,
based on experimental uncertainties. Theory errors iseréae error bands on the model parameters to
0 (15% ).

Obviously, the scalar sector includingn is only poorly constrained, if at all. New comple-
mentary observables could improve this limitation. Simylaa look at other parameter points would be

parameter]  nominal fitted low stat. 1 stat. 1 stat+theory

M, 132.4GeV| 132.8GeV| 6 5% | 0.24| 0.2% | 21.2 16%

M ;3 132.4GeV| 132.7GeV| 0.8| 0.6%| 0.16| 0.1% | 5.1 4%
290 GeV| 288GeV| 3.8| 13%| 1.1| 0.4%| 48 17%

tan 30 28.3| 60| undet.| 1.24| 4% | 177| undet.

M 132.4 GeV| 132.8 GeV =M,

A 0 fixed

Mg 10 TeV fixed

Table 3: Result of the fits. Errors on the determination ofghemeter are given for the three error sets described iteite
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needed to remove the specific properties of the point stuatieido provide a more complete view of the
LHC discovery potential of a MSSM with decoupled scalars.
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4. Finding the SUSY mass scald
4.1 Introduction

In the past it has been suggested that a good starting poititsfaletermination of the mass scale of new
susy or other exotic particles is the “effective mass” distiion [44,45]. There are a number of slightly
different definitions of1 ; and the phrase “mass scalg” [46] but a typical definitiomaf would be
. X
Mg = pro+ Pr i)/ 1)
in which p® = is the magnitude of the event's missing transverse momemtudnwherep; ;, is the
magnitude of the transverse momentum of tle hardest jet or lepton in the event.

All definitions of M ; are motivated by the fact that new TeV-scale massive pestiate likely
to be produced near threshold, and so by attempting to sutneugidible energy in each event, one can
hope to obtain an estimate of the energy required to formwioesuch particles. Broadly speaking, the
peak inthas ; distribution is regarded as the mass-scale estimator.

Although the effective mass is a useful variable, and sirtplompute, it has undesirable proper-
ties: The desired correlation betwer;, and the mass scale relies on the assumption that the particle
are produced near threshold. Whilg it is true that the crestians will usuallypeakat threshold, they
can have significant tails extending tas values considerably beyond the threshold value. It is varg h
to makeprecisestatements about the mass scale from alone.

In this letter we introduce a variable, ¢ .., Which is designed to make more precise measure-
ments of the mass scale by using event kinematics, rathersihgle energy sums or ad-hoc rules. The
aim is to produce event-by-event lower bound on the massieppaduced heavy particles. The variable
has been constructed so that it is our ignorance about tlesamof the final state particles, and the loss
of information from the invisible massive heavy patrticles.

A solution already exists for the simplest case of interaatwhich the final state consists of only
two visible particles (plus the invisibles). For this cakere is no combinatorial problem, as one can
assume that each visible particle belongs to one of thalrigavy particles (e.g. one jet comes from
each squark parent). The variable defined for that case isikasm 1, and is described in [47, 48].

The generalisation to the case of arbitrary numbers of fiteiksvisible particles is the subject
of this letter and is calleth 15 on. m 7¢en IS defined to be the smallest value of; , obtained over
all possible partitions of momenta i into two subsets and - each subset representing the decay
products of a particular “side” of the event. Note that , is itself defined in terms op, andm
(respectively the transverse momentum and mass of one kille event),p.. andm (respectively the
transverse momentum and mass of the other side of the egadt),(the mass of each of the unobserved
particles which are supposed to have been produced on efcbfdhe event) as follows:

m 1ss
mry (PriPpiPT gmem )

oi
L, min max m7(pg jay o ; imE (pp gy mo o) )
a, +d4q; =p7

where

m%(pT;pT;m ;) mi+ 2+ 2€6:E; pPr R) 3)
in which q q

Er = (p; )2+ m? and E; = (pp )+ 2 4)
and likewise for ! . With the above definition (in the case= m ~g)- m 1, generates and event-

by-event lower bound on the mass of the particle whose deaaupts made up either of the two sides

1A.J. Barr, C. Gwenlan and C.G. Lester
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of the event, under the assumption that the event was an eyameisents pair production followed by
decay to the visible particles and an unseen massive gaoickach side. When evaluated at other values
of the above properties are retained approximately (see B,74950/ 51, 52]). There exist events
which allow this lower bound to saturate, and so (in the abseai background) the upper endpoint of
them r, distribution may be used to determine the mass of the parieing pair produced.

4.2 Example distributions

In this letter we show the results for simulations of an exnparticle spectrum for proton-proton col-
lisions at LHC centre-of-mass energy%ﬁ =14 TeV. TheHERWIJ53,/54,55] Monte Carlo generator
was used to produce inclusive unweighted supersymmetrilgapair production events. Final state
particles (other than the invisible neutrinos and neutcal) were then clustered into jets by the longi-
tudinally invariantk; clustering algorithm for hadron-hadron collisioans[56ddn the inclusive mode
with R = 1:0 [57]. Those resultant jets which had both pseudo-rapidity=( I=ntan =2) satisfying

j j< 2and transverse momentum greater than 10 GeV/c were usetttdedam ;¢ o, andM g

Mass Migen Mge/2
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Fig. 1: On the left hand side is a graphical representatioth@fsusy mass spectrum of the point described in the text. The
vertical positions of the particles indicate their masSdse horizontal positions of the centres of the bars inditia¢erelative
LHC production cross-section (arbitrary units). The lijeing particles indicate decays with branching fractidn the
following ranges: greater tharo * solid;10 > ! 10 ' dashed10 ® ! 10 ? dotted. The middle plot shows the distribution
of our variableM 1 «n, WithM 1 o increasing vertically to ease comparison with the spectriitre right hand plot shows
the distribution of another variabl®, ; =2, whereM ; is defined in ed]1. In both the ; ; ., and thev ¢ plots, the lighter
shading shows the histograms with the number of events pliatfiby a factor of twenty, so that the detail in the uppdrrtaiy

be seen.

In figure[d we show the distributions of ;s ., andM ; for a sample point with a spectrum,
defined by the mSUGRA parametersi ; = 1200 GeV,m . = 420 GeV,tan = 10,m= 174 GeV,
< 0g, The spectrum and branching ratios were calcuzlated usimjgt [58] version 7.58. In these
plots we assume it is possible to accurately assign all leisitbmenta to the correct categaryor G,
i.e. “interesting final state momenta” versus “initial staadiation”. Plots in which this is not assumed
look similar and can be found in [59]. THEERW!IGnitial state radiation and underlying event have
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Fig. 2: M 1 . distributions for a Les Houches blind data sample as desttiito the text.(a) Invisible particle mass, = 0.
(b) The colour scale shows the number of events with a partisalaie ofM ;¢ ., (y-axis) as a function of the input invisible
particle mass, (x-axis).

been switched off, and the parametewhich is required to calculate ;¢ ., has been set to the mass of
the lightest supersymmetric particle.

It can be seen that, as intended, the upper edge of the diftrib gives a very good indication of
the mass of the heaviest pair-produced sparticle. Otheersymmetric points show similar behaviour
[59]. This means that the position of the upper edge ef; ., can be used to find out about the mass
scale of any semi-invisibly decaying, heavy, pair-prodlparticles.

Furthermore, a change in slope can be observed at lower sdssdo significant pair production
of lower-mass particles (e.g. chargino and/or neutralians). Therefore it is also possible in principle
to extract from information about several different mases.

In figure[2 we plot them ;¢ ., distribution for events from the Les Houches 2007 blind data
sampl. We select events which have at least one jet with< 32 and transverse momentum greater
than 400 GeV, and also have missing transverse momenturtegtean 70 GeV. We veto any event
containing an electron, muon or photon with transverse nmome greater than 20 GéThere is no
evidence for an end-point in the distribution, like the oeersin figurd_l or in the other examples in
[59]. Neither is there evidence for any “kinks” in the: o, distribution when plotted as a function of
the invisible particle mass, (figure[2b). Such end-points and kinks would be expectedefevents
contained many-body or cascade decays of strongly intecaobjects to visible and invisible heavy
particles [49] 50, 51, 52], and so disfavours a model of ypet

4.3 Conclusions

In conclusion,m ¢ o, could be a useful variable for determining mass scales aLk@. If you are
interested in using it, contact the authors for the code ahdd know what you find.
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5. A hybrid method for SUSY masses from fully identified cascde decay@
5.1 Introduction

This letter describes a new hybrid technique for improvihg precision with which SUSY patrticle
masses can be measured at the LHC. Existing techniquedyuseite use of the positions of end-
points in experiment-wise distributions of invariant massnbinations of visible SUSY decay products
[60,61,/62], or use ™ **¢ constraints from ‘symmetric’ events in which the same SU®¥ay chain
has participated in both ‘legs’ of the event [48]. In bothesmsome information regarding the events
is discarded — in the former case event-wisg*>* information is not used in the experiment-wise end-
point analysis, in the latter experiment-wise invariantssxand-point constraints are not used in the
event-wise analysis. In this letter we describe a simplériay technique which enables optimum use of
both experiment-wise and event-wise information to fulganstruct SUSY events and hence improve
the mass measurement precision.

5.2 Description of technique

The new technique involves conducting a kinematic fit to esalbcted SUSY event, with the spatrticle
masses as free parameters. Crucially, théunction of the fit involves both event-wige™ ‘s constraints
and experiment-wise invariant mass end-point constraititshould be appreciated that without the
ET 35 constraints each event-wise fit is formally equivalent ttvisg the experiment-wise invariant
mass end-point constraints for the individual sparticlesgea, and consequently each fit will give the
same value for each mass. The RMS values of the distributbtteese masses will then be consistent
with the mass precisions obtained from the conventionahotkinvolving solution of the end-point
constraints. Addition of the event-wige! ** constraints reduces the number of degrees-of-freedom of
the kinematic fits and hence can improve the mass measurgmeaigion. In this case the widths of the
distributions of mass values obtained from different esdot one Monte Carlo experiment are larger
than those obtained wher" *¢ constraints are excluded, however the means of the diitsiacross
many such experiments measure the masses more accurately.

5.3 Example:q, decays in SPSla
At mSUGRA point SPS1a there is a significant branching ratidtie decay chain

g ! ~g! Rlg! ~lg: (1)

This chain provides 5 kinematic end-point mass constréiata invariant mass combinations of jets and
leptons [[63]:

m (11} * =77.08 0.08(scale) 0.05(stat) GeV

m (Ug) * =431.1 4.3(scale) 2.4(stat) GeV

m (IgV * =203.0 2.0(scale) 2.8(stat) GeV

m (Ig)2* =380.3 3.8(scale) 1.8(stat) GeV

m (lg} ** =302.1 3.0(scale) 1.5(stat) GeV

For this study unbiased samples equivalent to 100 flone Monte Carlo ‘experiment’) of SPS1a

signal events andt background events were generated VHEERWIG 6.4 [64],(54] and passed to a
generic LHC detector simulatioh [65]. A lepton reconstimctefficiency of 90% was assumed.

Events were selected in which the above decay chain appeagh legs of the event with the
following requirements:

Niee 2, Withpr (32) > 100 GeV,

IM.M. Nojiri, G. Polesello and D.R. Tovey
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Megsr = ER 5+ pr(51) + pr (32) > 100 GeV,

EF 55 > max(100 GeW) 2M ¢+5),

Niep = 4, Wherelep = e= (isolated) andbr (14) > 6 GeV,

2 Opposite Sign Same Flavour (OSSF) lepton pairs. If thesgai of different flavour both pairs
must havem (11) < m (11)™**. If both pairs are of the same flavour then one and only one of
the two possible pairings must give two(11) values which are both less than(11)™ #*. These
pairings allocate the leptons to each leg of the event.

One and only one possible pairing of the two leading jets withtwo OSSF lepton pairs must
give twom (1lg) values less tham (11g)" 2*. These pairings allocate the jets to each leg of the
event.

For each inferred leg of the event the maximum(minimum) eftthom (1g) values must be less
thanm 0 Pigyee This ordering allocates the leptons to thear and far [61] positions in the
decay chain.

The requirement of 4-leptons in two OSSF pairs and two highets consistent with kinematic

end-points, together with large™ s, is effective at removing the majority of SM and SUSY back-
grounds (see below).

Each selected event was fitted with MINUIT [66]. Free parareivere taken to be the four
masses appearing in the decay chain(e, ), m (~3), m (k) andm (~?). The mass-shell conditions
and measured momenta of the visible decay products for esctvére solved to determine the LSP
four-momenta, giving two solutions for each leg. Theminimisation function was defined by:

m (]l)m ax m (:Il)m ax 2

2 _ evt expt
m (]l)m ax \
2 . . -2
. DR m S 0 m e m ARG
m (Lg)™ ax m (g™ in
| |
-2 =2
m ax m ax m ax m ax
+ m (]q)hi,evt m (]q)hi;expt " m (]q)]o,evt m (]q)lo;expt
m (kg m (g,

! !

0 0 m iss 2 0 0 m iss
px(Nl(l))+ px(~1(2)) Ex i py(Nl(l))+ py(Nl(Z)) Ey

i (2

m iss m iss
ED ET

whereevt denotes an expected end-point value derived from the masslee event-wise fit with the
formulae of Ref.[[61], anédxptdenotes a ‘measured’ experiment-wise end-point value.uhcertain-
ties in these ‘measured’ endpoints were those quoted above. r‘fd:m%inties on the measurements
of the x andy components o T **%, . ... and mr iss, WEre given byo:5 EZ"" wherek ;" is the

scalar sum of jebr of the event. This function incorporating both event-wisg * constraints and
experiment-wise end-point constraints was evaluated doh ef the four pairs of-Y momentum solu-
tions obtained from solving the leg mass-shell conditioR&ted masses were obtained whehwas
minimised for the event. Fitted masses were used in the qubse analysis only if MINUIT judged the
fit to have converged and? . < 35:0.

Following application of the selection cuts described aand the requirements of fit convergence
and low fit 2, 38 SUSY ‘signal’ events with the above decay chain appearingoth legs were
observed. 4 SUSY background events were observed, consitithe above decay chain in both legs
but with one or two leptonically decaying staus producechidecays of the->’s. No t:background
events were observed in 100 fbequivalent data. More SM background events may be expectad i
real experiment, given that effects such as charge andrepts-identification are not included in the

fast detector simulation. Nevertheless the contributsostill expected to be negligible.
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Fig. 1: Distributions of sparticle masses. The four disttibns on the left are of masses obtained from event-wisedit®ne
MC experiment. Each entry is obtained by minimising tiefunction shown in Eqri]2. The four distributions on the righs
likelihood distributions of sparticle masses obtainedrfrb00 MC experiments. Each entry is the mean of an experinves-
mass histogram such as those on the left.

Each event-wise fit generated one set of values for the sjgamiasses, namely those values which
minimise the broad ? function in Eqn[2. The distributions of these values for Mante Carlo exper-
iment are shown in Fidll1(left). In order to demonstrate tatdggmance of the technique and judge the
uncertainties in the measurements the above procedureewaated for 100 Monte Carlo experiments.
For each experiment, kinematic end-point positions wengpsad from gaussians with means and sig-
mas given by the means and uncertainties listed above. Tésdiwmpled end-point positions for each
experiment were solved simultaneously with a MINUIT fit tegiinitial mass values for input to the
MINUIT event-wise kinematic fits. For each experiment neaget(lepton) energy scale values were
sampled from gaussians of width 1%(0.1%) reflecting likdlymate energy scale uncertainties at the
LHC. Each experiment generated a set of sparticle masghasts similar to those shown in Fig. 1(left).
The means of these histograms for the 100 MC experiments thereused to construct likelihood his-
tograms for the masses, shown in Fi. 1(right). The standavihtions of these histograms were taken
to provide the uncertainties on the sparticle mass measursm

Unbiased MC data equivalent to only one 100 flexperiment were available for this study.
For this reason the same events were used for each MC experimi¢h just the end-point values and
jet/lepton energy scales varying. The additional unceties in the final mass values expected from
varying event samples were estimated from the mean stafisincertainties in the mean experiment
mass values as extracted from the event-wise distributsarey as those shown in Figl 1(left). We
evaluated the experiment-by-experiment spread due tongagvent samples as= n, where is the
RMS of the event-wise distributions as shown in Eig. 1(Jeft)dn is the number of entries in each plot.
These additional contributions were added in quadraturtha@auncertainties obtained from the study.
This approximation was checked with a second sample of SB&tds equivalent to 100 different MC
experiments, biased to force gluinos to decawtpbor ¢, ¢, to decay to~ and ~) to decay tos or ~.

The results of this study are summarised in Table 1. For cosgrapurposes the analysis was ini-
tially carried out with thez I ** constraints removed from the* function. The measurement precisions
are consistent with those obtained from the conventiongdpmint fitting method, as expected following
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State Input End-Point Fit| Hybrid Method,£ ™ =5 | Hybrid Method, nae ' *5
Mean | Error Mean Error Mean Error

~9 96.05 96.5 | 8.0 95.8(92.2) | 5.3(5.5)| 97.7(96.9) 7.6(8.0)

142.97 143.3| 7.9 | 142.2(138.7)| 5.4(5.6)| 144.5(143.8)] 7.8(8.1)

~9 176.81 177.2| 7.7 | 176.4(172.8)| 5.3(5.4)| 178.4(177.6)] 7.6(7.9)

a, 537.2-543.00 540.4| 12.6 | 540.7(534.8)| 8.5(8.7)| 542.9(541.4) 12.2(12.7)

Table 1: Summary of mass measurement precisions for SP&tes.stColumn 2 lists masses used in HERWICGgenerator,
Columns 3 and 4 the fitted masses and uncertainties obtaioedthe conventional fit to kinematic end-points, Columns 5
and 6 the equivalent values obtained with the new technigeGolumns 7 and 8 the equivalent values obtained with the
new technique excluding ™ *** constraints. Figures in parentheses are those obtainadhetbiased sample of non-repeated
events. All masses are in GeV. The quoted mass rangg fexcludesssquarks, which are produced less readily than the light
squarks.

the reasoning outlined above. The analysis was then repéatiiding thek ' =5 constraints, giving
an overall improvement in sparticle mass precision80% for all four masses considered. A similar
improvement was found when using the biased sample of nmeated events for different experiments.
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6. Ablind SUSY search at the LHCl
6.1 Introduction

Most of the SUSY prospects [617][68] at the LHC are based orukitions and analyses where the
analyzer knows all the properties of the signal as well asdhaf the SUSY and Higgs backgrounds to
this signal.

In constrast with these situations, we describe in thislethew SUSY data challenge at the LHC which
is called the "Blind SUSY Search Project” [69]. As name ofstproject suggests, here, the analyzer
ignores the properties of the searched SUSY signal.

We have produced a 10fb * pseudo-datar(sD ;) sample which consists in a randomized mixture of
the Standard Model (SM) backgrounds and the inclusive HagqgsSUSY production of an unrevealed
SUSY model. We also provide separate and independent sawitiee SM backgrounds.

The aim of the challenge is to determine the type of undeghBtuSY breaking mechanism as well as
the corresponding parameters of the hidden SUSY model.

All of the samples are under a simple ROQTI[70] format so agapgse this challenge not only to the
experimental HEP community but also to the theorists.

The motivations for this challenge lie in the following qtiess. Let's hypothesize the presence of a
SUSY signal at the LHC, can one:

determine the excess with respect to the SM expectationgwentify it?

handle the possible presence of several SUSY and Higgsisignd how does that affect the measure-
ment of experimental observables (masses, mass differecroess sections, ratios of branching fractions,
spins,...)?

determine the type of underlying SUSY breaking mechanisiplat (gravity or gauge or anomaly
mediated)

distinguish different types of phenomenological hypo#iseR-parity conservation, phases, high scale
unifications,...)?

evaluate the values of the parameters of the underlying StiSdel?

Part of such questions has been posed and partially ansivepgevious SUSY challenges. But most
of them provided either an exclusive signal (ie: withoutth# decay channels open), or were missing
the Higgs and SUSY background, or part of the SM backgrounds,the current challenge we tried to
provide all of these pieces.

In section 2, we’ll describe in some details how the samplesewroduced. In sections 3 and 4 respec-
tively we’ll explain how to access and how to analyze the data

6.2 Samples production
Production tools

All the processes were generated using Pythia version g82325) [71]. The SUSY mass spectrum
and decay table in the v1.0 "SUSY Les Houches Accord” (SLH2)[format was read in by Pythia.
The CTEQG6L1[[73] proton parton density functions (PDF) watibzed for all the processes through an
interface to the LHAPDH [74] v5.2.3 package.

For the SM backgrounds and the Higgs processes tlere decayed by Tauola [75] v2.6. However,
because of missing pieces in the Tauola interface, tifim SUSY processes were decayed by Pythia
unabling to account for the spin correlations in these cases

The ATLAS detector response was simulated using a persastbkimulation based on ATLFAST [76]
v00-02-22. All the reconstructed quantities are simulatsitig smearing functions and the correspond-

1G.S. Muanza
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ing variables are also used to mimic the trigger condiBlasdescribed in the ATLAS High Level Trigger
TDR [77]. Note that the events failing the trigger condisonere removed from the sD ; set, but not
from the background samples. Obviously the Monte Carlo (M@} informations were removed from
theP sD ; set as well.

The output of the fast simulation is a PAW [78] ntuple whiclsudbsequently converted into a root-tuple
using ROOT v5.14.

For the samples normalization an integrated luminosityQfdb ' was assumed and the Pythia leading
order (LO) cross sections were used for the sake of simpliditevertheless some background (sub)-
processes with very high cross sections had to be arbjtriaiden out of thep sD ; sample in order to
keep the number of events to be produced within reasonabiesliTabld ]l contains the full list of these
pruned sub-processes:

Process Pythia Kinematical Cut
Process Index
qa! og MSEL=1 Pr < 160 GeV
(g= u=d=s=9)
cc M SEL = 4 Pr < 40 GeV
b M SEL =5 Pr < 40 GeV
+ Jjets M SUB (14;29;115)= 1| pr < 20GeV
Low mass resonances - -
(; 5 53 - -
Elastic Scattering - -
Diffraction - -

Table 1: The list of high cross section processes that weneved from thee sD ; sample.

TheP sD ; sample is stored in 7 root-tuples and contains in total 4.8&hts for a total size of 12 Gb.

Each background root-tuples contains exactly 100k evént®tal there are 1593 such root-tuples for a
total statistics of 159.3M events that amount to 424 Gb.

All the other details about the events generation can bedfaumthe project website_[69].

6.3 Access to data

The full dataset was too large to be kept on disk. Therefoieestored on tape at the Lyon Computing
Center, except for the sD ; sample which can also be downloaded from the project website

For those who have an account at this Computing Facility,stmaples are available on HPSS[79] in
the cchpssd0 =hpss=in2p3 £ r=hom e=m =m uanza=GD R _SU SY=SU SY _B lind=directory. And the
following sub-directories:P seudo_D A T A =f inal=0=100_inv_pb=, BK GD = < bkgd_process > and
ANALYSIS=SK IM M IN G=m E T 150=respectively contain the sD ;, the SM background and the
skimmed &/ > 150 GeV) samples.

For those who don't have an account at the Lyon ComputingeZethiere’s a possible data access using
SRB[80]. The participant has to be registered as an SRB Tik&x.can be done by sending me an email
atm uanza@ in2p3:£r. Then the participant needs to install an SRB client on has)(bomputer to be
able to list and copy the root-tuples. The main SRB direcisry

=hom e=sm uanzacin2p3=GD R _SUSY=SU SY _B lind= and all the sub-directories structure is that
of HPSS.

All the useful details about SRB are explained on the projaisite.

2The participants are asked to present results only withteyeassing at least one of these conditions.
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6.4 Data analysis
Template analysis program
A template analysis tarball is provided on the project wiebsi

(htp :=www clued0fnalgov=% 7Em uanza=B lind SU SY=Analysis=R un_A nalysisitargz).

It can either be used as is or be hacked by the participan@nyrtase, the most useful information for
those who'd like to write their own analysis code are the mections of all the SM backgrounds. They
can be found in thepgroc_xsect” array at the top of the Analysis.C file.

Some illustrations of the sD ; sample

Here are some plots advertising the project. They were medlafter rejecting the events not passing
any trigger requireme
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Fig. 1: The distributions of the missing (left) and scalaglt) £ after rejecting the events failing the trigger requirensert
SUSY signal (dark blue) studied in [B1] and its SUSY backgib(light blue) are superimposed only for illustrative posps.

These plots exhibit an excess of pseudo-data events inghenfissing and scalar . tails...

Signal templates production

A tarball of the production package is available on the priojeebsite

(http : =www clued0 £ nalgov=% 7E m uanza=B lind SU SY =P roduction=running susyblind targz).
The analyzers have to produce their SLHA input cards forrtheferred SUSY models and to produce signal
templates using the production tarball. This way they cahitieas about possible signals that could explain the
difference between the sD ; sample and the SM background.

6.5 Conclusions and prospects

We have proposed a special SUSY data challenge at the LHGnitiatles the full Higgs and SUSY inclusive
production for an unrevealed SUSY model on top of the SM bemkgds.

The aim of this challenge is to subject to a blind analysisiids strategies to disentangle a given Higgs or SUSY
signal in the presence of simultaneous contributions frdferént other Higgs and SUSY processes. And to see
how well these strategies enable to determine the propetithe SUSY model under study.

We look forward for participants to this challenge to pragéeir analysis of this first pseudo-data sample.
We are eager to see what experimental observables theyd measured, what will be their uncertainties esti-
mates. We are expecting their initial best guess for theesbf the hidden SUSY model parameters. And we
also suggest they provide the SUSY fitter grolips [82][83hwliteir observables and uncertainties so as to find out
what global fits could teach us about in this blind analysistext.

3A code for simulating the trigger conditions can be foundhie ana:HLT() function of the ana.C file in the analysis tdrbal
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7. Off-shell effects for decay processes in the MSsi

7.1 Introduction

Theoretical arguments and experimental observationsatelithat new particles or interactions play an important
role at the TeV scale, which will become directly accesséilthe Large Hadron Collider (LHC) and its planned
complement, the International Linear Collider. In the nkaure we can therefore anticipate ground-breaking
discoveries that reveal physics beyond the Standard M&feM() and allow to gain insight into the structure
of the fundamental theory. Theoretically appealing extars of the Standard Model often feature numerous
additional interacting heavy particles. The phenomenplafgsupersymmetric (SUSY) theories, for example, is
characterized by sparticle production and cascade deednsh lead to many-particle final states and scattering
amplitudes with complex resonance structure. In order toaek the additional Lagrangian parameters of an
extended theory from collider data, theoretical preditsiare required that match the experimental accuracies. In
theoretical calculations production and decay stages edudborized by means of the narrow-width approximation
(NWA), which effectively results in on-shell intermediagtates. Its main advantage is that sub- and nonresonant
as well as nonfactorizable amplitude contributions candygetted in a theoretically consistent way, resulting in
significant calculational simplifications at tree and loepdl. For these reasons, the NWA is employed in nearly
all studies of BSM physics. We note that it is implicitly ajgal whenever branching ratios are extracted from
scattering cross sections. A reliable NWA uncertainty dateation is therefore crucial. Given the widthand
massM of an unstable particle, the uncertainty of the NWA is comiyastimated a® ( =M ). With =
frequently. 2%, its uncertainty is expected to be small in comparison toirfstance, QCD corrections.

Recently, two circumstances have been observed in whidd\W#& is not reliable: the first involves decays
where a daughter mass approaches the parent mass [84]ctmelsavolves the convolution of parton distribution
functions with a resonant hard scattering processs [85]. M/¢haus motivated to investigate when and why the NWA
is not appropriate in the context of cascade decays in thénMinSupersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM). We
first consider a typical example, namejy, production at the LHC, i.e. in proton-proton collisions dt TeV,
with the subsequent cascade degaly s, sands, ! e, catthe SPS1a’ benchmark point[86!] 21] in the MSSM
parameter space. Phenomenologically, to consider a sqglemdy into the LSP candidat€ would be more
natural, but the resulting complete Feynman amplitudaifeata complicated resonance structure whose study we
leave to future work. Even for the gluino decay chain considéere, interference arises frem (g, ! e; s)c
However, it does not exceed the expected NWA uncertaintycandherefore be neglected. We focus on off-shell
effects for the resonang, state (withv = 570 GeV and = 5:4 GeV at SPS1a’) and hence treat the chargino
as stable and the gluino in NWA with spin correlations. Asvghan Fig.[d, the NWA error substantially exceeds
the expectation of (s, =M (s, ) < 1% when the strange squark mass approaches either the chargihano
mass of184 and607 GeV, respectiveIE. Note that the region where the NWA is inappropriate is notrieted to
mass configurations where the Breit-Wigner shape is cutin#érkatically, i.e. wheret (s,) M (g ). (s1)
orM (g) M (g). (sL)

7.2 Resonantl ! 3decaysinthe MSSM

The example in Se€.4.1 suggests resonant 3 decays as smallest unit that features the amplified offi-shel
effects. Giving type (4-momentum, mass) for each partigledefine a resonant! 3 decay by

T:Pr;M1)! Ti(mi1); T(M )and T (M )! To(eem2); Ta(psms) : (1)

The width of the intermediate particle with momenturis . Type can be scalar (S), fermion (F) or vector boson
(V). In the MSSM, 48 generic processes exist and are ideatifith type codes; T, T-T T,Ts. For each process
we have systematically scanned the MSSM parameter spatieefaraximum deviatiorR jof off-shell ( of-shelr)
and NWA ( nwa) decay rate predictions, where = ( off.shel= NwA 1)=( =M ). Note that inrR, coupling
constants typically cancel with the exception of the retastrength of the chiral components of SFF and VFF
vertices, which has been varied in addition to the massesvaitd. From this survey [88] we conclude that large
deviationsR jdo not occur for configurations with a resonance mass thargfar from kinematical bounds. The
NWA exploits thatin the limit ! 0the squared propagafprq®) (¢ M*)*+ M )*] ‘is asymptotically
equalto2 Knwa (¢ M2)WithKywa = 1=(2M )= ' , D (@ )dg*=(2 ). The Breit-Wigner shape is thus
effectively integrated out. The origin of unexpectedhgdeviations for configurations where kinematical bounds
are outside the resonance region is that¢heependence of the residual integrand significantly distibre peak

IN. Kauer and C.F. Uhlemann
2The tools of Ref.[[87] were used in our calculations.
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Fig. 1: The accuracy of the NWA cross section normalized ® ¢bnventionally expected uncertainty is shown daf;,
production at the LHC followed by the cascade degay s, sands, ! ~; cinthe MSSM at SPS1a’ for a variable strange
squark mass that approaches the chargino mass (left) agilihe mass (right).

and tail ofD (o). We find that the effect is most pronounced for the decay E®&SS-SSV. We thus use it to
demonstrate the distortion. With, = m , = 0, the?-integrand is given by
o m? (@ mip 1

1 :
M12 q2 m% (qZ M2)2+M22

1 (2

The 1st- and 2nd-stage decay PS elements contribute therfitstecond factor, respectively. The 2nd-stage decay
matrix element gives the third factor. Wheré . M ? the second and third factor effect a strong deformation
of D (%), which, together with the resulting large deviations, ispihyed in FigLR. The deviation grows with
increasing power of the deforming factors. Whenapproaches the lower kinematic bourl jis sensitive to the
type of the 2nd-stage decay, which determines the powerdbittor that deforms the Breit-Wigner peak. While
this factor enhances the Breit-Wigner tail, the factor a&f fist-stage decay suppresses it. And vice versa for the
upper bound. We find stronger effects for SSV, VSV, FFV, VV\d&@WVV than for FSF, SFF, VFF, VSS and SSS
vertices. Using our generic results we probe resonant 3 decays at SPS benchmark points/[21]. Decays with
larger deviations are shown in Talle 1.

Affected decays generally have a small branching ratio dusnilar-mass configurations. For example,
BR = 1.3% for the decay mode] ! ~Judat SPSla. It proceeds via the intermediate stateés(resonant)y,
andd; (nonresonant). The resonant® contribution withr =M = 13% (see Tali[H) induced by the mass ratio
mi+ M )=M ; = 0:975dominates, and the off-shell prediction including the mm@nant contributions deviates
by about 11% from the NWA prediction. Since the 1st-decagesia not affected by QCD corrections, this error

is particularly significant. For a detailed discussion déefs at SPS points including cascade decay segments we
refer to Ref.[[88].

7.3 Conclusions

When the NWA is applied to decay chains the approximatioorevill exceed order =M for mass configurations

in an extended vicinity of segment kinematical bounds dua significant distortion of the Breit-Wigner peak
and tail, which is effected by the?-dependence of the phase space elements and residual glatrignts. In
phenomenological studies of affected models, fully oflstiee-level Monte Carlos$ [87] should thus be used even
though it requires more computing resources. For decaygss®s involving strongly interacting particles QCD
corrections are known to be large [89, 90] 91] and need to kentato account. For this purpose, a suggestive
NWA improvement is proposed in Ref. [92]. We have chosen tI&5M to illustrate how large off-shell effects
can occur in extended models, but emphasize that the effeatst depend on SUSY.



Fig. 2: Resonant ! 3 decay SSS-SSV (see main text) witlkM =

Breit-Wigner (dashed) that is integrated out in the NWA afithe complete integrand of Elgl 2 (solid) far; = M
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contour plot shows , the resulting off-shell-NWA deviation in units ofv , as function ofn ; andM withm ; = m , = 0.

decay process SPS| R M %]
g! dg, ! ad~? la | 954 | 0935

g! d& ! ad~? 5 | 114 | 0956

g! ug, ! uu~? la | 598 | 0976

g! ug ! uu~? 5 | 946 0975
~ 0 Sw o Sfud | 1a | 521 2:49
T Awr o Sfef la | 521 | 249

g! B! b 4 | 643 1:11

g! uw ! ud~] 9 | 114 1:19

g! d4 ! du~ 9 209 1:19

Table 1:R, the off-shell-NWA deviation in units of=M , for resonantl ! 3 decays at SPS benchmark points.
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8. Supersymmetric corrections tov ,; and sin? Lin mMSUGRA[]

8.1 Introduction

Specific patterns of supersymmetry (SUSY) breaking provédigtionships between various sparticle masses. In
MSUGRA for instance, the GUT-scale scalar masses are get tthe gaugino masses ;_, and the universal
scalar SUSY breaking trilinear couplirlg,. These degeneracies are broken by renormalisation grdaptef
between the GUT scale amd; . It is by now well known that various regions of mSUGRA paraenespace are
ruled out by direct sparticle search constraints, whicle@lawer bounds upon the sparticle masses.

Sparticles may appear in loop corrections to electroweaenkables, therefore affecting the values of the
latter as predicted within the Standard Model once a setddpendent physical input parameter is chosen, such
as the electromagnetic couplings; from decay,M ; and other SM particle masses. Two such precision
observables are the W boson mass;, , as measured at LEPII and the Tevatron and the effectivenépmmixing
angle,sin® !, derived from the lepton asymmetries measured at LEPI aridl. She former is related to the

electriccharge= = 4 ,theweak mixinganglez =1 M7 =4 ?,Gr,andM ; via

G B &
P37 M 2

o]

1+ 1); 1)

where the parameterr is a model dependent quantity which accounts for all highdeocorrections to the
muon decay (this includes self energies, vertex and boections in a given model, see ref. [93] for a recent
discussion in the context of the MSSM). Thie; value which solves the above relation constitutes the model
specific prediction of1 ; for a given fixed set of Standard Model and new physics pamsiebimilarly, one can
express the effective leptonic mixing angle as

sin® 1 = s2(1+ ); (2

where the model dependent higher order corrections to fiteriéecz boson decayz ! 11, entervia (details
concerningsin® ! in the general MSSM can be found in réf. [94]). The prefaefor= 1 M2 =M 2, and thus
alsosin® !, is furthermore sensitive to radiative corrections Mig . It is convenient to split the MSSM higher
order corrections into Standard Model and SUSY type coutidins [93/ 94]

r= rSM]Q,fM:Mh*' rSUSY; _ SMﬁf”:Mhﬁ' SUSY; (3)
with the Standard Model Higgs boson mass" set to the lightest MSSM Higgs mass, . Direct search con-
straints put lower bounds upon sparticle masses, limitiegsize of the SUSY contributions, which are propagator

suppressed by large sparticle masses.
Empirical constraints om , andsin® ! are very tight: they are taken here to bel[95, 96]

My = 80398 0:027GeV; sif ! = 023153  0:000175: (4)

One may ask how large the SUSY contributions to the electatwabservables are, given the current strong
constraints upon sparticle masses from LEP2 and the Tevatrthe SUSY contributions are much smaller than
experimental errors upon the relevant observables, theretis no need to include them in any fit. Here, we
use results from a previous fit of mMSUGRA to dark matter ancothdirect data (including the direct search
constraints) in order to see how big the SUSY contributiom tp andsin® : may be.

8.2 Thefits

In refs. [95], multi-dimensional fits to mMSUGRA were presahusing theSOFTSUSY2.0.10 [97] spectrum
calculator and thenicrOMEGAs1.3.6 [98] dark matter codem ¢, Ay, tan ,M;_,, m, myp, (M ;) and

were all scanned simultaneously using the Metropolis @lgorin a Markov Chain Monte Carlo technique. It was
assumed that the WMAP-constrained relic density of darkenat, , h? consisted entirely of the lightest neu-
tralino, which is stable by the assumption of R-parity. Tbkofving data were included in the fit: the anomalous
magnetic moment of the muory 2),BR (b! s ), TevatronBR (B, ! * ) constraints, v h%, My ,

sin® !, LEP2 Higgs constraints as well as other constraints upartisfe masses from direct searches. Data on

my,my, Mz )and were also included in the likelihood. We refer the readergto [95] for the details. We

!B.C. Allanach, F. Boudjema and A.M. Weber
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Fig. 1: Distributions to the SUSY contribution to the elesteak observable® , andsin? . from mSUGRA fits. The
posterior probability distribution function (pdf) is shavin red (dark) whereas the profile likelihood is shown in grélght).
Each histogram has an arbitrary normalisation. Horizob&aids display the one-sided®9®Bayesian credibility (condidence
level) regions for the posterior pdf (profile likelihood).

note here that , andsin® ! were determined using am embryonic version of $uSYPOPE9] code, which

is a state-of-the-art MSSM calculation [93,] 94] of the alewieak observablBsSUSYPOPI also capable of cal-
culating the Standard Model value predictionfoy; given other Standard Model input parameters and the Higgs
mass. A list of 500 000 weighted mSUGRA parameter space points, with weigfrtequency proportional to
their combined likelihoods, was the result of the fit. Thisafepoints is referred to akKISMET (Killer Inference

in Susy M eteorology). The points are presented for public use on URL

http://users.hepforge.org/~allanach/benchmarks/kism et.html

In ref. [95], the fits were presented in several ways: the walesant to our discussion here will be the
frequentist fashion (utilising thprofile likelihood and a Bayesian fit with flat priors in the inputs listed above.
While the profile likelihood takes into account only the béispparameters, the Bayesian fit includes volume
effects. Volume effects take into account the volume of ttabability distribution: for instance, a region which
has a very large volume in marginalised (or averaged) paemadérections but a less good fit can still have an
appreciable effect on the marginalised posterior profiglalistribution. However, as is well known, the Bayesian
interpretation is dependent upon the subjective prior @hainless the data are plentiful and precise. As was
pointed out in ref.[[95], the indirect data used in the fitsamgently not plentiful and precise enough. We therefore
display both methods and use the difference between thesaa andication of the size of inherent uncertainty in
our interpretation of the fits.

8.3 Thew mass and the weak mixing angle

We take theKISMET points and re-weight them, taking off the likelihood cobtiions fromv , andsin® . By
marginalising against these two variables, we may then ex@what size of SUSY contribution to each is expected
from fits to the other indirect data. In order to calculatedhe-sided 95 limits upon themagnitudeof the SUSY
corrections to each observable, we re-bin in termsif , jand§ sin > 1§ M y isthe difference between the
MSUGRA prediction and the Standard Model one withy ;m ;m , andM ,, identical to those associated with

2The SOFTSUSYletermination oft , andsin® ! is not to a sufficient accuracy, given the tiny empirical esnapon their
measured values.
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the mSUGRA pointin question. The posterior pdf with flat psigives us a 95 Bayesian credibility interval of

iM y j< 19MeV; ish? <12 10 % (5)

w

The 95 upper confidence limit in the frequentist interpretatioali¢ained in each case from the profile likelihood:
iM y j< 70MeV; jsn? l4<30 10 °: (6)

Thus, the frequentist constraints are somewhat (two andfaimas) more relaxed than the Bayesian constraints
with flat priors. These numbers are to be compared with theirssapuncertainties quoted in EQl 4 of 17.5 MeV
and27 10 ° respectively. Even the tighter 95Bayesian constraints are around the same values and so we
conclude that the SUSY contribution to the likelihood cartmmneglected.
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9. LHC and the muon’s anomalous magnetic momeril

9.1 Introduction

The strongest hint for a TeV-scale modification of the Stadddodel originates from the anomalous magnetic
moment of the muon. This parameter has been evaluated batkperiment and in theory to unprecedented
precision. We use the experimental value [100]

a®*) (g 2)=2= 116592080(63) 10 ** : (1)
In contrast, the Standard Model prediction is smaller [T@P]
a®) = 116591785(61) 10 ' ; 2

where we use the number usiage data, as the discrepancy with tau data is still large [103]is Hifference
correspondsto a:4 deviation between theory and experiment, suggesting apleysics effect. Supersymmetry
provides a particularly attractive explanation of thisadépancy. Contributions from the supersymmetric partners
of the muon, the muon-neutrino and the gauge and Higgs basodgy the Standard—Model prediction. The
masses of the new particles responsible for this signalldhmiof the order of several hundred GeV, a mass range
well accessible to the LHC [104, 105]. Therefore, LHC will &igle to test the hypothesis that this discrepancy is
caused by TeV-scale supersymmetry.

However, the benefit of such a test will go in both ways: after tHC will have measured observables
like the masses of supersymmetric particles or kinematiesd@hvolving such particles [106,161], the question will
arise what the fundamental parameters of the LagrangidB&s82]. Since§ 2) at leading order is proportional
totan itincludes useful information [107], which can significhrnimprove the extraction ofan

As an example we use the experimentally well-studied patanp@int SPS14 [21]. Its theory prediction
fora isa'®"®'* = a®"’ 1 282 10'L This leads to a deviation from the experimentally observaide
of a = 13 10 which is well below the experimental error bounds. Therefave can safely use the
experimental value without further modifications.

Our analysis uses the parameter extraction tool SFitteridere we have added the necessary modules
to calculate the anomalous magnetic moment. To obtain a balahce between precision and required time to
perform the scans we use the one-loop expressiongfor @) with additional leading two-loop QED-logarithms.
Note that in this study we are not mainly interested in tha-Hgtsng MSSM parameter point, but in the errors of
the MSSM parameters, so this simplification is appropriate.

9.2 Weak-scale MSSM analysis

The determination of the weak—scale MSSM Lagrangian at H@ Is clearly preferable to tests of SUSY-breaking
assumptions, as long as we have enough information avagdltthe LHC. The extracted model parameter can then
be run to a higher scale, to test for example unification padté31]. However, some model parameters can be
fixed, because neither LHC nog ( 2) will include any information on them. Properly includiniget top-quark
mass as a free parameter we assume a 19-dimensional welakM&3M parameter space listed in Table 1. As we
have shown in Ref[[31], even this reduced parameter spas®tae determined completely at the LHC. In the
parameter point SPS1a, we for example find an eightfold degey in the gaugino—higgsino sub-sector. Because
only three of the neutralinos and none of the charginos casbberved at the LHC, the connection between their
masses and the model parameters M , and is not unique. In addition the sign ofis not determined by LHC
data alone[108].

This is where the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon agutstant information. First, the deviation
from the Standard Model prediction is proportional to thgnsof , the parameter which couples the two Higgs
superfields in the superpotential. Including ( 2) data will clearly favor one sign of, namely the > 0, thereby
reducing the degeneracy by a factor of two.

When reconstructing the fundamental parameters of thedragan the central values have to be accom-
panied with the correct error bars. There are three diffetgpes of experimental errors on the observables: a
statistical error and the two (correlated) systematicrsrfor the jet and lepton energy scales. All experimental
errors are Gaussian shaped. In addition, we include flatryhewors of 1% for all colored particle masses and
0:5% for all others. For¢  2) we use the values given in EQELd, 2). The convolution cdeherors is described

IM. Alexander, S. Kreiss, R. Lafaye, T. Plehn, M. Rauch, and®was



only experimental errors including flat theory errors SPSila
LHC LHC (g 2) LHC LHC g 2
tan 9.8 2.3 9.7 2.0 10.0 4.5 10.3 2.0 10.p
M, 101.5 46 101.1 3.6 102.1 7.8 102.7 509 1031
M, 191.7 48 1914 3.5 1933 7.8 193.2 58 1929
M 5 575.7 7.7 5754 7.3 577.2 145 578.2 121 5779
M . 196.2 0 (1¢) 263.4 O (1¢)| 227.8 0 (1¢') 253.7 O (1¢)| 193.6
M . 136.2 0 (1¢) 156.8 0 (1¢)| 164.1 0 (1¢') 134.1 0 (1¢)| 133.4
M ., 192.6 53 1923 4.5 193.2 8.8 194.0 6.8 1944
M ., 134.0 4.8 1336 3.9 135.0 8.3 135.6 6.3 1358
Mg, 192.7 53 192.2 45 1933 8.8 1940 6./ 1944
M e, 134.0 4.8 1336 3.9 135.0 8.3 135.6 6.3 1358
M g3, 478.2 9.4 476.1 7.5 4814 22.0 485.6 22.4 480.8
M . 429.5 0 (1¢) 704.0 0 (1G)| 4158 0 (1¢) 439.0 0 (1G) | 408.3
Mg 501.2 10.0 502.4 7.8 501.7 17.9 499.2 19.83 5029
M g 523.6 8.4 523.0 7.5 524.6 145 5255 10.p 5266
M g 506.2 11.7 505.8 11.4 507.3 17.5 507.6 15.8 5081
A fixed O fixed 0 fixed 0 fixed 0 -249.4
Ay -500.6 58.4 -519.8 64.3 -509.1 86.7 -530.6 1166 -490.9
Ay fixed O fixed O fixed O fixed O -763.4
ma 446.1 0 (1¢) 4739 0 (1¢)| 406.3 0 (1¢) 411.1 o (1¢) | 394.9
350.9 7.3 350.2 6.5 350.5 145 3525 10.8 353)7
m¢ 171.4 1.0 1714 1.0 1714 1.0 1714 090 1714

Table 1: Result for the general MSSM parameter determinattdhe LHC in SPS1a. The left part neglects all theory efrors
the right one assumes flat theory errors. In all cases a s& kih2matic endpoints and the top-quark and lightest Higgsss
measurements have been used. In the third and fifth colummeledie the current measurement gf ( 2). All masses are
given in GeV.

in Ref. [31]. To determine the errors on the model parameteramdomly smear the nominal values for SPS1a.

The corresponding random numbers obey a distribution a@augto the associated errors. Then we minimizZe

for each pseudo—measurement and repeat this procedure@ if@3. The emerging distribution of the parameters

is simply the result of the correct error propagation. Usin@aussian fit we then extract the central value and the
1 standard deviation of each parameter.

Table[d shows the result of our SPS1a analysis. For compaaisd to make the effect of the additional
(g 2)dataeasily visible, we include the result withogt ( 2) data from Tables VIII and IX of Ref.31]. We give
results with experimental errors only (columns 2 and 3) aretliding theory errors (columns 4 and 5). The effect
of the additional information on the accuracy of the parandetermination is clearly visible. It is particularly
significant fortan , which is not well determined by the measurements of kinengatdpoints at the LHC. The
best source of information omn  is the light MSSM Higgs mass [109], but this observable sitprelies on the
assumed minimal structure of the Higgs sector, on the knidydeof many other MSSM parameters, and on the
estimate of the theory errors due to higher orders. Becafséaok of complementary measurements (for example
Ay achangeiran can always be compensated by an appropriate change in o®8Mparameters, leaving
the value of all LHC observables unchanged. Additional sesiiof atan measurement are the production rate
for heavy Higgs boson$s [110] and rare decays ike! * , which we study elsewhere in this volume, but
both of them only work for large enough valuestah

The (g  2) prediction has a leading linear dependencetan . Therefore, the improvement of the
tan errors by more than a factor of two can be easily understodids improved accuracy ofan influences
those parameters which must be re-rotated when is changed to reproduce the same physical observables.
Correlations and loop corrections propagate the improveimeer almost the complete parameter space.
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9.3 SLHAio

The link between the main SFitter modules and the (2) module is provided by SLHAIo. SLHAIo is a library
which allows for a smooth communication between differaoigpams according to the SUSY Les Houches Ac-
cord (SLHA) [72] and its extension SLHA2 [111]. With such amterface, for example ay(  2) code can easily
be used in a large—scale program like SFitter.

The separation of actual calculations and SLHA interfaeatas a simple structure. SLHAIo itself has an
easy instruction set with a concept similar to the XML Patinduaage (XPath) [112]. Each data field in SLHA is
associated with a leaf in a tree. The leafs are accessed amguteted with a path. The path itself is similar to the
path used for navigation in file systems.

The tree has no predefined structure. lIts size is determipgddoamount of information stored. It can
of course grow beyond the fields defined in SLHA and SLHA2. Téaure we use for the smuon mass matrix,
where SLHA restricts itself to third—generation particl&here are two data types for each field: string and double.
Conversions are done automatically. Setting a leaf withiagsand afterwards reading a double is possible, as long
as the string can be converted. The library assures the $tighecision possible. Strings which are never changed
through doubles remain strings, because this representasis the highest precision. Conversions to strings are
done in the format defined in SLHA. One part of SLHAI0 is a teat@tl container class for matrices. This class is
fully integrated into SLHAI0, so matrices can be read, siaad printed with a single command.

As discussed above, thg ( 2) code can be used stand—alone and within SFitter. When uise&itter,
data is shared directly via SLHAIo0. This is a huge increageerfiormance, because no files need to be written and
doubles do not need to be converted to strings and back dgalso means that once the tree is set up, parameter
changes are as fast as the access to a double pointer. Atabes 0 SLHAIo functions are involved. While
SLHAIo is used in the SFitter extraction tool, it will in thattire become publicly available.

9.4 Conclusions

Supersymmetry provides a particularly convincing expteomafor the currently observed:4 discrepancy be-
tween the experimental value for the anomalous magneticenoof the muon and its Standard—Model prediction.
If this signal proves to be correct, there exist new parsiahea mass range accessible to the LHC. When we attempt
to reconstruct weak—scale MSSM parameters from LHC obb@sathe numerical value ofi( 2) provides an
attractive additional handle on the MSSM parameters. Udiegparameter point SPS1a as an example, we have
shown that§  2) essentially determines the sign ofin the weak—scale MSSM, cutting the number of discrete
solutions obtained in the general MSSM in half. In additiorgny of the parameter errors are reduced, most
notably the error on the extraction of the notoriously difftpparameteran
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10. Towards combining cascade decays and flavor physﬂs

10.1 Determining supersymmetric parameters

For many years it has been known that the kinematics of casdadays is particularly well suited to extract
the masses of the particles involved [106] 61]. More regemte have seen how these masses can be used to
determine the (running) TeV-scale Lagrangian parametsétis the ultimate goal of evolving these parameters to
higher energy scales and extracting information on the meism of supersymmetry breaking. SFitter|[31] and
Fittino [32] are two computer tools specifically designedi&termine TeV—scale supersymmetric parameters with
the proper experimental and theory errors.

Most studies of cascade decays are based on the decays pfidtiteflavor squarks and gluinos. Hence,
for example in SPS1a we would have convincing control oves#hsquark masses and over the neutral gaugino
masses. A crucial and yet notoriously hard parameter tmekis tan , both in the neutralino/chargino sector
and in the Higgs sector. In most analyses, we rely on the MBSM Higgs mass for information otan  [109].

This extraction depends on a large number of supersymnpetrameters, on the strict MSSM assumption, and on
a reliable estimate of the theory errors. Elsewhere in tblsme we show how a measurement@f 2) can

be used to determinean  from the lepton sector. In a former Les Houches project it sla@wvn thattan can

be extracted from the production rate of heavy MSSM Higg®heswhich for large values abin s typically
proportional tom  tan”® . Combining all errors entering the cross—section measengsrthis study predicts a
total error of12% to 16% on theda =k Yukawa coupling, which is proportional tean  [110].

Another strategy for an indireaan measurement are flavor—physics observables. For examplarté
decay rate foBs ! ‘‘is proportional totan® =m . This steep behavior makes it a prime suspect to extract
tan [113]. A major problem of such an extraction is the corretineste of the theory error on the observable.
The second problem is the dependence of the effeetige ;1 ;A g couplings on the stop and chargino masses
appearing in the loop. In this article we briefly report on a-gtudy done for SFitter, to give a first estimate if
these two problems will leave channels likg ! ‘‘ promising candidates to be included in the SFitter set of
observables.

Unfortunately, the usual parameter point SPS1a with = 10 is not well suited to study the determina-
tion of tan . Even if there should be a sensitivity from a measurementof ‘‘ itis unclear if we will observe
any of the heavy Higgs bosons at the LHC. We therefore modti§/garameter point in the direction of SPS1b,
simply choosing a range of largein  values. For simplicity we assume that the set of cascaden@isles is not
altered by this change, including the sbottom mass detatinim While this assumption might be quantitatively
naive, it will serve our purpose of estimating the odds of baring different sources of information aan

10.2 Combining flavor and cascades

FCNC processes involving down-type quarks in the StandasdéMare both highly suppressed and sensitive to
the mass and couplings of the top. This is because, beyoirddbp suppression, the unitarity and hierarchical
structure of the CKM matrix and the hierarchy, ;; m y ., €ntail strong GIM cancellations between the light—
flavor loop contributions. Turning around this argumengttare sensitive probes of new—physics effects. In
particular when the supersymmetric flavor structure isgel) minimally flavor—violating [114, 115, 116], they
provide a handle on stop and chargino masses. Of speciedsttire FCNC mediated by neutral Higgs exchange,
which exhibit a double enhancement: first, they involve higé bottom Yukawa coupling, / y;" tan
Secondly, the loop-induced contributionw@f M, i vy to the down-type fermion mass matrix destroys the
alignment of the mass matrix with the Yukawa couplings amdiegs the latter flavor-nondiagonal [117, 118,1119,
120,121/ 122, 123], leading to an additional factat . For minimal flavor violation, the corresponding FCNC
Higgs couplings have the forr [123, 124, 125]

2
Yt Yb Y . (1)

L S; iXiVV ’
e &S 2T o5 (1+ (o+ y2y)tan )(1+ otan )

wherex; =  sin( yandx = i The FCNC couplings afi are suppressed by a factar = cos( )
offsetting thetan enhancement. The parameteygand , parameterize loop-induced “wrong-Higgs” contribu-
tions to the down-quark mass matrix. The sensitivity to MSgMameters becomes most transparent in the limit

v M sysy,when h i
B 1 A xnx . vhy l. @)
! 16 2y, 1 x)&x y) O vy x

13, Jager, T. Plehn and M. Spannowsky
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withx = m? = ?andy = m 2 = . The observables most sensitive to these couplingsafe! “* * , where
the tree-level ;A exchange contributes at the amplitude levelas|[123,[12[126] 127]

; . ta 1mbm1tan3
ooy X, AR (3)

A(Bqg!
Cos m iy m

A

Among the modes accessible at LHCb, ATLAS, and CEs,! has the largest branching fraction [113],
which can be dominated by the neutral-Higgs contribution.

The usual cascade measurements we assume with this simgjeistludes ! tt! t {, 9! #ut!
to ], ! S9! 9%%Zg! ~ Zg! § az,a! sag! jzg! av zg! g’q® Yz, where
the  cascade is strictly speaking not necessary for our analysisur simple parameter points , = 150,
M., = 250,A, = 100, > O,andtan = (30;40)[L28], these cascades should be visible. In our Minuit
fit we include 10 observables listed in Table 1, includiigy (B ! ) and the edge measuremeny, [129]. In
addition, we need to include some very basic informationfenahargino—stop sector. The measurement of the
three neutralino masses gives us information on the chamiass parameters , and . The left-handed stop
mass is linked to the left—handed sbottom mass via SU(2).ederythe right—handed stop mass as well as the off-
diagonal entry into the mass matrix are not determined bgamesdecays. The latter is dominated by the trilinear
couplinga , which enters for example the calculation of the light Higgass [130]. Extracting ., however,
requires a measurement of the dominant heavy Higgs massptag which again limits us to reasonably large
values oftan . We assume: 5 to be known either directly or via the charged Higgs massilaiiyi to Ref. [110].

The modified SPS1a parameter point for two example valuesrof is specified in Tablgl2, together with
the best-fit values and the errors from our Minuit fit. Far ! , LHCD alone expects about 100 events at the
Standard-Model rate after 5 years of running [113]. For ¢udgwe assume an integrated luminosityloffo *
for the B s sample. The Higgs—mediated contributions always inceetis® corresponding events number. As a
consequence, the theory error, which at present rangea@gog , will soon dominate the total uncertainty, unless
it can be reduced. It is mainly due to the decay constantwhich can be calculated using numerical lattice-QCD
methods (see Ref. [131] for a recent review). For our studysiwely assume a reduction of the error on to
7% , about half its present value. Such a reduction is commoelig¥ed to be realistic over the next five years.

For our study, we perform two sets of fits, one ignoring thetherror and one combining it in quadrature
with the statistical error. A more refined treatment of thedty error is in progress and will use the proper Rfit
ansatz[[4B], as implemented in Sfitter [31]. We indeed seetithout taking into account the theory errasn
will be determined taL0% from the combined toy data sample. Including a realistiotizerror increases this
number tol5 20% . The errors on the remaining parameters, sho@rameabs largely unchanged. Slight
shifts in either direction are at his stage well within thecerainly on the determination of the error bars, and
the central fit value for the top—mass parameter seems tofstently lower than the input value (by roughly
half a standard deviation). Comparing our error estimateshe mass parameters for example with the SFitter
analysisl[[31], we expect the situation to improve for all miogghrameters once we include a more extensive set of
measurements and properly correlated errors.

tan 30 40

value error value error
mo, 112.6 4.0 112.6 4.0
m ¢ 1745 2.0 174.5 2.0
my 354.2 10.0 307.2 10.0
m o 98.4 4.8 98.7 4.8
m o 183.1 4.7 183.5 4.7
m o 353.0 5.1 350.7 51
m ) 182.8 50.0 183.1 50.0
m 607.7 80 6076 8.0

BR (Bs ! )| 7.3 10° N 15¢ | 3.2 10° N  15%

m 404.2 5.0 404.2 5.0

Table 1: Set of toy measurements. The simple combined (ate3arrors are SPS1la—inspired.
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no theory error BR=BR = 15% no theory error BR=BR = 15%
true best errof best error true best erron best error
tan 30 29.5 34| 295 6.5 40 39.2 44| 39.2 5.8

M 344.3 344.4 33.8§ 344.3 31.2 2955 3044 354 295.6 33.9
M 101.7 100.9 16.3 100.9 16.4 101.9 101.0 16.3 101.0 16.3
M, 192.0 200.3 18.9 200.3 18.8 192.3 200.3 20.0 200.7 18.9
345.8 325.6 20.9 325.6 20.6 3435 3229 20.7 323.3 20.6
M 3 586.4 575.8 28.8 575.8 28.7 586.9 576.0 28.7] 575.8 29.0
M 494.4 494.4 78.1 494.3 78.0 487.1 487.6 79.4 487.5 78.9
430.0 400.4 79.5 399.8 79.5 4315 399.2 86.7 399.1 82.6

Table 2: The modified SPS1a point and the errors from the petexfit for the two values ofan = 30;40. Dimensionful
quantities are in units of GeV. For the measuremensaf(Bs ! “‘) we assume either no theory error or an expected
improvement tal5% , as compared to the current status.

10.3 Caveats

Note that the detailed results of this study should not be aséace value. First of all, it is not clear if the stop—
mass measurement can be achieved in the SPS1a parameteis paih an increased value efn . Secondly,

for the charged Higgs mass we only use a toy measurement.adhbut not least, we do not (yet) take into account
error correlations at this stage. None of these omissionexpect to move the result of a complete analysis into a
definite direction, but there is certainly room for the finedoe bars to move.

This study shows, however, that the parameter can indeed be extracted from a combined cascade
and flavor data sample. Already at this stage we can conchaldtte combination of cascade—decay and flavor
observables will crucially depend on the quality of the ttygpredictions in the flavor sector. In particular, an
improved understanding of non-perturbative QCD effects in! ‘‘ decays is needed to meaningfully exploit
this highly promising link. From the highsr point of view we also generally see that to measute we need
to improve the analysis of the stop—chargino sector in thesit decay—kinematics analyses.

The problem with the measurementah  from the light MSSM Higgs mass or frony  2) or from
rareB decays is that each of these indirect measurement rely amasi®ns about the flavor and Higgs sectors.
Moreover, these different measurements point to diffepamameters, not only from a renormalization point of
view, but also because of large QCD effects distinguishietgvben them. The more direct extraction from cross
sections times branching ratios of heavy Higgs bosons ieeatame time plagued by large theory uncertainties, due
to QCD corrections and uncertainties in the bottom—partotupe [132/138]. If we should indeed find evidence
for the MSSM in the LHC era we obviously expect a serious jigapproach to thean determination.
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11. BBN lithium problem consequences at LHA

11.1 Lithium problem

Recent measurements of the fluctuations of the microwavkgbagnd radiation allowed for determination of
the contribution of baryons to critical density,h? 0:0224 B6] which is the only free parameter of the stan-
dard BBN. SBBN previsions are in agreement with experimezgmates of abundances for deuterium and and
helium 4 but have problem in explaining lithium 7 prolifdmat, which is about 3 times to high.

There is no agreement whether stated above discrepancgis problem because apparent primordlal
abundance is derived only from the observation of so calf@te®lateaul[134] in low metallicity POP Il stars. It
is believed, that gas present in atmospheres of these v@mstarts have not changed composition since the BBN
era.’Liis, however, fragile so in principle its depletion could bxplained by some stellar evolution model but no
fully satisfactory model have been proposed |135, 136].eRég preliminary observation of similar plateau was
done also fofLi [L35] which was produced during SBBN but below detectdblel. If confirmed, the plateau
could suggest pre-galactit.i origin corresponding to the primordial abundance atleasorder of magnitude
higher than SBBN predictions. Moreover, sirfds is by far more fragile thariLi, any model of its destruction
will aggravate®Li problem.

Although above sketched lithium problems could have stahdaplanation it is very interesting to note
beyond standard model solutions that alters BBN. All of thpastulate long lived massive particles with lifetimes
around 1ks or more. Their decays allow for Iaté production or late’Li destruction or both without altering
abundances of other isotopes. If these particles could patively charged than also bound states must be taken
into account. In the present letter there is no place folenadll proposed solutions. We would concentrate on two,
which are in agreement with cosmological constraints, andcthave very interesting consequences for the LHC
phenomenology. In both, an existence of long-lived stawgtydated. In the first[137] stau lifetime is of the order
of 1ks. The solution for both lithium problems is found wittCMSSM for stau mass of the order of 1 TeV which
is, unfortunately, out of reach at LHC. However, solutioroafy °Li problem is possible for stau mass around few
hundreds GeV. The second solution of both lithium problesnsdssible for very long stau lifetime of 1 Ms and
stau mass of about 300 GeV [136].

11.2 Possible discovery at LHC

Both ATLAS and CMS experiments have developed strategiémotofor charged massive particles (CHAMP) if
they decay lengths exceed detector sizes.

Methods tested on full detector simulation are based on T@&sarements in the muon systems (CMS
drift tubes, ATLAS drift tubes and RPCs) or specific ionipatimeasurement in the tracker (CMS). Since in
both experiments at least two independent measurememedoemed it is possible to evaluate misidentification
probabilities directly from data. If simulated performasaowill be confirmed almost background free selections
with efficiency of the order of 10% could be designed. Afteltexting 10/fb of data this allows for the discovery
if the cross section exceeds 10 pb which corresponds to stas around 300 GeV [138].

This provoke natural question about lifetime measureméstioh CHAMP. Any estimate of it could be of
crucial importance. The problem is, however, that inténgstange of lifetimes is above 100s. It is obvious that
decays in flight are not only by far inefficient but also ingens.

However, the first proposition in this direction was madeatty a decade ago [139]. The point was about
using CMS muon system as a late electromagnetic calorirfetealled CAL) in the following way. If significant
fraction of energy release is electromagnetic and if thegéappens inside iron yoke at a distance to the next muon
station equivalent to few radiation lengths, then develggilectromagnetic cascade causes large accumulation of
hits in the station. By design the cascade ends in the nexd ge&tion. So the signal is large accumulation of hits
in one muon station. Despite the fact, that this proposalmade in the context of detection of decaying in flight
neutralinos, it could be used also for decaying staus, betgasure long lifetimes these staus must stop inside the
yoke. Unfortunately only small fraction of staus will do th&arger fraction will be stopped in the concrete and
rocks of the cavern.

There were proposals to drill out the cavern walls to recafeethe part with stopped CHAMP or to install
water tanks for CHAMPs capture, but if CHAMPSs are staus theamet is also much simpler solution. 17% of
stau decays produce muons. These muons could be detectediyndbr staus stopped inside detector but also
for staus stooped in the cavern walls if muon is releasedwaick The first possibility is rather hopeless for the

1p. zalewski



47

ATLAS detector because of air muon system but the secondidmiimore efficient for ATLAS than for CMS

because ATLAS is bigger and is closer to the cavern wall and sdll have larger angular size when seen from
the CHAMP decay point.

Although it is straight forward to estimate for a given modgirobability for a muon from the stopped stau
decay to cross again the detector full simulation is needdabw detector answer to such muon. In principle
these muons are very similar to cosmic muons. The only diffee is a homogeneous distribution of incoming
directions in contrast to top bottom directions expectedsmics.

Without full detector simulation (which already startedit mo official results of it have been released) it
is difficult to know if the sensitivity could be sufficient faneasuring long lifetimes of stau. However, no such
measurement is possible without cosmic trigger. Anothebjam is tracking of low momentum staus, which will
go outside 25 ns window. Although triggering on such pagtdk not possible its offline recovery is not hopeless
because drift tubes, thanks to their operation mode, rereeddia form many bunch crossings.

It is important to note, that cosmic trigger, even if posgibhrmful for normal LHC operation, should be
studied in detail, to be switched on if long lived CHAMPs wdiscovered at LHC.

11.3 Conclusions

It was underlined that lithium BBN problem could be solvedibdyg lived CHAMPS, next, that such particles, if
not to heavy, could be discovered at the LHC and that the nfficieat way of measuring their very long lifetime
is to design cosmic trigger for LHC detectors.
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12. Precision measurements of the stop mass at the It

12.1 Introduction

Supersymmetric particles are likely to be produced and mieskin high-energy proton-proton collisions at the
LHC. However, it will be difficult to confirm their identity asuperpartners of the known Standard Model particles
and to measure_their properties precisely. For this, onésegperiments at a lineaf e collider such as the
proposed ILC at s = 500 GeV. The importance of scalar top studies has been emplanisbe '2005 Les
Houches'’ proceedings [140]. This work extends these studie

An experiment at the ILC will be able to make many precise meaments from which particle properties,
and ultimately, the outlines of a particle physics model rbayinferred. Due to the high statistical precision
expected at the ILC, the optimization of the systematicrsri® of particular importance. We have studied one
specific example, the extraction of the mass of a scalar tapkdftom cross-section measurements near threshold.
We have devised a method which reduces most systematictaimtis and leads to a potentially very accurate
measurement of the stop quark mass. This method is genatatand be applied to other particles that are
pair-produced in ag" e collider.

The method relies on the comparison of production rates atdifferent center-of-mass energies, and
knowledge of how the cross-section varies as a function®&nd the mass of the particle.

We have chosen the case of a light scalar top with a mass ndt higher than the mass of the lightest
neutralino since production of this particle was alreadtersgively studied in an ILC context. It was concluded
that a conventional approach to the measurement of the stagk gnass culminated in an uncertainty of about
1 GeV [141]. The new method improves substantially on thisiite The presented results are preliminary and
being finalized[[142].

For this analysis, we have performed realistic simulatiohthe signal and backgrounds, and used two
techniques to separate the signal from the background. Ttedchnique is based on conventional sequential
cuts, while the second employs an Iterative Discriminaralfsis (IDA). Furthermore, the hadronization followed
by fragmentation of the stop has been included and we haedutigrstudied the systematic uncertainties arising
from this and other sources.

There are theoretical motivations for studying a light sqojark with a small mass difference. Specifically,
we evoke a scenario within the Minimal Supersymmetric esitamof the Standard Model (MSSM) which is able
to explain the dark matter density of the universe as wellhasbaryon asymmetry through the mechanism of
electroweak baryogenesis [141].

A small mass difference between the stop and the lightedtadeaw can help to bring the dark matter relic
density into the observed region [36, 143] due to co-anatioih between the stop and the neutralino. For this
mechanism to be effective, the typical mass differencetiterssmall, m = m . m.o < 30GeV [144]. The

dominant decay mode of the stoptis ! c~9, resulting in a final state with two soft charm jets and migsin
energy.

Previous methods to determine the scalar top ~Method m . (GeV)  luminosity
guark mass were discussed for the SPS-5 benchmark ~Polarization 0.57 2 500f !
(m . = 220:7GeV) [145] and results are summarized Threshold scan 1.2 300 *
in Table[1. For the cosmology motivated benchmark  End point 1.7 500 fo *
with m . = 1225 GeV andm » = 1072 GeV, an Minimum mass 15 500 *
experimental precisionofn . = 1:0GeV was ob-

tained [141], and about 12 GeV including theoreti- Table 1: Comparison of precision for scalar top mass determi

cal uncertainties. The following study investigates tH#tion for the SPS-5 benchmark {, = 220:7 GeV).
same signal scenario and it is based on the same back-
ground reactions and event preselection.

12.2 Mass determination method

This method proposes to derive the stop mass from measutemiswo center-of-mass energies, one measuring
the stop production cross-section near the threshold &g, the other measuring it at a center-of-mass energy
where the cross-section has approximately a peak (pk).gusith measurements leads to a cancellation of sys-

A Sopczak, A. Freitas, C. Milsténe and M. Schmitt
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tematic uncertainties in the mass determination. A paramyets defined as

N B L
y_ Nw Ba o o La, 1)

N pk Bpk pk pk ka
whereN is the total number of expected events after event seleetmai® the number of corresponding back-
ground events, is the stop production cross-sectionthe selection efficiency, and the luminosity. The center-

of-mass energies 260 and 500 GeV have been chosen. Neard¢sbhdhl, the production cross-section is very
sensitive to the stop mass.

In this study we assume that the ILC will op-z 0.13
erate primarily at s = 500 GeV with a total lumi-
nosity of L. = 500 fb % and a small luminosity of
L = 50fb 'will be collected at s = 260 GeV.

bservabl

0.12

Table[2 summarizes the expected production cross- .
sections. The detector response was modeled with the ]
SIMDET package [146] including the LCEL[147] ver- ,
tex detector concept. 0.117
The relation of the observable and the stop 1 ///

mass is used to determine the stop mass with preci-

sion. For example a variation af by 3% in a realistic 01

scenario would lead to an uncertainty of the stop mass ]
m . = 02GeV as illustrated in Fid.]1. |

N

<

e

0.09-— e ; ;
12.3 Sequential-cut analysis 1215 122 1225 123 1235
stop mass (GeV)
erivation from the unce

In ordert_o cancel the_systematic uncertaintiesto a Iarlg@. 1: Example of mass uncertainty d
extent with the described method, the same sequential

cuts are applied for the s = 260and 500 GeV analy- tainty of the observable

ses. Details of the event selection are given in Thble 3

and the results are given in Takle 4.

Table 2: Cross-sections for the stop  ~Process (pb) at 5= 260 GeV (pb) at s= 500 GeV

signal [148] and Standard Model P(e )P (") 0/0 -8/+.6 +.8/-6 0/0 -8/+.6 +.8/-.6

background processes fo? s = uty 0.032 0.017 0.077 0.118 0.072 0.276

260GeVand” 5= 500 GeV and dif- wew 16.9 48.6 177 8.6 24.5 0.77

f t polarizati binati h 77 1.12 2.28 0.99 049 1.02 0.44

erent polarization combinations. The W e 1.73 3.04 050 6.14 106 1.82

signal is given for a right-chiral stop e, 51 6.0 4.3 75 8.5 6.2

of m ., = 1225 GeV. Negative polar- gy, g6 t 495 92.7 53.1 13.1 25.4 14.9

ization values refer to left-handed po- T 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.55 113 0.50

o . . 2-photon 786 936

larization and positive values to right- pr > 5GeV

handed polarization.
Variable PS- 260Gev P S-s00Gev
number of charged tracks 5 N trac 25 5 N trac 20
visible energyt i 0:1< Eyis= 5< 03 0:1< Eyi= s< 03
event long. momentum P =pror j< 085 L =pror j< 0:85

Table 3: Selection cuts foprg - 260 event transv. momentums 15< pr < 45GeV 22 < pr < 50GeV

and 500 GeV. Also listed are the selec-  tTUStT 077 < T < 097 055 < T < 0:90

i ficienci imized for riah Number of jetaV s N jts 2 N jts 2

tloh efficiencies optimized for right- extra-jet veto E .. < 25GeV E .. < 25GeV

chiral stop quarks. charm tagging likelihood . P> 0% Pe> 0%
di-jetinvariant mass 5 m %< 5500GevZor  m %< 5500GeV* or

m %> 8000Gev? m %> 10000 G eV ”

signal efficiency 0.340 0.212
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S = 260Gev S = 500Gev
generated L = 50 fo ' generated L = 200 fo '
P (e )=P (") 0/0 .8/-.6 0/0 .8/-.6
Table 4: Numbers of generated ut 50,000 544 1309 50,000 5170 12093
events, and expected events for the W W 180,000 38 4 210;000 16 2
sequential-cut analysis &ts = 260 22 30,000 8 7 307000 36 32
and 500 GeV for total luminosities of we 210,000 - 208 60 2107000~ 7416 2198
ee? 210,000 2 2 210;000 < 7 <6
50 fb* and 200 fb* with unpolar- a6 t 350,000 42 45  350;000 15 17
ized and polarized beams. tT — 0 0 180;000 7 7
2-photon 16 10° 53 53 85 10° 12 12
total background — 351 171 — 7509 2274
12.4 Ilterative discriminant analysis
The Iterative Discriminant Analysis (IDA) P S 260GeV P T 500Gev

[149] is applied to increase the discrim-

generated L = 50 '

generated L = 200 fb '

inant power between signal and back-p (e )=p (¢") 0/0 .8/-.6 0/0 .8/-6
ground compared to the sequential-cut-t 50,000 619 1489 50,000 9815 22958
based analysis, and thus reduce the staw *w 180,000 11 1 210;000 < 8 <1
tistical uncertainty in the stop mass mea-Z 2z 30,000 < 2 <2 30;000 20 18
surement. Figuriel2 gives the results of ex-" € 210,000 68 20 210;000 1719 510
pected number of background events as®<? 210,000 3 2 210;000 <7 <6
a function of the signal efficiency. The 9 9¢ © 350,000 16 173505000 18 2t
chosen working points have efficiencies = - 0 0 180;00? 1 1
o o B _ 2-photon 16 10 27 27 85 10 294 294
of 38.7% and 41.6% for the s = 260 oy background — 125 67 — 2067 851

and 500 GeV analyses, respectively. Ta=

ble [§ lists the corresponding expectediaple 5: Numbers of generated events, and expected evertisefdDA at

background events. P

unpolarized and polarized beams.

's = 260 and 500 GeV for total luminosities of 50 fb and 200 fb* with

10°¢
3 - signal+bg £ - signal+bg
107 - total bg 74 - total by
/ °qq °qq
I " YWY
v | a WW 2 ) 7o Ww
81027 ) A Wev 810 - T A T A Wev
I « Zee A * Zee
_E ....................... 0 77 % 27 : 0 77
g H 0107¢ gt
LLl T s X
10 = 6 6 mR
& o pgpop
10 3 3 3 3 3 K
1 b v i v v 1#‘\”‘.‘\".‘\H.H\.‘H.‘\H‘\‘H\H‘
0.15 02 025 03 035 04 045 05 01 02 03 04 05 06 0.7
Efficiency Efficiency
Fig. 2: IDA: Expected background events as a function of theas efficiency. Left:L. = 50fb * atp s = 260 GeV. Right:

P

L =200fb* at” s= 500 GeV.
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12.5 Systematic uncertainties

Both the sequential-cut-based analysis and the IDA metbad to a small statistical uncertainty resulting in
m . < 02 GeV and thus systematic uncertainties are particularlyoitgmt to evaluate. Three classes of sys-
tematic uncertainties are distinguished:

instrumental uncertainties related to the detector andlacator: detector calibration (energy scale), track
reconstruction efficiency, charm-quark tagging efficierayd integrated luminosity.

Monte Carlo modeling uncertainty of the signal: charm amg $tagmentation effects. The Peterson frag-
mentation function[150] was used with=  0:031  0:011 (OPAL)I51]. For , = 0:0041 0:0004
(OPAL) [152] and , = 00031  0:0006 (ALEPH)[I53] an average uncertainty of 15% was taken,
and a factor 2 improvement at the ILC has been assumed, tpanlin ., = 06 10 °where ., =

p(mp=m _)* [150,[154]. Fragmentation effects and gluon radiationease the number of jets signifi-
cantly and the importance of c-quark tagging is stresseddardo resolve the combinatorics.

neutralino mass0og8:2  0:3 GeVIG5].

theoretical uncertainties on the signal and backgrounaneSionprovement compared to the current loop
calculation techniques is assumed, and an even largertiedwd this uncertainty is anticipated before the
start of the ILC operation.

Tabled 6 and7 list the systematic uncertainties for the esetipl-cut analysis and the IDA. The systematic

uncertainty using the IDA method from detector calibraijenergy scale) is larger. This is because the sequential-
cut analysis pays particular attention to cancellatiorhef tincertainty between the two analyses at the different
center-of-mass energies.

Table 6: Sequential-cut analysis experimental sys-

tematic uncertainties on the signal efficiency. The error on rel. shift on signal eff.
first column indicates the variable that is cut on, Variable variable 260 GeV 500 GeV _error @n
The second column contains the expected systemEnteriy scale 3%5% 3:7% ntgeg:jll;/og;ible 0:6%
atic uncertainty for this variable based on eXpe”'ch:r;qstagging 025% taken to beo 5%
ence from LEP. The third column shows by how luminosity - 0:4% 0:2% 0:4%
much the signal efficiency foPg = 260 Gevy charm fragmentation 0:011 0:3% 0:8% 0:6%
varies as a result of varying the cut value by thisStoP fragmentation 0% 10 0 0% 02% 0:7%

) neutralino mass 0.3GeV 3.8% 3.0% 0.8%
uncertainty. The fourth column shows the same forbackground estimate  — 0.8% 0.1% 0.8%

P

s = 500 GeV, and the fifth column lists the re-

sulting error on the observable.

ties.

error on rel. shift on signal eff.

variable variable 260 GeV 500 GeV error @n
energy scale 1% 3:4% 1:3% 2:3%
N tracks 0:5% negligible
. . . . charm tagging 0:5% taken to beo 5%

Table 7: IDA experimental systematic uncertaln-lummoSity ] 0:4% 023 0:4%
charm fragmentation 0:011 0:1% 0:6% 0:5%
stop fragmentation 06 10 ° 0:1% 0:8% 047%
neutralino mass 0.3GeV 3.7% 1.6% 2.2%

background estimate — 0.3% 0.2% 0.1%
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12.6 Mass determination

The assessment of the achievable stop mass precision t dnasiee statistical and systematic uncertainties on the
observabler (eq. (1)) as summarized in Talile 8. The IDA method has a snsiiéstical uncertainty, and also a
smaller background uncertainty due to a smaller number péeted background events. The expected stop mass
uncertainty is inferred from the uncertainty @nas given in Tablg]9.

error source fory sequential cuts  IDA method
statistical 3.1% 2.7%
detector effects 0.9% 2.4%
charm fragmentation 0.6% 0.5%
stop fragmentation 0.7% 0.7%
Table 8: Summary of statistical and systematic un-neutralino mass 0.8% 2.2%
certainties on the observabte background estimate 0.8% 0.1%
sum of experimental systematics 1.7% 3.4%
sum of experimental errors 3.5% 4.3%
theory for signal cross-section 5.5% 5.5%
total error Y 6.5% 7.0%

measurement errom . (GeV)

error category sequential cuts IDA method
statistical 0:19 0:17
Table 9: Estimated measurement errors (in GeVlsum of experimental systematics 0:10 021
on the stop quark mass. beam spectrum and calibration 01 0:1
sum of experimental errors 024 0:28
sum of all exp. and th. errors 0:42 0:44

12.7 Cold dark matter interpretation

The chosen benchmark parameters are compatible with thhanistn of electroweak baryogenesis [141]. They
correspond to a value for the dark matter relic abundanddmihe WMAP bounds, - h? = 0:109[36]. The
relic dark matter density has been computed as in Ref! [ﬁl4ﬁl]the investigated scenario, the stop and lightest
neutralino masses are, = 122:5GeV andm ., = 1072 GeV, and the stop mixing angle i®s . = 0:0105,

i.e. the light stop is almost completely right- chlraI Theprovement compared to Ref. [141] regarding the CDM
precision determination is shown in Fig. 3 and summarizethine 10.

T T Fig. 3: Computation of dark matter relic abun-
- { dance ¢,y h? taking into account estimated ex-
0.14 - | perimental errors for stop, chargino, neutralino
sector measurements at the future ILC. The black
dots correspond to a scan overthe@ * 1)
region including the total expected experimental
uncertainties (detector and simulation), the grey-
dotted region includes also the theory uncertainty,
and the light grey-dotted area are the previous
0.08 - - results [141]. The red star indicates the best-fit
R Ll Ll " 1 point. The horizontal shaded bands show the 1
and 2 constraints on the relic density measured
by WMAP.

0.12

Qcpmh?

0.1

2 The assumed benchmark parameters changed slighty (ldemprs masses assumed) and,y h? changed from
0.1122][[141] to 0.109.
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m tl (GeV) CDM h2

. + 0:015

Table 10: Estimated precision for the determination of ~ €XP- and th. errors 0.42 0:109 015
stop mass and dark matter relic density for different as- Stat- and EXp. errors O“IY .
sumptions about the systematic errors. sequential-cut analysis 0.24  0:1097 )01
IDA 0.28 0:109" Sy

Conclusions

Scalar top quarks could be studied with precision at a futoternational Linear Collider (ILC). The simulations
for small stop-neutralino mass difference are motivated¢@gmology. The precision mass determination at the
future ILC is possible with a method using two center-of-ssergies, e.g. s = 260and 500 GeV. This method
can also be applied to other analyses to improve the maskitiesoin searches for new particles. The precision
of two independent analysis methods, one with a sequenitaland the other with an Interative Discriminant
Analysis (IDA) lead to very similar results. The new propdsaethod increases the mass precision by about
a factor of three due to the error cancellation using two eeaf-mass energies with one near the production
threshold. Including experimental and theoretical uraiettes, the mass of a 122.5 GeV scalar top could be
determined with a precision of 0.42 GeV. The interpretatibthis benchmark scenario leads to a uncertainty on

cow h?of  0:013and+ 0:015which is about a factor two better compared to previous tesahd comparable
to current cosmological (WMAP) measurement uncertaintdsth the new stop mass determination, the stop
mass uncertainty is no longer the dominant uncertaintyén th, y h? calculation.
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13. Comparison of SUSY spectrum codes: the NUHM cade

13.1 Introduction

Recent analyses of uncertainties in SUSY spectrum calou&t156[ 15/7] have triggered importantimprovements
in the various spectrum codes. This concerns in partichiatreatment of the top and bottom Yukawa couplings,
and the finite corrections in translatimgR parameters to on-shell masses and mixing angles, se€ 88§j. [1
Moreover, all public codes now apply full two-loop renoriization group (RG) evolution of the SUSY-breaking
parameters, plus one-loop self-energy corrections fortigmmasses.

So far, comparisons of spectrum computations have coratedton the constrained MSSM or mSUGRA
models. In this contribution, we extend these studies toetsodith non-universal Higgs masses (NUHM). We
use the most recent versions of the four public spectrums;d8AJET 7.75[[159, 158], SOFTSUSY 2.0.141[97],
SPHENO 2.2.3([118] and SUSPECT 2[3[37]. We first compare tlalt® from the four public codes for the
NUHM benchmark points of [160], hence also comparing with phivate code SSARD. It turns out that there is
good agreement once the different sign convention in SSAREDmpared to the other codes is taken into account.
Then we discuss the case of gaugino mediation, for which differences in left-chiral slepton masses can occur

2 2
forverylargem; =~ mf

13.2 NUHM benchmarks

NUHM models have recently become very popular because gasltb very interesting phenomenological effects
beyond the well-studied CMSSM case, see €.0.1[L61, [162, l&3Yeneral, the non-universality of the Higgs
doublets can be specified either through GUT-scale masses andmﬁd, or though andm, at the weak
scalé] In particular, the group around Baer u&e§u o while the group around Ellis and Olive follows the second
approach. From the four public spectrum codes, only twoemnily have the ;m , ) approach implemented. We
therefore start our discussion by reproducing the NUHM bemark points proposed ih [160] with a scan in the
mg -mj plane.

Figure[d shows contours of %onstanandm » from the four public spectrum codes in the planenaf
versusmy ,, my sion (m; ,.) g, 3 for the NUHM benchmark scenarios , of [160]. Each
benchmark point is approximately reproduced where theespe contours of andm , intersect. As can be

seen, the solutions for the various codes lie close to edwdr.dDne can therefore also expect good agreement on
the resulting physical spectrum.

That this is indeed the case is examplified in Tddle 1 for bevark point . We find agreement of
about 1-2% on the sparticle and Higgs masses, and about 1a%eowlic density, which we compute using
MICROMEGAS [98] 20] for the ISAJET, SOFTSUSY, SPHENO and $EET spectra. Note also that the agree-
ment within the public codes themselves is better than tleeathvagreement including SSARD, cf. Table 1. For
point , there is also 1-2% agreement on the masses. For the reitylérowever, the spectra of the public codes
interfaced to MICROMEGAS giveh 2 0:07 with 15% variation, while SSARD givesh? = 0:1. The source
of the difference is the A-funnel annihilation cross segtio

In SOFTSUSY, there is also the option to inpuindm » instead ofm 2 o atM gy 1. To this aim, the
progam makes an initial guess of the GUT—sca&u _ for the first iteration. For later iterations, only the EWSB-
scale boundary conditions are used fof e The procedure works extremely well, giving exactly the sam
results irrespective of whether one uses GUT—smegg L or EWSB-scale ,m , as inputs —at least for the cases
we have tried.

There is an analogous option in ISAJET, through lgSUkeywords. However, the procedure applied
is more complicated, using boundary conditionsﬁoju _ at both the GUT and the EWSB scales. The results
slightly depend on what kind of input is used. For examplepfiint , inputof = 375GeV andn, = 265GeV
giveSmiu = (250)° GeV? andmﬁd = (3202F GeV? atM gyr. On the other hand, GUT-scale input of
m 2 L= (250)* GeV* andm 7 L= (3202F GeV? gives = 378 GeV andm , = 274:6 GeV at the weak scale.

H
SPHENO and SUSPECT do not yet havandm » input for SUGRA scenarios.

1S, Kraml and S. Sekmen
2\We take M ew ss ), WhereM ry sg IS the scale of electroweak symmetry breaking, and m » (pole).
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Fig. 1: Contours of constant (solid lines) andn », (dashed lines) from the four public spectrum codes imthe, versusm ;

plane for the NUHM benchmark scenarios , of [I60]. The black, red, green and blue lines are for ISAJEDFTSUSY,
SPHENO and SUSPECT, respectively. Each benchmark poippi®gimately reproduced where the respective contours of
andm » intersect. In the grey areas no solution is obtained.
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SSARD[160]| ISAJET | SOFTSUSY| SPHENO | SUSPECT| [%]
mi Mgyr) (333)? + (2574) | + (271:0)° | + (275:0)° | + (271:1)°
m gd Mcur) + (294)° (3250)° (323%6)? (323:7) (323:7)

h° 115 112.0 112.5 112.7 112.5 2.66
g 266 265.0 265.0 265.7 265.7 0.38

A0 265 265.0 265.0 265.0 265.0 —
H 277 280.0 277.0 277.1 277.1 1.08
R 637 647.2 644.9 646.3 643.9 1.58
ar, 648 659.7 653.1 659.3 656.1 1.79
dr 630 639.3 633.2 638.1 635.8 1.46
., 653 664.8 659.3 663.9 660.8 1.79
ty 471 475.1 475.5 477.1 476.9 1.28
% 652 655.3 652.7 654.9 655.1 0.50
o} 590 599.7 591.9 594.4 597.8 1.63
o) 629 637.4 630.5 637.0 635.4 1.33
e 216 218.8 219.3 218.9 218.1 1.51
e 296 296.9 296.7 296.7 295.1 0.61
~ 285 285.1 285.2 285.7 284.6 0.39

~ 212 216.3 215.9 215.4 214.8 2.00

~ 298 297.9 298.3 298.3 296.8 0.50

~ 285 284.0 284.9 285.4 284.3 0.49

~D 115 112.4 111.7 111.9 112.2 1.16

~9 212 208.2 207.8 208.1 208.2 2.01

~ 388 380.3 383.8 381.7 380.6 2.01

~0 406 401.3 401.5 400.7 400.9 1.32

~ 212 208.3 209.0 207.7 207.6 2.11
~ 408 400.4 398.1 401.5 400.9 2.45
g 674 691.2 687.7 685.6 688.7 2.51
h? 0.12 0.109 0.114 0.111 0.108 10.68

Table 1: Comparison of results for NUHM benchmark poingiven bym o = 210 GeV,m ;_, = 285 GeV,A, = 0,
tan = 10,m:= 178GeV, = 375GeVandm, = 265 GeV.
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Fig. 2: Neutralino, stau and tau-sneutrino masses (in Gedf the four public spectrum codes as a functiomnaf _, for
mi_, = 500GeV,tan = 10,m 0= Ao = my, = 500. The black, red, green and blue lines are for ISAJET, SOFT%{US
SPHENO and SUSPECT, respectively.

13.3 Slepton masses in gaugino mediation

In general, in SUSY-breaking models with universal scafat gaugino masses, the right-chiral charged sleptons,
"z, are lighter than the left-chiral ones and the sneutrirfpsand ~- (* = e; ; ). However, owing tos-term
contributions in the RG evolution, for large enougtid mg > 0, %, and/or~ can become lighter thar,

and even lighter than the} [161,[162[16B]. In such a setup, if R parity is conservedigtgest SUSY particle
(LSP) should be a gravitino or axino, and the next-to-lighttne (NLSP) a4 or ~ . This has recently attracted
quite some interest in the context of gaugino mediation[16&%, 166| 16/7].

In gaugino mediatior [168, 169], gauge couplings and gaugiasses each unify at the compactification
scaleM ., while there are no-scale boundary conditions for sfernm@sses and trilinear couplings, irey =
A, = 0) [169)]. The free parameters of the model are henge,, m 2 Lym 2 ,»tan , and the sign of ; j jbeing
determined by radiative electroweak symmetry breakindlofing [164,165/ 166, 167], we také - = M gy
andm . = 1725 GeV.

Figure[2 shows the-!, ~ , and ~ masses as a function of;; ,, form,_, = 500 GeV, tan = 10,
my, = 5008 As can be seen, for . 12TeV, the left-ciral sleptons become lighter than the righiral ones;
formy, 16 TeV, they are lighter than the lightest neutralino. Moreptere is an overall good agreement
between the codes. Only for very large: ., m , when there are large-term corrections, the differences in
the left-chiral slepton masses reach10% . This is also the region where the stau or sneutrino is theugs) LSP.
Explicit numbers are given in Tablek 2 ddd 3fof , = 900 GeV andl 8 TeV, respectively. Note also that there is

3-4% difference in . The masses of coloured sparticles and Higgs bosons arownhslue to lack of space;
they agreeto 1% or better.

13.4 Conclusions

We have compared results of the latest versions of the p8hIBY spectrum codes ISAJET, SOFTSUSY, SPHENO
and SUSPECT for models with non-universal Higgs masses. Wileviry good agreement for the mass spectra
and the resultingh 2. Only for edges of parameter space, the differences in th& sensitive masses become

large. For instance, we have found differences in sleptossesof the order of 10% for large; i m7 E

3In SUSPECT we use o = 10 °, since this code does not give a spectrunxfor 0.



ISAJET | SOFTSUSY| SPHENO| SUSPECT|| m [%)]
&r 253.6 256.7 256.7 254.1 1.25
e 318.8 317.4 316.7 311.4 2.34
~e 304.8 305.2 306.4 301.5 l.61
~ 241.3 241.1 240.9 238.2 1.29
~ 313.7 315.7 315.2 310.0 1.82
~ 296.6 300.4 301.6 296.7 1.67
~0 203.0 201.8 202.6 202.8 0.59
~9 364.4 365.6 367.8 367.2 0.93
~9 463.5 477.3 481.2 477.7 3.73
~0 500.2 508.4 513.4 511.1 2.6
~ 365.0 367.3 367.3 366.3 0.63
~, 499.1 504.9 513.1 510.2 2.76
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Table 2: Comparison of neutralino, chargino, and sleptosses: for a gaugino-mediation scenario with = 2, = 0,
mi;_, = 500GeV,tan = 10,m, = 500andmy = 900 GeV.

ISAJET | SOFTSUSY| SPHENO| SUSPECT|| m [%)]
= 432.1 436.2 433.8 436.0 0.94
e 199.4 182.7 192.3 180.1 10.23
~e 170.3 179.9 175.0 162.5 10.12
~ 159.9 151.1 163.4 148.6 9.5
~ 410.5 413.3 411.1 413.0 0.68
~ 130.6 149.5 144.5 148.6 13.19
~0 202.5 200.9 201.3 200.1 1.19
~9 351.7 353.6 357.2 356.4 1.55
~9 425.3 439.4 444.5 440.9 4.39
~0 474.9 481.1 486.7 484.6 2.45
~ 351.8 355.6 356.2 355.0 1.24
~, 473.0 478.9 486.3 483.6 2.77

Table 3: Same as Tal{lé 2 but fer; , = 1:3 TeV.
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14. The SLHA2 Conventiong!

14.1 Introduction

The states and couplings appearing in the general mininparsymmetric standard model (MSSM) can be defined
in a number of ways. In principle, this is not a problem, agstations between different conventions can usually
be carried out without ambiguity. From the point of view ofptical application, however, such translations are,
at best, tedious, and at worst they introduce an unnecegeasyility for error. To deal with this problem, and to
create a more transparent situation for non-experts, iggat SUSY Les Houches Accord (SLHAL) was proposed
[72]. However, SLHA1 was designed exclusively with the MS®&#ith real parameters and R-parity conservation
in mind. We here summarize conventions [1170] relevant fguaRity violation (RPV), flavour violation, and CP-
violation (CPV) in the minimal supersymmetric standard mlodlVe also consider next-to-minimal models which
we shall collectively label NMSSM. For simplicity, we stilmit the scope of the SLHAZ2 in two regards: for the
MSSM, we restrict our attention teither CPV or RPV, but not both. For the NMSSM, we define one catch-all
model and extend the SLHA1 mixing only to include the newestatvith CP, R-parity, and flavour still assumed
conserved. For brevity, this document only describes oavention choices and not the full ASCII data structures
that go with them (these are the focus of a complementary amn[h71]). The complete SLHAZ2 is described in
detail in [170].

14.2 Extensions of SLHA1

Firstly, we allow for using either th@ ® or H * pole masses, respectively, as input instead of the paramete
mZ M mpue) defined in [72]. Secondly, we also optionally allow for diff@t parameters to be defined at dif-
ferent scales (e.g., defined at1 xy 55, the remaining parameters definediat,,.,.+).

To define the general properties of the model, we introduee glebal switches for field content (either
MSSM or NMSSM), RPV (either off or on), CPV (either no CPV, iuke CKM phase, or general CPV), and
flavour violation (either no flavour violation or quark andfepton flavour violation).

Also note the recent proposal [172] for a joint SLHA+LHEF é Houches Event Filé [173]) format for
BSM event generation.

14.3 Flavour violation

In the Super-CKM basis of the squarks [174], the quark madsixria diagonal, and the squarks are rotated in
parallel to their superpartners. This implies that only gibglly measurable parameters are present. Actually, once
the electroweak symmetry is broken, a rotation in flavoucspa

D°= VgD ; U°® = v,U; D°= U,4D ; U°= U,U; 1)
of all matter superfields in the (s)quark superpotential
h i
Wo = ap (Yp)yyHFQYD§+ (Yy ) HPQSUY (2)

brings fermions from the interaction eigenstate basfs;u? ;dS ;ug gto their mass eigenstate basis, ;u;, ;dz jur o
dY = Vqdp, uf = Vyup, dy = Ugdr, uy = Uyur, and the scalar superpartners to the basis;w;, ;dz jor 9.
Through this rotation, the Yukawa matrices andyy are reduced to their diagonal fordy andYy :

_ P—-m di _ P—-m ui

(Yo )= UIY) Va)u= 2——; Yy )= OIS Vy)u= 2 : 3)
%1 V2

Tree-level mixing terms among quarks of different generagiare due to the misalignmentwfandv,, expressed
via the CKM matrix [175/ 176]vc.xn = VV4, Which is proportional to the tree-level, id;, ;W *, up:dg 4H *,
andug :d;, H * couplings ;5= 1;2;3).

In the super-CKM basis the 6 mass matrices for the up- and down-type squarks are defined as

2 2
Lgass: EMH u glMd” q; (4)

!participating/corresponding authors: B.C. Allanach, lear&ls and P. Slavich
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where , = (o it 7o s k)T and 4 = (@& s B Gk isk B )T . We diagonalise the squark mass
matrices viaé 6 unitary matriceR,, 4, such thar ,, 4 M iﬂRZ;d are diagonal matrices with increasing mass

squared values. The flavour-mixed mass matrices read:
|

A
, Ve rﬁévcyKM +m2+ Dyt éfZ—ETg m, cot )
M = 7
= é’z—ETAU m, cot M2+ m?2+ Dygrr
i
2 2 Ay :
- rﬁg+md+ DyLL %TD mg tan )
M a Al 2 2 ° (6)
gl—ETD m 4 tan rﬁd+ m$+ Dgarr

In the equations above we introduced the 3 matrices

2 T

N N
oq Uuas Tu UTg Vu; To UJT, Vai (7)

2 y 2 . 2 y
rﬁQ \émgvd, rﬁuxy Uu;dm

where the un-hatted mass matricreg . and trilinear interaction matrices, , are given in the electroweak
basis of[72], in which the soft SUSY-breaking potentialsandv, have the following forms:

X h i
Vi = a (Te )isH L% e + (Tp )yH 70T & + (Tu )yH 0% vy, + hx:; (8)
ij
_ 2 a 2 a 2 a 2 a
V2 = mHlHlaHl+mH2H2aH2+Qvi;a(mQV)ijQ/jL +EjLa(mD)ijEjL +

vy, (M )ywy, + (mff)ijd"jR + e, (m2)iey m3 pH2H D+ he) s 9)
The matricesn , 4 are the diagonal up-type and down-type quark masse®and zr are the D-terms
given by:
Dfirar = CcO0s2 m2 T Qesin® y 1k; (20)

which are also flavour diagonal, and is the electric charge of the left-handed chiral supermlgtito which the
squark belongs, i.e., iti8=3for U and 2=3for U°. Note that the up-type and down-type squark mass matrices
in egs. [(b) and{6) cannot be simultaneously flavour-diagtmniasaﬁfj is flavour-universal.

For the lepton sector, we adopt a super-PMNS basis and cbhwarsas that lead to a low energy effective
field theory with Majorana neutrino masses and one sneypendamily. In terms of this low energy effective the-
ory, the lepton mixing phenomenon is analogous to the quaxkmcase. After electroweak symmetry breaking,
the neutrino sector of the MSSM contains the Lagrangiangsiec

L= - m ) °+ hxcsy; (12)

wherem isa3 3 symmetric matrix. The interaction eigenstate basis neatiields © are related to the mass
eigenstate oneshy °= v ,reducing the mass matrix to its diagonal formn

M = (V'm V)y=m ,: (12)

i

The charged lepton fields havesa 3 Yukawa coupling matrix defined in the superpotential piééé [
Wg = ap(Ye )isH{LYES; (13)

where the charged lepton interaction eigenstate€se; g are related to the mass eigenstatessby- v.e, and
e = U.ex. The equivalent diagonalised charged lepton Yukawa mstrix

~ P-m i
(V)= UYS Ve)is= 2—

(14)

Vi
Lepton mixing in the charged current interaction can theohsracterised by the PMNS matrix [177, 178],
Upm vs = VIV , whichis proportional to the tree-level ; sw andez; sH  couplings.
Rotating the interaction eigenstates of the sleptons iickdiyt to their leptonic counterparts, we obtain
the super-PMNS basis for the charged sleptons and the smasytdescribed by the Lagrangian (neglecting the

possible term "M 2 )
Lm ass _ yM 2 yM 2 . (15)

1 e e ~ ’
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where = (~;~ ;~) and .= (e ;~ ;& i~riw) .M 2isthe6 6 matrix
|
R !
, rﬁ§+mé+ Dert, gl—ETg m. tan
M 2= ' . ; (16)
FL Ty m . tan MmZ+mZ+ Degg

andM 2isthe3 3 matrix

M%=U5MNSHT§UPMNS+D LL 7 17)

whereD . ; andD ., are givenin eq[{J0). In the equations above we introduced th 3 matrices

2T
e

w2 VWmive; mZ UWmZ Uc; Te  WTSVe; (18)
where the un-hatted matrices? . and Tz are given in the interaction basis of ref. [72]. We diagoselihe
charged slepton and sneutrino mass matrices via the urtay and3 3 matricesR.; respectively. Thus,

Re; M 2, RY. arediagonal with increasing entries toward the bottomtragieach matrix.
14.4 R-parity violation
We write the R-parity violating superpotential in the irgetion basis as

1 1
Weev = ap e LSLSE + 9, L350 Dy sLIHY + > O xy2UFDIDE; (19)

wherex;y;z = 1;:::;3 are fundamental SU(3)indices and *¥# is the antisymmetric tensor in 3 dimensions
with 2 = +1. Ineq. [19), i5; I, and ; break lepton number, wherea§, violate baryon number. To
ensure proton stability, either lepton number conservaticbaryon number conservation is usually still assumed,
resulting in either ;5 = Sjk = ;=0o0r = Oforall i;5;k = 1;2;3.

The trilinear R-parity violating terms in the soft SUSY-hkéng potential are

)
ijk

1 1
Vigpvy =  ab E(T )ik T E?L e + (TNipD3 Q?L dr E(T D)isk wyzi daj{R diz + hx: : (20)
Note that we do not factor out thecouplings (e.g. as ifl;x= ;5 A ,i5) in order to avoid potential problems
with 5 = 0butT;s 6 0. This usage is consistent with the convention for the R-eprisg sector elsewhere in
this report.

The bilinear R-parity violating soft terms (all lepton nuertviolating) are

Z HZ+ hc:: (21)

— T~ b v
Vz;RpV = apD lEiLHZ + EiaLmDiHl

When Ieprlgg number is not conserved the sneutrinos may @gacuum expectation values (VEVS)
hvw, ;1 1w, ;= 2. We generalisethe SLHA1 parameteio:
g
v Vi+ v+ vi+ v+ v2 o= 246GeV: (22)

The addition of sneutrino VEVs allows for various differefgfinitions oftan , but we here choose to keep the
SLHAI1 definitiontan = w=v;.

We use the super-CKM/PMNS basis throughout, as defined isestibri I4.13, with the following consid-
erations specific to the R-parity violating case. Firsthg &-quark mass matrices are given by

Mmg)y= Yp )iz + giij : (23)

where v, are the sneutrino VEVs. Secondly, in the lepton number tiltdacase, we restrict our attention to
scenarios in which there are no right-handed neutrinosthnd, neutrino masses are generated solely by the RPV
couplings. In this case, the PMNS matrix is not an indepehidguat but an output.

We define the super-CKM basis as the one where the Yukawaingepl, andyy are diagonal. The
PMNS basis is defined as the basis whards diagonal and the loop-induced neutrino mass matrix igahalised.
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In this way one obtains a uniquely defined set of parameters:

A

ik rstV ;riVe;sery;ﬂ{ ; (24)
gjk Y ;rivd;SjUé{/;tk ; (25)
Ai rve;ri 7 (26)
A

e8] y y y .
ijk rstUu;riUd;sjUd;tk 4

(27)

where the fermion mixing matrices are defined in subse€fff.1The Lagrangian for the quark-slepton interac-
tions then takes the following form:

A

_ o . ) ~0 y y . . ..
L = ik ldedL] + rskUPM N S;riVCK M ;SjL;ldeuLj + hec:: (28)

Similarly one obtains the soft SUSY breaking couplings iis thasis by replacing the superpotential quantities in
eqs. [21)-L(27) by the corresponding soft SUSY breaking lbogg. In addition we define:

m 2 VY, om? : (29)

T'iH eir™ . H

As for the R-conserving MSSM, the bilinear terms (both SUS¥aking and SUSY-respecting ones, in-
cluding ) and the VEVs are not independent parameters. Specificaitypf the 12 parameters, D ;, sneutrino
vevs, andn éH , only 9 are independent.

Particle mixing

In general, the neutrinos mix with the neutralinos. Thisuiegs a change in the definition of the 4 neutralino
mixing matrixN toa7 7 matrix. The Lagrangian contains the (symmetric) neutrieatralino mass matrix as

1

L™2% = E Ty 4 hes; (30)
in the basis of 2—component spinot§ = ( .; ; ; »; iw;Ni;H,)". We define the unitary 7 neu-
trino/neutralino mixing matrixt , such that:

1 1
=0Ty P ZINTN M ONYN P (31)
2 2 l—fz=} | _{z—} Mz}

0T ) -0
diag(m _o)

where the 7 (2-component) generalised neutriffos ( ; ;:::; ;)" are defined strictly mass-ordered.

In the limit of CP conservation, the default convention iatth be a real matrix and one or more of the
mass eigenstates may have an apparent negative mass. Tusesigin may be removed by phase transformations
on~! ;asexplainedin SLHAI[72].

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

1
LTA% = > ~ ™ .. ™+ he:; (32)
in the basis of 2—Ig(zmponent spinots = (" ; ;Y W GH,)Y, Y = (e ; ; ; is ;N ) where
w = (w! w)= 2. Notethat,in the limit of no RPV the lepton fields are masge#jates.

We define the unitar$ 5 charged fermion mixing matrices;v such that:

1.1 ~+ 1 oot V7 ~t

- M .. = = U " UM .,V ; 33

2 2 l—={z—} |__¢z }Y-{Z-} (33)
~ diagm . )

+

where the generalised charged leptenis (€ ;e; ;e; ;e; ;e! ) are defined as strictly mass ordered. In the limit
of CP conservationj andv are chosen to be real by default.

R-parity violation via lepton number violation implies tithe sneutrinos can mix with the Higgs bosons.
In the limit of CP conservation the IvC,E’-even (-odd) Higgs Imssmix with real (imaginary) parts of the sneutrinos.
We write the neutral scalars a$ 2< HYH § i~ 7~ )T, with the mass term
LT, 2 o

L = 5 M % 7 (34)
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whereM 2, isa5 5symmetric mass matrix. We define the orthogomal 5 mixing matrix@ by

0T 2, 0 _ 0T g 2 QT 35
I—{Z—} |_{z£}?{z} (35)

diag(m “ )

where © () ;h9;h;hd;h?)are the neutral scalar mass eigenstates in strictly inicrgasass orderx.
. P .
We write the neutral pseudo-scalars ds = 2= (H 9;H 2;~;~ ;~ )F, with the mass term

1, = % OTM 2O 0; (36)

whereM 2 isa5 5symmetric mass matrix. We define the 5 mixing matrix by

OTM 2O 0 _ 0T M . T 0 ; 37
I—{Z@—}? {i}ﬁ{Z} (37)
diag(m ? )

where ©  @%;n9;a9;a9)are the pseudoscalar mass eigenstates, again in increaagsgorder.

The charged sleptons and charged Higgs bosons also mix i the mass squared matrix 2 which we
diagonalize by @ 8 matrixC:

0
Hl
B .+
L= (H, ;Hj;e ;e )C'CM” cVcg Ho ¢ (38)
* diagM 2 ) €r ,
wherei;;k;12 £1;2;3gand * = Y (W ;h) ;hi;hyhioghioght).

R-parity violation may also generate contributions to desguark mixing via additional left-right mixing
terms,

1 A Vk A
‘p—EV]_Tg A3 Mg ;i tan ij + p_ETyO;kij (39)

wherev, are the sneutrino vevs. However, this only mixes the six doype squarks amongst themselves and so
is identical to the effects of flavour mixing. This is coveirdubsectioh 14]13.

14.5 CP violation

In general, we write complex parameters in terms of theil aed imaginary parts, rather than in terms of phase
and modulus. (The SLHA1 data structures are then understoafer to the real parts, and the imaginary parts
are provided in data blocks of the same name but prefacélyThe defaults for all imaginary parameters will
be zero.

One special case is theparameter. Whenr jis determined by the conditions for electroweak symmetry
breaking, only the phase is taken as an input parameter, dee [170].

When CP symmetry is broken, quantum corrections cayse glbenween the CP—even and CP-odd Higgs
states. Writing the neutral scalar interaction eigenstate ° 2(<H ;<8 2;=07Y;=H )" we define the
3 4 mixing matrixs by
OTM 20 0 _ OT M Osy%{z} (40)

I_{Z—} \_{z_}
diag(m “,)

where °  (H;h9;h3)" are the mass eigenstates.

For the neutralino and chargino mixing matrices, the deéfaaivention in SLHAL is that they be real. One
or more mass eigenvalues may then have an apparent neggtiyevhich can be removed by a phase transfor-
mation on ~; as explained in SLHA1[72]. When going to CPV, the reason froducing the negative-mass
convention in the first place, namely maintaining the mixinatrices strictly real, disappears. In the CP violating
case, we therefore take all masses real and positive \wijth, andv complex.



64

14.6 The next-to-minimal supersymmetric standard model
We write the most general CP conserving NMSSM superpoteagia

0a 2

Wynmssm = Wy ssm ab SHfH§+%SB+ ST+ rS; (41)
wherew y ssv IS the MSSM superpotential, in the conventions of lief! [%2,(8)]. A non-zero in combination
with a VEV 1s i of the singlet generates a contribution to the effectiterm . = hsi+ ,wherethe MSSM

term is normally assumed to be zero in NMSSM constructiorddiyng . = hSi The remaining terms
represent a general cubic potential for the singletis dimensionless, © has dimension of mass, and has
dimension of mass squared. The soft SUSY-breaking terregaet to the NMSSM are

1
Veore = Vou ssu + Vagssy +maBF+ ( ap A SHEHD+ 3 A S’+mPs?+ sS+ hey; (42)

wherev;y ssu are the MSSM soft terms defined in edd. (8) ddd (9), and we mdraxiuced the notation &
BY C

At tree level, there are thus 15 parameters (in additiom to which fixes the sum of the squared Higgs
VEVs) that are relevant for the Higgs sector of the R-paritg £P-conserving NMSSM:

tan ; ;my ;mi ;m3; ; ;A ;A ; %m&; r; s; bSi;mj o (43)
The minimisation of the effective potential imposes 3 ctiods on these parameters, such that only 12 of them
can be considered independent.

Note that we write the soft parametef, in the formm %=(cos sin ), seel[72]. The notation ; that was
used for that parameter in the SLHAL is no longer relevarténlNMSSM context, but by keeping the definition in
terms ofm 2 andcos sin  unchanged, we maintain an economical and straightfornamspondence between
the two cases.

Particle mixing

. . . . p- .
In the CP-conserving NMSSM, the CP-even interaction eigges are ° 2< H ;8 9;5)" . We define the
orthogonaBB 3 mixing matrixs by
0T 2 0 0T gT g

ZOST 0 ;
= 25 T

(44)

diag(m 2 )

where © () ;h9;hY)are the mass eigenstates ordered in mass.

. . . P . ..
In the CP-odd sector the interaction eigenstates are = 2= (H ;1 9;5)T. We definethe 3 mixing
matrix P by

0T 2 0 0T 5T 2 T 0

M = P'PM ‘P ; 45

’ —{z=}|_(= ﬁ{z} ’ (43)
diagm ?,)

where ©  @?;a9)are the mass eigenstates ordered in mass.

The neutralino sector of the NMSSM requires a change in tfimitden of the 4 4 neutralino mixing
matrixN toa5 5matrix. The Lagrangian contains the (symmetric) neutalitass matrix as

1
LT3 = > ~TM L, Y+ hes; (46)
in the basis of 2-componentspinor$ = ( ®; iw;H;;H,;s)’. We define the unitarg 5 neutralino mixing
matrix N such that: . .
~y L, = ZTNTN M OLNYN Y (47)
2 2 Az} |z {2}
~0T diag(m B ) ~0

where the 5 (2-component) neutralinesare defined such that the absolute value of their masseas&mithi
As in SLHAL, our convention is that be a real matrix. One or more mass eigenvalues may then hapgpanent
negative sign, which can be removed by a phase transformaitio ;.
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14.7 Summary

The Supersymmetry Les Houches Accord (SLHA) [72] providasigersal set of conventions for supersymmetry
analysis problems in high energy physics. Here, we summaritensions of the conventions of the first SLHA
to include various generalisations [170]: the minimal sspmmetric standard model with flavour violation, RPV,
and CPV, as well as the simplest next-to-minimal model. polates and examples, see

http://home.fnal.gov/ skands/slha/
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