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Abstract
In this review, we consider four main topics:

1. The prospects for a significant improvement in the precise measurement
of the electroweak parameters.

2. NLO QCD description of the productioW * W, W*Z, ZZ, W+~ or
Z~ pairs with leptonic decays and with anomalous triple gauge-boson
couplings.

3. The prospects for significant improvement in the direct measurement of
the non-Abelian gauge-coupling, with direct limits on triple and quartic
anomalous couplings.

4. Gauge-boson scattering at large centre of mass energy.

1. INTRODUCTION ?
1.1 Electroweak parameters

At the LHC, substantial improvement in the precise determination of electroweak parameters, such as the

W boson mass, the top-quark mass and the electroweak mixing angle, will become feasible, as well as an

accurate measurement of the vector-boson self couplings and of the mass of the Higgs boson. This opens
promising perspectives towards very comprehensive and challenging tests of the electroweak theory.

Electroweak precision observables provide the basis for important consistency tests of the Stan-
dard Model (SM) or its extensions, in particular the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM).
By comparing precision data with the predictions of specific models, it is possible to derive indirect con-
straints on the parameters of the model. In the case of the top-quarkmmasise indirect determination
from the precision observables in the framework of the SM turned out to be in remarkable agreement with
the direct experimental measurementhof. Since the Higgs boson magkly, enters the predictions
for the precision observables only logarithmically in leading order, the indirect determinatibfy;of
requires very accurate experimental data as well as high precision of the theoretical predictions. The
uncertainties of the predictions arise from the following sources: a) the unknown higher-order correc-
tions - since the perturbative evaluation is truncated at a certain order, and b) the parametric uncertainties
induced by the experimental errors of the input parameters.

The most important universal top-quark contribution to the electroweak precision observables en-
ters via thep parameter, which deviates from unity by a loop contributivp. At the one-loop level,
the (¢,b) doublet yields a term proportional t@? [1], namely Ap = 3G, m?/(87%v/2) in the limit
my — 0. Therefore, it is to be expected that the precision measurement of the top-quark mass at the
LHC (see Section 3.1) will significantly improve the theoretical prediction ofithenass, My, — at
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present, the experimental error on is a limiting factor for the accuracy in the theoretical predictions
of the precision observabled/y; itself will be measured at the LHC with a sizably improved accuracy.

The theoretical prediction fak/yy is obtained from the relation between the vector-boson masses
My, z and the Fermi constaxt,,, which is conventionally written in the form

M?2 To 1
ME|1-—-X) = . 1
W< M%) \/iGul_AT M

The quantityAr = Ar(a, Mz, My, m, Mp), first derived in [2, 3] in one-loop order, summarises the
guantum corrections to the vector-boson mass correlation; it is obtained from the calculation of the muon
lifetime in the SM beyond the tree-level approximation. At one-loop ordercan be written as

2
Ar = Ao — ETWAp (A7) rom. )

w
Aa contains the large logarithmic contributions from the light fermions, Apcdthe m? dependence;
the non-leading terms are collected ivr),.,,, where also the dependence &fy; enters. In Equation 1,
Ar is a quantity that accounts also for terms of higher order than just one-loop. Moreover, a partial
resummation of large contributions from light fermions and from ghgarameter is contained in the
expression. For a discussion see for example the section on the Electroweak Working Group Report
in [4]. Results forMy, that were not yet available at the time of the report [4] are the next-to-leading
two-loop terms ofD(GithM%) [5, 6] in an expansion for asymptotically large and the result for the
Higgs mass dependence of the fermionic two-loop contributions [7]. Recently, the complete result for
the fermionic two-loop contributions has been obtained [8]. Furthermore, the QCD correctiinfo
O(aa?) have been derived [9].

The most recent theoretical prediction [8] fbfy, within the SM is displayed in Figure 1 as a
function of M. To illustrate the comparison between theory and experiment, the experimental result
is included in the figure for the current uncertainty/y;; = +0.042 GeV [10] and the estimated LHC
uncertaintyd My, = £0.015 GeV (see Section 3.1) (assuming the same central value). The uncertainty
for the current status and for the case where the LHC will have measured the top-quark mass with
much higher accuracy is also displayed, in combination with the theoretical uncertainty from unknown
higher-order corrections. It is clear that both improvementd/in and inm;, will lead to a substantial
increase in the significance of Standard Model tests, with stringent bounds on the Higgs boson mass to
be confronted with the directly measured value\of;.

Besides thé? boson mass, the improvementrin will also have an effect on the predictions of
the Z pole observables. They are conveniently described in terms of effective couplings

g = or (I —2Qssin®0ly), gl =prli 3)

in the neutral-current vertex at the resonance for a given fermion specigsnormalised according to
JNC = (V2G,M2)"2(gl,y, — g)yvu7s). Besides the overall normalisation facter = 1 + Ap +
.-+, we mention in particular the effective mixing angle, which is usually chosen as the on-resonance

mixing angle for the leptong = e, i, 7 in Equation 3 and denoted aim? 9(13?. This quantity also

depends sensitively on the top-quark mass, mainly thraNgh The theoretical prediction 6in? Hi?t

will definitely be sharpened by the precise measurement of the top-quark mass; a sizable improvement
concerning the internal consistency test can be anticipated. The on-resonance mixing angle for the light
quarks# b is numerically very close to the leptonic onén? Hé‘g’t can therefore be measured at the LHC

in the Drell-Yan production of charged-lepton pairs around Zheesonance, vigg — [*1~, where an

accuracy ofl .4 x 10~ onsin? 6" may be feasible (see Section 3.2).

Besides these internal consistency checks of the SM, the electroweak precision observables may
be useful to distinguish between different models as candidates for the electroweak theory. In Figure 2,
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Fig. 1: The dependence dffy, predicted by means of Equation 1, dz is shown for the SM. The uncertainty of the
predictions corresponds to the present and expected parametric uncertainty owing to the top mass, in combination with the
theoretical uncertainty. The central lines (solid) correspond to the present central valugs ef 80.394 GeV andm, =

174.3 GeV.

the SM prediction of\fy; as a function ofn; is compared with the prediction within the MSSM, where

the MSSM prediction is based on results upQ6wa,) [11, 12]. The SM uncertainty arises from the

only unknown parameter, the Higgs boson mass. On the other hand, within the MSSM, the Higgs boson
mass is not a free parameter [13], and the uncertainty originates from the unknown SUSY mass scales. In
the small overlap region, the MSSM behaves like the Bdlall SUSY particles are heavy and decouple

from the precision observables, and thf; value of the SM stays below 130 GeV, the upper bound on

the lightest MSSM Higgs boson mass far, = 175 GeV (see [14] and references therein). Figure 2
shows the clear improvement from the current status to the LHC era, where eventually, besides direct
experimental evidence, a distinction between SM and MSSM might become feasible.

1.2 Vector-boson pair production and scattering

Atthe LHC, the precise measurement of the productioWofiV —, W*Z, ZZ, W+~ or Z~ pairsis also

an important physics goal. In the simplest studies, the gauge-bosons will be detected via their leptonic
decays. Already a couple events have been obtained by CDF and DioWorandW Z production and

DO has seen about 100y and 30Z+~ events. The data set at Run Il will be about 20 times larger and
about 1000 times larger at the LHC. For a summary of the experimental situation see [15, 16].

The production of gauge-boson pairs provide us with the best test of the non-Abelian gauge-
symmetry of the Standard Model (SM). Deviation from the SM predictions may come either from the
presence of anomalous couplings or the production of new heavy particles and their decays into vector-
boson pairs. If the particle spectrum of the SM has to be enlarged with new patrticles (as in the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM)) with mass values 6f5 — 1 TeV, small anomalous cou-
plings are generated at low energy. If the Higgs boson is very heavy, it will decay mainly/intd —
andZ Z pairs. If the symmetry breaking mechanism is dynamical (technicolor models, BESS models),
large anomalous couplings might be generated or new heavy particles may be produced. In both of
these cases, vector-boson pair production will show deviations from the Standard Model predictions. At
the same time, vector-boson pair production gives the most important background for a number of new
physics signals. For example, one of the most important physics signal for supersymmetry at hadron
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Fig. 2: The dependence ofy, onm; is shown for the SM and the MSSM. It is compared to the current errors and to the errors
expected from the LHC.

colliders is the production of three charged leptons and missing transverse momentum. The dominant
background for this process is the productioriiofplus aZ (real or virtual) ory.

The leading order production mechanism of gauge-boson pair productgraimihilation. The
precise calculation of the cross sections in the QCD improved parton model have received recently a
lot of attention. The cross sections of the gauge-boson pair production and its decay into lepton pairs
have been calculated in next-to-leading order (NLO) accuracy retaining the full spin correlations of
the leptonic decay products. A significant achievement was that the theoretical results in NLO QCD
for the production oW+ W~—, W*Z, ZZ, W*~ or Z~ pairs could be documented in short analytic
formulae [17] allowing for independent numerical implementations. Subsequently, several so called
NLO numerical Monte Carlo programs have been developed and the complete one loop corrections
became available for the first time fafr W —, W+ Z, ZZ in [18, 19], and fol¥ *+, or Z~ pairs in [20].
These new results have superseded and confirmed previous NLO results on spin averaged production
gauge-boson pair production [21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28], as well the approximate results where spin
correlation have been neglected in the virtual corrections [29, 30, 31, 32, 33]. The agreement between
the well documented results in [19] and in [22, 24, 26] is within the precise integration error and the
agreement between the results of [19] and the recent programs of [29, 30, 31, 32, 33] is about 3%.
Therefore, previous experimental simulation studies based on these programs (see Section 6.5) should
not be repeated.

Simple analytic NLO results exist also for the anomalous coupling contributions at NLO accuracy
in [19, 20]. Again, the agreement with previous approximate NLO results [29, 30, 31, 32, 33] is also
good (see Section 5.5). Future anomalous coupling studies may like to use the more accurate packages.
At the LHC, contrary to LEP, the phenomenological studies of anomalous triple gauge-boson coupling
constants cannot be treated as constant couplings since they lead to violefigi20fgauge-symmetry
and unitarity. The difficulty comes from truncation of the contribution of an infinite series of higher di-
mensional non-renormalisable gauge-invariant operators. In the cageaahihilation to gauge-boson
pairs, a suitable phenomenological approach is the introduction of form factors for the anomalous cou-
plings (which in principle are calculable in the true underlying theory). As long as we do not obtain
deviations from the Standard Model, for practical purposes, simple dipole form factors with various cut-



off parameters can be used. With better data, one can put limits on the form factor values ig/$mall
intervals, assuming constant couplings for each interval. In the case of positive signals, such a form fac-
tor measurement will provide us with important information on the underlying theory (see Sections 3., 4.
and 5.).

At higher energies, the higher order production processé® bf and Z Z scattering (the weak
boson are emitted from the incoming quarks) will become more and more important. These interactions
are the most sensitive to the mechanism of the electroweak symmetry breaking. In particular, if the
breaking of the electroweak symmetry is due to new particles with strong interactions at the TeV scale,
enhanced production of longitudinal gauge-boson pairs will be the most typical signal [34, 35]. The
minimal model to describe this alternative is obtained by assuming that the new particles are too heavy
to be produced at LHC and the lineamrmodel Higgs-sector of the Standard Model is replaced by the
non-renormalisable non-linearmodel which can also be considered as an effective chiral vector-boson
Lagrangian with non-linear realisation of the gauge-symmetry [36, 37]. The question is whether this
more phenomenological approach is consistent with the precision data. In a recent analysis, a positive
answer was obtained [38]. It has been found that due to the screening of the symmetry breaking sector
[39], this alternative still has enough flexibility to be in perfect agreement with the precision data up to
a cut-off scale oB TeV (see Sections 5. and 6.). In the chiral approach, the gauge-boson observables
are obtained as truncated series in powers of the external mopfefitarv)™ with M3, ~ gv?/8. The
approximation is valid up to energy scalesiof= 4nmv =~ 3TeV. At the LHC, the partonic centre of
mass energy can be higher and the phenomenological implementation is confronted with the problem of
unitarisation [40, 41, 42]. Although unitarisation is not unique, the use of the K-matrix formalism [40]
or the O(p*) Inverse Amplitude Method [42] appear to give reasonable model independent framework
to explore the various possibilities. When extrapolating to higher energies in particular, the masses of
resonances are rather sensitive to the actual value of additional chiral parameters. An alternative approach
for the phenomenological formulation of the dynamical symmetry breaking consistent with the precision
data is offered by the BESS model [43] with an extended strongly interacting gauge-sector with enhanced
global symmetries and with important decoupling properties at low energies. The phenomenologically
acceptable technicolor models [44] also require an enhanced global symmetry in the spectrum of the
theory. In the most pessimistic parameter ranges, it is rather difficult to detect the signals of the strong
WW andW Z scattering; therefore, one has to push the LHC analysis to its limits. In the future, further
clever strategies have to be pursued for this case (see Section 6.).

2. ELECTROWEAK CORRECTIONS TO DRELL-YAN PROCESSES 2

The basic parton processes for single vector-boson productiopyare W — ly; andqq — Z —

I™1~, with charged leptons in the final state. Investigations around tHé and Z resonance allow a
precise measurement of thE mass and of the electroweak mixing angle from the forward-backward
asymmetry. At high invariant masses of {ié— pair, deviations from the standard cross section4pgl

could indicate scales of new physiesg. associated with an extra heady or extra space dimensions.

For the envisaged precision, a discussion of the electroweak higher-order contributions is necessary,
on top of the QCD corrections. The electroweak corrections consist of the set of electroweak loop
contributions, including virtual photons, and of the emission of real photons.

With respect to QCD, the cross sections in this section are all of lowest order, evaluated with
parton distribution functions at factorisation scales (for W production) andM (for Z produc-
tion). Hence, the numerical values are not yet directly the physical ones. They are given here to point
out the structure and the size of the higher-order electroweak contributions. The QCD corrections are
considered in the QCD chapter of this report, where a QCD-related uncertairtpd%fis estimated.
For illustration, we give the values (in nb) far(pp — W) + o(pp — W™)] - BR(W — ev) and

2Section coordinator; W. Hollik.



o(pp — Z) - BR(Z — e*e™) in the purely electroweak calculation (EW) and with NNLO QCD [50]:

W .
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2.1 Universal initial-state QED corrections
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Fig. 3: QED corrections to the parton distribution functionsupitype quarksl/ (z, %) = den (u + @), downtype quarks,
D(z, 1) =3 (d+ d) and the gluory(x, 1) in per cent for the scale = Mw (a) andu = m; (b).

QED caorrections related to the emission of (real or virtual) photons from quarks contain mass
singularities which factorise and therefore can be absorbed by a redefingtiwrrhalisation of parton
distribution functions [45]. This redefinition is well-known in the calculation of QCD radiative correc-
tions where in complete analogy to photon radiation, the emission of gluons leads to mass singularities
as well. By the redefinition, the mass singularities disappear from the observable cross section and the
renormalised distribution functions become dependent on the factorisationuseddieh is controlled
by the well-known Gribov-Lipatov-Altarelli-Parisi (GLAP) equations [46, 47]. The factorisation scale

should be identified with a typical scale of the procégsa large transverse momentum, or the mass of
a produced particle.

Since mass singularities are universat, independent of the process under consideration, the
definition of renormalised parton distributions is also universal. Therefore it is possible to discuss the

bulk of initial-state QED radiative corrections in terms of parton distribution functions. This will be true
if there is only one large scale in the process.

The treatment of mass singularities due to gluonic or photonic radiation is identical. Photonic
corrections can therefore be taken into account by a straightforward modification [48, 49] of the standard
GLAP equations which describe gluonic corrections only. The modification corresponds to the addition
of a term of the order of the electromagnetic fine-structure constamypart from small non-singular
contributions, the resulting modified scale dependence of parton distribution functions is the only ob-
servable effect of initial-state QED corrections in high-energy scattering of hadrons.



The modified evolution equation for the charged parton distribution functigiis, 12) for quarks
with flavour f, can be written as:

%q]v(x,t) = a;—;t) /: % {Pq/q(z,t)q]c(x/z,t) + Pq/g(z,t)g(x/z,t)}

o

i (4)
/x =Py ag (/5 1)

In the leading logarithmic approximation, the splitting functidig; are independent of the scale=
In 12 /A2, and the QED splitting function is given by

14 22 3

q/q() Qf 1-2); 55(1_2)] CFP/ )

Since quarks are coupled through the splitting functibp, (z) = % (22 + (1 — 2)?] to gluons, the gluon
distribution g(z, 112) is affected by QED corrections as well, although only indirectly, by terms of the
order of O(aay). «a(t) is the running electromagnetic fine-structure constant@mpdare the fermion
charges in units of the positron charge.

The proper treatment of the mass-singular initial-state QED corrections would require not only the
solution of the evolution equations with the QED term, but also to correct all data that are used to fit the
parton distributions for those QED effects. Apart from a few exceptions, experimental data have not been
corrected for photon emission from quarks. However, one can illustrate the QED radiative corrections
by comparing the modification of the parton distributions relative to the distribution functions obtained
from the evolution equations without the QED terms, which are used as an input.

The solution of the evolution equations corresponds to the resummation of terms containing factors
a(a In ?)™ with arbitrary powern. In Figures 3a and 3b, we show numerical results for the correc-
tions Ag g p to the distribution function$/ (z, %) (D(z, ?)) for the sum of allup-(dowr)-type quarks,
and the gluon distributiom(z, 22). The figures show the QED corrections in per cent relative to the
distribution functions obtained from the GLAP equations without the QED term. The input distributions
were taken from [50]. One finds small, negative corrections at the per-mille level for all valuesnof
12 relevant in the LHC experiments. Only at large 0.5 and largeu? < 103 GeV? do the corrections
reach the magnitude of one per cent. The increase of correctioms-fot is due to thdn(1 — z) terms
appearing in the evaluation of the-" distributions.

The largest corrections are obtained for up-type quarks due to the larger chargeljaces
compared td /9 for down-type quarks. The gluon distribution, being of or@¥kv«; ), is corrected by
less thar0.1% up to values ofr of about 0.2.

The corrections vanish for?> — 2 since it was assumed that the input distributigp&, 1:3) and
g(z, u¢) have been extracted from experiment at the reference ggaMthout subtracting quarkonic
QED corrections.

The asymptotic behaviour for — 0 can be checked analytically. The singular behaviour of
distributionsoc =" for x — 0 remains unchanged by the GLAP equationsg if- 1. Thus theO(«)
corrected distributions have the same power behaviour as the uncorrected ones, the ratio consequently
reaching a constant value far— 0. The valence parts df (x) and D(z), however, which vanish at
x = 0, receive positive corrections at smallthus producing the well-known physical picture: radiation
of gluons as well as of photons leads to a depletion at latged an enhancement at smali.e. partons
are shifted to smaller.

Other input distribution functions lead to differences of QED corrections at the per-mille level
which are again irrelevant when compared with the expected experimental precision of structure-function
measurements.
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Fig. 4: Lowest-order diagram fard — W+ — 1t (4-7).

2.2 Electroweak corrections toW production
2.21 Physical goals of singlé” production

The Drell-Yan-like production of?” bosons represents one of the cleanest processes with a large cross
section at the LHC. This reaction is not only well suited for a precise determination Bf theson mass

My, it also yields valuable information on the parton structure of the proton. Specifically, the target
accuracy of the order dfs MeV [53] in the My, measurement exceeds the precision of rougblyleV
achieved at LEP2[51] and Tevatron Run Il [52], and thus competes with the one of adttureollider

[54]. Concerning quark distributions, precise measurements of rapidity distributions provide information
over a wide range in: [50]; a measurement of th&/« ratio would, in particular, be complementary to
HERA results. The more direct determination of parton-parton luminosities instead of single parton
distributions is even more precise [55]; extracting the corresponding luminosities from Drell-Yan-like
processes allows us to predict relatgdorocesses at the per-cent level.

Owing to the high experimental precision outlined above, the predictions for the propgsses
W — ly; should attain per-cent accuracy. To this end, radiative corrections have to be included. In the
following some basic features of this processes and recent progress [56, 57, 58, 59, 60] on electroweak
corrections are summarised; a discussion of QCD corrections can be found in the QCD chapter of this
report.

2.22 Lowest-order cross section and preliminaries

We consider the parton process — vl (+~), whereu andd generically denote the light up- and
down-type quarksy = u,c andd = d,s. The lepton! represents = e, u, 7. In lowest order, only

the Feynman diagram shown in Figure 4 contributes to the scattering amplitude, and the Born amplitude
reads

21/ %
— € Vud 1~ p 1 _ 6
MO 28\2,\] [Ud’)/ w,uu] § — MI%V + 'LMWFW(g) [U,jl’)/uu),’l)[] ) ( )

with § being the squared centre-of-mass (CM) energy of the parton system. The notation for the Dirac
spinorsyy, etc, is obvious, andv_ = %(1 — 75) is the left-handed chirality projector. The electric unit
charge is denoted hy the weak mixing angle is fixed by the rati§ = 1 — s2, = M32,/M2 of theW

andZ boson massesly, and Mz, andV,,4 is the CKM matrix element for thed transition.

Strictly speaking, Equation (6) already goes beyond lowest order, singE theson widthl 'y ()
results from the Dyson summation of all insertions of the (imaginary parts ofths¢lf-energy. Defin-
ing the massg\fy, and the widtH 'y, of the W boson in the on-shell scheme (seg.[61, 62]), the Dyson
summation directly leads to rnning width i.e. Ty (8)|run = I'w x (3/M7,). On the other hand, a
description of the resonance by an expansion about the complex pole in the cémlaleg corresponds
to aconstant widthi.e. 'y ($)|const = I'w . IN lowest order these two parametrisations of the resonance
region are fully equivalent, but the corresponding values of the line-shape paramgteaiadI'y; differ
in higher orders [56, 63, 64]. The numerical difference is givel\By |yun — M |const =~ 26 MeV so



that it is necessary to state explicitly which parametrisation is used in a precision determination of the
W boson mass from th@ line shape.

The differential lowest-order cross section is easily obtained by squaring the lowest-order matrix
elementM, of (6),

(d&o) 11 | ‘Q_QQ‘Vud‘Q ?
A0/ 12 64723 192545 18— ME + iMwTw(38)?

(7)

whered = (p, — p;)? is the squared momentum difference between the up-type quark and the lepton.
The explicit factorl/12 results from the average over the quark spins and colourslaisctthe solid

angle of the outgoing™ in the parton CM frame. The electromagnetic coupling= e2?/(4r) can be

set to different values according to different renormalisation schemes. It can be directly identified with
the fine-structure constant(0) or the running electromagnetic coupliad@?) at a high energy scale

Q. For instance, it is possible to make use of the value(@f/%) that is obtained by analysing the
experimental raticR = o(ete™ — hadrons/(ete~ — ptp™). These choices are called0)-scheme
anda(M?2%)-schemerespectively, in the following. Another value farcan be deduced from the Fermi
constantG,,, yielding o, = v2G,, M3, s,/ this choice is referred to aS,-scheme

2.23 Electroweak corrections

The electroweak)(«) corrections consist of virtual one-loop corrections and real-photonic bremsstrah-
lung. The corrections to resonalt production have already been studied in [56, 57]; detailed dis-
cussions of the full calculation, including non-resonant corrections, can be found in [59, 60]. Since in
O(a?) only two-photon bremsstrahlung [58] has been studied so far, the following discussion is restricted
to O(«) corrections.

The algebraic structure of the virtual corrections allows for a factorisation of the one-loop ampli-
tude M, into the Born amplitudeM, and a relative correction factér'™*. Thus, inO(«) the correction
to the squared amplitude reads

Mo + Mi|? = (1 +2Re{6" " )| M2 +.... (8)

Since only the real part @' appears, there is no double-counting of¢hev) correction that is already
included in Mg by theiMy T'w term. Moreover, the factorisation trivially avoids potential problems
with gauge-invariance after the introduction of thHé decay width in the resonant terms. Besides the
Breit-Wigner factor in|Mo|?, there are logarithmic termis(s — M3,) in §V** which are singular on
resonance. The consistent replacemeft — M3,) — In(3 — M3, + iI'w My,) accounts for a Dyson
summation of resonanitl’ propagators in loop diagrams, without introducing problems with gauge-
invariance.

The real corrections are included by adding the lowest-order cross section for the précess
vl +~. The only non-trivial condition induced by gauge-invariance is the Ward identity for the external
photon,i.e.electromagnetic current conservation. If #frewidth is zero, this identity is trivially fulfilled.
This remains true even for a constant width, sincelithé®oson mass appears only in thHé propagator
denominatorsj.e. the substitutionM3, — M3, — iMy Ty is a consistent reparametrisation of the
amplitude in this case. However, if a runnifig width is introduced naivelyi.e. in the W propagators
only, the Ward identity is violated. The identity can be restored by taking into account those part of the
fermion-loop correction to theW W vertex that corresponds to the fermion loops in iieself-energy
leading to the width in the propagator [64, 65, 66]. For an external photon, this modification simply
amounts to the multiplication of thelV’ 1 vertex by the factorf,ww |run = 1 + il'w /My .

Adding virtual and real corrections, all IR divergences cancel. Mass singularities of the form
« Inm; related to a final-state lepton drop out for all observables in which photons within a collinear cone
around the lepton are treated inclusively, in accordance with the KLN theorem. As already discussed in

9



Section 2.1 (see also [57]), mass singularities to the initial-state quarks are absorbed into renormalised
quark distribution functions.

As long as one is interested in observables that are dominated by regditension production, the
radiative corrections can be approximated by the corrections to the production and decay subprocesses to
resonan?? bosons. Formally such an approximation can be carried out by a systematic expansion of all
amplitudes about the resonance pole and is, therefore, qallecapproximatior{PA). In PA, the virtual
correction consists of two parts. The first contribution is provided by the (constant) correction factors
to the W f f’ vertex for stable (on-shellly’ bosons and is callefhctorisable The second contribution,
which is callednon-factorisable comprises all remaining resonant corrections. It is entirely due to
photonic effects and includes, in particular, thés — MI%, + «I'w Myw ) terms. The difference between
PA and the exact result can be estimatedSpt — 6*'** ~ (a/7)In(§/M3,)In(...), whereln(...)
indicates any logarithmic enhancements. In principle, also the real corrections can be treated in PA.
However, since a reliable error estimate is not obvious, they are usually calculated exactly. More details
about PA can be found in [56, 60].

2.24 Numerical results

The following numerical results have been obtained with the input parameters of [60] and a constant
W width; in particular, we havellyy = 80.35GeV andI'yy = 2.08 GeV. The QED factorisation

is performed in theViS scheme withMy being the factorisation scale, and the CTEQA4L [67] quark
distributions are used in the evaluation of fhecross section. For the partonic cross section, the CKM
matrix element/,, is set to 1; for theyp cross section a non-trivial CKM matrix is included in the parton
luminosities (see [60]).
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Fig. 5: Total parton cross sectionn G, parametrisation and relative correctian®r different parametrisations (results based
on [60]).

Figure 5 shows the total partonic cross sectoand the corresponding relative correctidfor
intermediate energies. Note that the total cross section and its correction is the same for all final-state
leptons! = e, p, 7 in the limit of vanishing lepton masses. As expected, theparametrisation of
the Born cross section minimises the correction at low energies, since the universal corrections induced
by the running ofx and by thep parameter are absorbed in the lowest-order cross section. Moreover,
the naive error estimate for the PA taken from above turns out to be realistic. The PA describes the
correction in the resonance region within a few per mille. Table 1 contains some results on the partonic
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Table 1: Total lowest-order parton cross sectrin GG, parametrisation and corresponding relative correcfi@xact and in
PA (results based on [60]).

V3 (GeV) 40 80 120 200 500 1000 2000

6o (pb)  2.646 7991.4 8.906 1.388 0.165 0.0396 0.00979
5 (%) 07 242 -129 -33 12 19 23

Spa (%) 0.0 240 -—123 —07 18 31 43

cross section and its correction up to energies in the TeV range. Far above resonance, the PA cannot
follow the exact correction anymore, since non-resonant corrections become more and more important.
The leading corrections are due to Sudakov logarithms of the fohmd (s/M32,).
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= 33 = vl + 50 s 0 25 0 15 50
PI.J-"IGE"-" ey F G

Fig. 6: Transverse-momentum distributiafo /dpr,;) and relative corrections (results based on [60]).

Figure 6 shows the transverse-momentum distribution for the léptpnoduced ipp — W+ —
vl (+) for the pp CM energy,/s = 14 TeV of the LHC. The transverse momenta and the lep-
ton pseudorapidity), are restricted by, pr > 25GeV and|n| < 1.2. Since we do not recombine
collinear photons and leptons, the corrections for different leptons do not coincide, but differ by cor-
rections of the formn(m; /My ). In the total cross section without any cuts these logarithms cancel,
and the correction is again universal for all leptons in the massless limit. Sinda #lyecorrections
are strongest for electrons, and since collinear photon emission reduces the momentum of the produced
lepton, the correction for electrons is more negative (positive) for large (small) momenta than in the
case of the muon. In particular, Figure 6 demonstrates the reliability of the PA for transverse lepton
momentapr; S My /2, where resonarity’ bosons dominate. However, high ; values may also be
interesting in searches for new physics. Table 2 shows the contributions to the total cross section divided
by different ranges ipt ;. From the above discussion of the parton cross section it is clear that the PA is
not applicable for very larger ;, where thel/ boson is far off shell.

The above results underline the importance of electroweak radiative corrections in a precise de-
scription for theWW boson cross section at the LHC. Although the correction®@f) are well under
control now, there are still some topics to be studied, such as the impact of realistic detector cuts and
photon recombination procedures or the inclusion of higher-order effects.
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Table 2: Integrated lowest-ordgp cross sectionsy for different ranges ipr; and corresponding relative correctiahsexact
and in PA (results based on [60]).

pr. (GeV) 25-50 25-45 4580 5000 800  200-00
0 (pb) 1933.3(2) 1909.9(2) 23.52(5) 11.47(2) 1.682(3) 0.1014(1)
Suty, (%) —551(5) —545(7) —11.8(5) —9.7(4) —11.7(3) —17.7(2)
Setvopa (%)  —551(5) —545(7) —10.9(5) —82(3) -83(3) —9.0(2)
Oy, (0)  —2.98(5) —294(7) —6.3(6) —5.7(4) —81(3) —14.2(3)
Oty pa (%) —2.97(5) —294(7) —57(6) —4.6(4) —4.9(3) —5.6(2)

The impact of final state photon radiation @n observables strongly depends on the lepton iden-
tification requirements imposed by the experiment. In addition to the leptofr and pseudorapidity
cuts, one usually imposes requirements on the separation of the charged lepton and the photon. For
muons, the energy of the photon is required to be less than a critical &lyan a cone of radius
R¥ around the muon. For electrons, the finite resolution of the electromagnetic calorimeter makes it
difficult to separate electrons and photons for small opening angles between the particles. Their four
momentum vectors are therefore recombined if their separation is smaller than a criticaRyalbe
nally, uncertainties in the energy and momentum measurements of the charged lepton and the missing
transverse energy need to be taken into account. They can be simulated by Gaussian smearing of the
particle four-momentum vectors with standard deviatowhich depends on the particle type and the
detector.

To illustrate how finite detector resolution affects the size of the electroweak corrections, we show
in Figure 7 the ratio of the NLO and lowest-order cross sections as a function pf-tbéthe elec-
tron in pp — v.e'(v) obtained with the Monte Carlo generatd/GRA67]. The solid histogram
shows the cross section ratio taking only transverse-momentum and pseudorapidity cuts into account.
The dashed histogram displays the result obtained when, in addition, the four-momentum vectors are
smeared according to the ATLAS specifications [53], and electron and photon momenta are combined
if AR(e,v) < 0.07 [53]. Recombining the electron and photon four-momentum vectors eliminates the
mass-singular logarithmic terms of the fomrin m., and strongly reduces the size of the electroweak
corrections.

2.3 Electroweak corrections toZ production and continuum neutral-current processes
2.31 QED corrections

The mass-singular universal QED corrections from initial-state radiation from quarks have already been
discussed in Section 2.1. They are part of the quark distribution functions. The residual QED initial-
state corrections, together with final-state corrections and interference of initial-final radiation are treated
separately by an explicit diagrammatic computation.

A complete calculation of the QED)(«) radiative corrections tpp — Z,v — [T1~ has been

carried out in [68]. The calculation is based on an explicit diagrammatic approach. The collinear sin-
gularities associated with initial-state photon radiation are factorised into the parton distribution func-
tions (see Section 2.1). Absorbing the initial-state mass singularities into the pdf’'s introduces a QED
factorisation-scale dependence. The results presented here are obtained within the QED DIS scheme
which is defined analogously to the QCD DIS factorisation scheme. The MRS(A) parton distributions
are used, with a factorisation scalé;. Due to mass-singular logarithmic terms associated with pho-
tons emitted collinear with one of the final-state leptons, QED radiative corrections strongly affect the
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Fig. 7: Ratio of theD () and lowest order differential cross sections as a function of the transverse momentum of the electron
with and without lepton identification requirements (results based on [57]). The cuts imposed are described in the text.

shape of the di-lepton invariant mass distribution, the lepton transverse momentum spectrum, and the
forward-backward asymmetryigg.

The effect of the QED corrections on the di-muon invariant mass distribution in the rgGaV
< m(ptp~) < 105 GeV is shown in Figure 8a where we plot the ratio of t¢a?®) and lowest-
order differential cross sections as a functionmefu*p~). The lowest-order cross section has been
evaluated in the effective Born approximation (EBA) which already takes into account those higher-order
corrections which can be absorbed into a redefinition of the coupling constants and the effective weak
mixing angle. More details on the EBA can be found in Section 2.32. In the region shown in the figure,
the cross-section ratio is seen to vary rapidly. BelowZhgeak, QED corrections significantly enhance
the cross section. At thg pole, the differential cross section is reduced by about 20%. Photon radiation
from one of the leptons lowers the di-lepton invariant mass. Therefore, events frathpgbak region
are shifted towards smaller values»f "1~ ), thus reducing the cross section in and above the peak
region, and increasing the rate below thgole. Final-state radiative corrections completely dominate
over the entire mass range considered. They are responsible for the strong maodification of the di-lepton
invariant mass distribution. In contrast, initial-state corrections are uniform and smalD(4% in the
QED DIS scheme).

ept

As pointed out earlier, at the LHC a precise measurement of the effective mixingsangic;r
using the forward-backward asymmetry may be possible. In Figure 8b, the forward-backward asymmetry
is shown in the EBA (dashed line), and including QED corrections (solid line)for u*p~(v) in the
di-muon invariant mass range from 45 GeV to 105 GeV. Hdsg; is defined by [68]

F-B

App = 1B 9)
where Ly 0 q
g g
F: * B = *. l
/0 dcos@*dCOSH , /_1 dcos@*dCOSH (20)
cos 6* is given by
+ —
«_ P2 2 “Vp— —(y
cos 0" — | E“f;' - - (0 )p™ (uh) —p~ ()Pt (uh)]
P=\HTH m(u*u*)\/m (Whp=) +pp(pte)
(11)
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Fig. 8: Ratio of theO () and lowest-order differential cross sections, and the forward-backward asymmetry,as a
function of they,™ 1~ invariant mass. The cuts imposed are described in the text.

in the Collins-Soper frame [69], with

+ 1

pT= \/i(Eipz), (12)
where E is the energy ang, is the longitudinal component of the momentum vector. As expected,
the O(a) QED corrections todpp are large in the region below th& peak. Since events from thé
peak, wheredgg is positive and small, are shifted towards smaller valuesigi* . ~) by photon ra-
diation, the forward-backward asymmetry is significantly reduced in magnitude by radiative corrections
for 55 GeV < m(utp~) < 90 GeV. It should be noted that the forward-backward asymmetry is rather
sensitive to the rapidity cuts imposed on the leptons. More detaildgnand the measurement of the
effective weak mixing angle can be found in Section 3.24.

The mass singular terms arising from final-state photon radiation are proportienklg(s/m?),
wherem; is the lepton mass. Thus, the corrections toAHee shape andigg for electrons in the final
state are considerably larger than those in the muon case [68].

To simulate detector acceptances, we have impoged@ > 20 GeV and dn(u)| < 3.2 cutin

Figure 8. Except for the threshold region, the effects of the lepton acceptance cuts approximately cancel
in the cross section ratio. In a more realistic simulation of how QED corrections affect observables in
Drell-Yan production, lepton and photon identification requirements need to be taken into account in
addition to the lepton acceptance cuts. Muons are identified in a hadron collider detector by hits in the
muon chambers. In addition to a hit in the muon chambers, one requires that the associated track is
consistent with a minimum ionising particle. This limits the energy of a photon which traverses the same
calorimeter cell as the muon to be smaller than a critical vdifie For electrons, the finite resolution

of the electromagnetic calorimeter makes it difficult to separate electrons and photons for small opening
angles between their momentum vectors. Therefore, electron and photon four-momentum vectors are
recombined if their separation in the azimuthal angle—pseudorapidity plane is smaller than a critical
value, R.. This eliminates the mass-singular terms associated with final-state photon radiation (KLN
theorem) and thus may reduce significantly the effect QED corrections have on physical observables in
pp — eTe~ (v) [68]. Specific results sensitively depend on the valu&gfwhich is detector dependent.

2.32 Non-QED corrections and effective Born description

The amplitude for the parton proceg®)+q(p) — It (k+)+1~ (k—) of quark-antiquark annihilation into
charged-lepton pairs is in lowest order described by photonzabdson exchange. In the kinematical
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variables for the parton system
§= (k++k—)2v t= (p_k—)Qv u = (p_k+)2 (13)

the differential parton cross section can be written as folldhdefotes the scattering angle in the parton
CMS):
dé 2 4 42 2 _ 42
64n25 ST — 9 4y T 4 = Ag (14 cos?6) + A; cosh (14)
dQ 52 52

with

Ay = QGQ7e(3)" + 20uQeQue(3)* Rex(8) + (v + ag)(vf +af) [x(3)I*,
Al = 4Q,Qia.a1e(3)* Rex(8) + Svgauar|x(3). (15)

This expression is an effective Born approximation, which incorporates several entries from higher-order
calculations: the effective (running) electromagnetic charge containing the photon vacuum polarisation

(real part)
4o

T 1-Aa(3)’
the Z propagator, together with the overall normalisation factor of the neutral-current couplings in terms
of the Fermi constantr,,

e(3)? (16)

A~

5) = (G, M2V/2)?2 >
x(8) = (CuM7V2) §— M2 +idT 4 /My’

17)

containing theZ width as measured from th& resonance at LEP; the vector and axial-vector coupling
constants forf =1, q
'Uf:ISf—2QfSin2geff, af:I:{, (18)

which contain the effective (leptonic) mixing angle at thgpeak, which is measured at LEP and SLC.
TakingT'z andsin? 6.4 from higher-order calculations, the formulae above yield a good description in
the region around th& resonance.

From the cross section (14) a forward-backward asymmetry for the prodtitedystem can be
derived, which at the parton level is given by

- op —0p 34
App = — "2 2722 19

FB 0F + 0B 8 Ag (19)
Around theZ peak, this quantity depends sensitivelysin? 6.¢. Using a parametrisation of the Born-

like expressions in Equation 15, a measurementipf allows a determination of the mixing angle
(see Section 3.). Below we give a quantitative evaluation of the higher-order electroweak effects in the
integrated cross section and g to demonstrate the quality of the approximation around4hmole

and to point out deviations at higher invariant masses of the lepton pairs.

Besides the universal and non-universal QED corrections, the following IR-finite next-order elec-
troweak terms contribute, which are schematically depicted in Figure 9: self-energy contributions to the
photon andZ propagators, vertex corrections to théZ-ll and~/Z-qq 3-point couplings, and box di-
agrams with two massive boson exchanges. Details of the treatment of the resonance region at higher
order is equivalent to that et e~ annihilation in fermion pairs and can be foued).in [4]. Around the
Z pole, the box graphs are negligible, but they increase strongly with the energy and hence contribute
sizeably at high invariant masses of the lepton pair. A description in terms of an effective-Born cross
section far away from the& pole becomes insufficient for two reasons: the effective couplings (based
on self-energies and vertex corrections only) are not static but grow as functiénaraf the presence
of the box contributions, which cannot be absorbed in effective vector and axial-vector couplings in a
Born-like structure.
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Fig. 9: Born and higher-order electroweak contributiongge— ¢™ e~ in symbolic notation.

In Figures 10 and 11 we compare the integrated cross sectond the asymmetrylyp at the par-
ton level in the approximation corresponding to Equations 14 and 15 with results obtained by a complete
one-loop calculation with proper treatment of higher-order terms around tlesonance. For demon-
strational purpose, the effect of the box diagrams is displayed separately. As one can see, the region
where the effective Born description starts to become unsatisfactory is at rather high values of the parton
energy.

In order to give an idea of the effects remaining in the hadronic cross section after convolution with
the quark distribution functions, Table 3 contains the relative deviations of the cross section based on the
higher-order parton results from those based on the Born approximation Equation 15. Also listed are
the estimated experimental accuracies with which the cross section in the various bins can be measured.
The comparison shows that at high invariant masses the radiative corrections remain sizeable and should
be taken into account for studies at higfor example in the search for new physics effects originating
from a heavy extra gauge-bosah.

2.33 The full electrowea®(«) corrections: Monte Carlo simulations wittGRAD?2

The QED corrections described in Section 2.31 have been combined with the weak corrections sum-
marised in the previous section in a new Monte Carlo program calleRAD2[71]. In Figure 12a

we show the ratio of the fulD(a?) electroweak and th&(a?) QED differential cross sections for

pp — ptu~ () obtained withZGRAD2as a function of the:™ .~ invariant mass. As in Section 2.31,

we have imposed ar(n) > 20 GeV and gn(n)| < 3.2 cut, and used the EBA to evaluate the lowest-
order contribution to th&(a3) QED cross section. Thus, the ratio directly displays the effect of the
weak box-diagrams and the energy dependence of the weak coupling form factors. While the additional
weak contributions only change the differential cross section by 0.6% at most, they do modify the shape
of the Z resonance curve.

Figure 12b compares the effect of tiEa3) QED corrections and the fulD(a?) electroweak
corrections on the di-muon invariant mass distribution fofu. " ~) values between 200 GeV and
2 TeV. Due to the presence of logarithms of the fdog(s/M2), the weak corrections become sig-
nificantly larger than the QED corrections at large values:¢f,* 1.~ ), and, eventually, may have to be
resummed [70]. Fom(utp™) = 2 TeV, the full O(a?) electroweak corrections are found to reduce the

16



1000.00
— Gy-bomm
100.00 ——~ l-loop 4
ey
=)
. 10.00
o
+
)
T 1.00
13
2
®© 0.10
001 L L L L L L L L L
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
Vi [GeV]
1000
)
B
+ 100 3
)
n
IS
% ——  Gy-born
——- 1-loop
—-— 1-loop without box diagrams -
10 L L L L L L L
200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
NEEEY
10.0 ~
X
~ \\
~ NS
N
— A ~ X ~
é A NN
SN 8
~ NS
/‘;)\ h h ~N X N N
10 2 E
+® ~ S NS -
T SO
13 A ~ X >~
S ~
= ——  Gy-born ~ .
© ~ S
——-  1-loop AN
—-—  1-loop without box diagrams S
0.1
1000 10000
Vi [GeV]

Fig. 10:uz — e™e~. Energy dependence 6fin various steps of the approximatioh/; = 100 GeV andm,; = 174 GeV.

17



1.0

Q
&
<T
— Gy-borm
——- 1l-loop
_10 Il L L
0 50 100 150 200
V5 [GeV]
070
0.65 -
B 060
=T
L “'\w_‘_\_' - .
055 Cy-born e T
Il ——- 1lloop, my = 100 G&Y Sl
F —-—  1doop, my = 1000 GeV E
I 1-loop without box diagrams, myg = 100 GeV )
0.50 !
100 1000 108

Vi [Gev]

Fig. 11: ua — e*e. Energy dependence of 5 at the parton level, fom, = 174 GeV and different values of the Higgs
mass, in various steps of the approximation.

differential cross section by more than 20%.

Finally, in Figure 13 we show how th@(«?) corrections affect the forward-backward asymmetry
(see Equations 9 to 11). Both QED and weak corrections redii¢e and their size increases with
growing di-muon masses. Fou(u™p~) = 2 TeV, the weak corrections are about twice as large as
the QED corrections. Note that the electroweak corrections affegtmuch less than the lepton pair
invariant mass distribution. In th pole region,75 GeV < m(u™p~) < 105 GeV, the weak corrections
change the forward-backward asymmetry by at nfost 10~4. Results qualitatively similar to those
shown in Figures 12 and 13 are obtainedfpr— ete™ ().

ZGRAD2ncludes the complete weak one-loop corrections and the full non-universal(@&D
corrections. The collinear singularities associated with initial-state photon radiation are factorised into
the parton distribution functions. However, QED corrections to the evolution of the parton distribution
functions (see Section 2.1) are not include@®RAD2 These corrections should be part of a complete
global fit of the pdf’s including all QED effect - this is beyond the scope of the calculation presented
here. None of the current fits to the pdf’s include QED corrections.

18



Table 3: Hadronic cross section fet e~ pairs with invariant mass in certain energy ranges. Columns two and three show
the predicted cross sections in the effective Born approximation and the full one-loop calculation. Columns four and five show
the relative corrections to the effective Born approximation arising from the full one-loop calculation as well as the estimated
experimental errors for the cross section measurements in the various bins.

Energy range Born Full Relative correction  Relative experimental
(for eTe™ pairs) cross section cross section to Born cross section error
(Tev) (fb) (fb) (%) (%)
09-11 6.2299 5.6524 -9.3 3
11-15 3.5205 3.1491 -11.0 4
15-1.75 0.6076 0.5317 -12.5 9.5
1.75-2.0 0.2681 0.2314 -13.7 14
20-25 0.1886 0.1590 -15.7 17
25-3.0 0.04895 0.04031 -17.7 30
3.0-4.0 0.01837 0.01464 -20.3 50
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Fig. 12: a) Ratio of the fullD(o?) electroweak and thé(«?®) QED differential cross sections in the vicinity of tiepole.
b) Differential cross section ratios, displaying the size of the@(l*) electroweak and thé@(a®) QED corrections for large
values ofm(u™ 7). The cuts imposed are described in the text.
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and QED corrections. The cuts imposed are described in the text.

2.4 Z'indication from new APV data in cesium and searches at LHC

The weak charg€&)y for a heavy atom is defined in terms of the numbet af quarksN,, = 27 + N,
N4 = 2N+ Zinthe nucleugZ, N) and the coefficient§’;,, 4 in the parity-violating part of the electron-
guark Hamiltonian,

Hpy = _Cr evuvse (Cru uy'u+ Crgdytd) (20)
V2
via the relation
QW = 2(Nu01u + Ndcld) i

In the SM:C}, = I — 2Q, sin” Oy .

In a recent paper [72] a new determination of the weak charge of atomic cesium has been reported.
The most precise atomic parity violating (APV) experiment compares the mixing afand P states
due to neutral weak interactions to an induced Stark mixing [73]. The 1.2% uncertainty on the previous
measurement of the weak char@g, was dominated by the theoretical calculations on the amount of
Stark mixing and on the electronic parity violating matrix elements. In [72] the Stark mixing was mea-
sured and, incorporating new experimental data, the uncertainty in the electronic parity violating matrix
elements was reduced. The new resify (:33Cs) = —72.06 £ (0.28)expt £ (0.34)theor represents
a considerable improvement with respect to the previous determination [73, 74, 75, 76]. The discrep-
ancy between the standard model (SM) and the experimental data is now gi\@ﬁ}‘ﬁy— QﬁVM =
1.18(1.28) + 0.46 (for my 175 GeV and Mg 100(300) GeV). This corresponds to 2.6(2.8)
standard deviations [77], excluding the SM at 99% CL aadortiori, all the models leading to neg-
ative additional contributions t@)y,, as for example models with a sequentidl [77]. This devi-
ation could be explained by assuming the existence of an eXtfeom Eg or O(10) or from Z}
of left-right (LR) models [72, 77, 78]. The high-energy data at theesonance strongly bound the
Z — Z' mixing [79]; for this reason we will assume zero mixing. In this case, the new physics con-
tribution to Q is due to the direct exchange of th# and is completely fixed by th&’ parameters,
SNQw = 16a,[(2Z + N)vj, + (Z + 2N )vj] M7 /M, whered’;, v'; are the couplingsZ’ to fermions
and, fori3Cs, Z = 55 and N = 78. The relevant couplings of th&’ to the electron and to the up and
down quarks are given in the Table 1 of [77].

In the case of the LR model considered in [77], the extra contribution to the weak charge is
SnQw = —M2/M2,Q3M. For this model one has a 95% CL lower boundidg, = from the Tevatron
[80] given byMZ/L > 630 GeV. An LR model could then explain the APV data allowing for a mass of
the Z} , varying between the intersection from the 95% CL bountis< MZ’LR (GeV) < 1470 deriving

(21)
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Fig. 14: The 95% CL lower and upper bounds fdr;. for the extra-U(1) models versdg. The solid (dash) line corresponds
to Mg = 100(300) GeV.

from Qy and the lower bound ai30 GeV. In the case of the extra-U(1) models, the CDF experimental
lower bounds for the masses vary according to the values of the énglhich parameterises different
extra-U(1) models, but in general they are about 600 GeV at 95% CL [80]. For the particular models
¥, x, corresponding t6s = arctan (—+/5/3), 7/2, 0, the 95% CL lower bounds are/, =~ 620 GeV,
MZ; ~ 590 GeV, Mz; ~ 595 GeV. In Figure 14, the 95% CL bounds ary: from APV are plotted

versusfs (the direct lower bounds from the Tevatron are akilit GeV). We see that an extid can
explain the discrepancy with the SM prediction for tQg, for a wide range obls angle. In particular,
the models; andv are excluded, whereas thhemodel is allowed forMZ;< less than about 1.2 TeV.

In the near future, the Tevatron upgrade and LHC can confirm or disprove this indication coming
from Q. The existing bounds faEs models from direct searches at the Tevatron will be upgraded by
the future run withy/s = 2 TeV and 1 fo'! to M, ~ 800 — 900 GeV and pushed te- 1 TeV for
10 fb~!. The bounds are based on 10 events in¢he™ + T p~ channels and decays to SM final-
states only are assumed [81]. At the LHC with an integrated luminositp®fb—!, one can explore a
mass range up té — 4.5 TeV depending on thés; value. Concerning LR models, the 95% CL lower
limits from the Tevatron run with/s = 2 TeV and 1(10) fo'! are~ 900(1000) GeV and extend to
~ 4.5 TeV at LHC [81]. Ratios ofZ’ couplings to fermions can be probed at LHC, by considering the
forward-backward asymmetries, ratios of cross sections in different rapidity bins and other observables.
For example, forM; = 1 TeV, the LHC can determine the magnitude of normaligédyuark and
lepton couplings to arountld — 20% [81]. Therefore, if the deviation for the weak char@g, with
respect to the SM prediction is not due to a statistical fluctuation, the new physics described by an extra
gauge-boson model Iikﬁ’;< can explain the discrepancy and the LHC will be able to verify this possible
evidence.
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3. PRECISION MEASUREMENTS 3
3.1 Measurement of theW mass

At the time of the LHC start-up, th&/ mass will be known with a precision of about 30 MeV from
measurements at LEP2 [82] and Tevatron [83]. The motivation to improve on such a precision is dis-
cussed briefly below. Th#” mass, which is one of the fundamental parameters of the Standard Model,
is related to other parameters of the theawy, the QED fine structure constant the Fermi constant

Gr and the Weinberg anglén 6y, through the relation

To 1
Mw = . | . 22
W GF\/§ sin Oy /1 — Ar (22)

where Ar accounts for the radiative corrections which amount to about 4%. The radiative corrections
depend on the top mass-asn? and on the Higgs mass aslog My . Therefore, precise measurements

of both thel” mass and the top mass constrain the mass of the Standard Model Higgs boson or of the
h boson of the MSSM. This constraint is relatively weak because of the logarithmic dependence of the
radiative corrections on the Higgs mass. When it comes to making a comparison of the measurements
of (M, m;) with the SM predictions, it is not very useful if one measurement is much more restrictive
than the other. To ensure that the two mass determinations have equal weigftttiesg the precision

on the top mass and on thE mass should be related by the expression

AMy ~ 0.7 x 1072 Amy (23)

Since the top mass will be measured with an accuracy of about 2 GeV at the LHC [53]] tihass

should be known with a precision of about 15 MeV, so that it does not become the dominant error in the
test of the radiative corrections and in the estimation of the Higgs mass. Such a precision is beyond the
sensitivity of Tevatron and LEP2.

A study was performed to assess whether the LHC will be able to measurg thass to about
15 MeV [84, 85]. The ATLAS experiment was taken as an example, but similar conclusions hold also for
CMS. Such a precise measurement, which will be performed already in the initial phase at low luminosity
as will the top mass measurement, would constrain the mass of the Higgs boson to better than 30%. When
and if the Higgs boson will be found, such constraints would provide an important consistency check of
the theory, and in particular of its scalar sector. Distinguishing between the Standard Model and the
MSSM might be possible, since the radiative corrections tdithemass are expected to be a few percent
larger in the latter case.

The measurement of thd” mass at hadron colliders is sensitive to many subtle effects which
are difficult to predict before the experiments start. However, based on the present knowledge of the
LHC detector performance and on the experience from the Tevatron, it is possible to make a reasonable
estimate of the total uncertainty and of the main contributions to be expected. In turn, this will lead to
requirements for the detector performance and the theoretical inputs which are needed to achieve the
desired precision. This is the aim of the study which is described in the next sections.

3.11 The method

The measurement of tH& mass at hadron colliders is performed in the leptonic channels. Since the
longitudinal momentum of the neutrino cannot be measured, the transverse:thassised. This is cal-
culated using the transverse momenta of the neutrino and of the charged lepton, ignoring the longitudinal
momenta:

mlY = \/20hp(1 — cos Ag) (24)

3Section coordinator: S. Haywood
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wherel = e, u. The lepton transverse momentysp is measured, whereas the transverse momentum
of the neutrinop’. is obtained from the transverse momentum of the lepton and the momemnéithe
system recoiling against tH& in the transverse plane (hereafter called “the recoil”):

= —|p7' + | (25)

The angle between the lepton and the neutrino in the transverse plane is dentted Tye distribution

of m!¥, and in particular the trailing edge of the spectrum, is sensitive tditheass. Therefore, by

fitting the experimental distribution of the transverse mass with Monte Carlo samples generated with
different values ofMyy, it is possible to obtain the mass which best fits the data. The trailing edge is
smeared by several effects, such aslihéntrinsic width and the detector resolution. This is illustrated

in Figure 15, which shows the distribution of thE transverse mass as obtained at particle level (no
detector resolution) and by including the energy and momentum resolution as implemented in a fast
particle-level simulation and reconstruction of the ATLAS detecfdrl(FAST, [85]). The smearing due

to the finite resolution reduces the sharpness of the end-point and therefore the sensitifity to
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Fig. 15: Distribution of thell’ transverse mass as obtained at particle level and by including the expected ATLAS detector
resolution.

When running at high luminosity, the pile-up will smear significantly the transverse mass distribu-
tion, therefore the use of the transverse-mass method will probably be limited to the initial phase at low
luminosity. Alternative methods are mentioned in Section 3.14.

3.12 W production and selection

At the LHC, the cross-section for the procegs — W + X with W — v andl = e, is 30 nb.
Therefore, about 300 million events are expected to be produced in each experiment in one year of
operation at low luminosity (integrated luminosity 10f). Such a cross-section is a factor of ten larger
than at the Tevatron/(s = 1.8 TeV).

To extract a cleaml” signal, one should require:

An isolated charged leptor or 1) with pr > 25 GeV inside the pseudorapidity region devoted

to precision physics)| < 2.4.

Missing transverse energyiss > 25 GeV.

No jets in the event witlpy > 30 GeV.

The recoil should satisfifi| < 20 GeV.
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The last two cuts are applied to rejdét’s produced with highpr, since for largep?’ the transverse

mass resolution deteriorates and the QCD background increases. The acceptance of the above cuts is
about 25%. By assuming a lepton reconstruction efficiency of 90% and an identification efficiency of
80% [86], a total selection efficiency of about 20% should be achieved. Therefore, after all cuts about
60 million W’s are expected in one year of data taking at low luminosity in each experiment, which is a
factor of about 50 larger than the statistics expected from the Tevatron Run 2.

3.13 Expected uncertainties

Due to the large event sample, the statistical uncertainty ofithmass should be smaller than 2 MeV
for an integrated luminosity of 10 fi3.

Since thel/ mass is obtained by fitting the experimental distribution of the transverse mass with
Monte Carlo samples, the systematic uncertainty will come mainly from the Monte Carlo modelling
of the dataj.e. the physics and the detector performance. Uncertainties related to the physics include
the knowledge of: théV py spectrum and angular distribution, the parton distribution functions, the
W width, the radiative decays and the background. Uncertainties related to the detector include the
knowledge of: the lepton energy and momentum scale, the energy and momentum resolution, the detector
response to the recoil and the effect of the lepton identification cuts. At the LHC, as now at the Tevatron,
most of these uncertainties will be constraimeditu by using data samples such&as— [l decays. The
latter will be used to determine the lepton energy scale, to measure the detector resolution, to model the
detector response to th& recoil and they; spectrum of théV, etc.

The advantages of the LHC with respect to the Tevatron experiments are:

e The large number dil” events mentioned above.

e The large size of the ‘control samples’. About six milligh — Il decays, wheré = ¢, i, are
expected in each experiment in one year of data taking at low luminosity after all selection cuts.
This is a factor of about 50 larger than the event sample from the Tevatron Run 2.

e ATLAS and CMS are in general more powerful than CDF and DO are, in terms of energy resolu-
tion, particle identification capability, geometrical acceptance and granularity. What may be more
important for this measurement is the fact that ATLAS and CMS will benefit from extensive and
detailed simulations and test-beam studies of the detector performance, undertaken even before
the start of data-taking

Nevertheless, the LHC experiments have complex detectors, which will require a great deal of
study before their behaviour is well understood.

To evaluate the systematic uncertainty ontfienass to be expected in ATLAS, — [v decays
were generated witPYTHIA 5.7 and processed witATLFAST. After applying the selection cuts
discussed above, a transverse mass spectrum was produced for a reference mass value (80.300 GeV). All
sources of systematic uncertainty affecting the measurement &Vtheass from CDF Run 1 [87, 88]
were then considered as an exarfipl@heir magnitude was evaluated in most cases by extrapolating
from the Tevatron results, on the basis of the expected ATLAS detector performance. The resulting
error on thel’ mass was determined by generating riéixsamples, each one including one source of
uncertainty, and by comparing the resulting transverse mass distributions with the one obtained for the
reference mass. A Kolmogorov test [90] was used to evaluate the compatibility between distributions.

Since the goal is a total error ef 20 MeV per experiment, the individual contributions should be
much smaller than 10 MeV. A large number of events was needed to achieve such a sensitivity. With three
million events after all cuts, corresponding to twelve million events at the generation level, a sensitivity
at the level of 8 MeV was obtained.

4Similar results have been obtained by the DO experiment [88, 89].
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The main sources of uncertainty and their impact onithenass measurement are discussed one
by one in the remainder of this section. The total error and some concluding remarks are presented in
Section 3.14.

Lepton energy and momentum scale This is the dominant source of uncertainty on the measurement

of the W mass from Tevatron Run 1, where the absolute lepton scale is known with a precision of about
0.1% [87, 88, 89]. Most likely, this will be the dominant error also at the LHC. In order to measure the
W mass with a precision of better than 20 MeV, the lepton scale has to be known to 0.02%. The latter
is the most stringent requirement on the energy and momentum scale from LHC physics. It should be
noted that a very high precision (0.04%) must be achieved also by the Tevatron experiments in Run 2,
in order to measure thid” mass to 40 MeV [83]. If such a precision will indeed be demonstrated at the
Tevatron, it would represent a good benchmark for the LHC experiments.

The lepton energy and momentum scale will be calibratesitu at the LHC by using physics
samples, which will complement the information coming from the hardware calibration, from the mag-
netic field mapping of solenoids and toroids, and from test-beam measurements. The muon scale will be
calibrated by using mainly — pu events, and the electromagnetic calorimeter scale will be calibrated
by using mainlyZ — ee events orE/p measurements for isolated electrons, wherandp are the
electron energy and momentum as measured in the electromagnetic calorimeter and in the inner detector
respectively. Leptonic decays of other resonan@&s/(/+)) should provide additional constraints which
minimise the extrapolation error to lower masses tharmhmson mass.

Similar methods are used today at the Tevatron, where the uncertainty on the absolute lepton scale
is dominated by the statistical error due to the limitédlata sample. The main advantage of the LHC
compared to the Tevatron is the large sampl& of> [l decays. The&Z boson is close in mass to thE
boson, therefore the extrapolation error from the point where the scale is determined to the point where
the measurement is performed is small.

A preliminary study of the error on the absolute electron scale to be expected in ATLAS was per-
formed by using a sample of 500000— ee decays processed through a fGEEANTbased simulation
of the ATLAS detector [86]. Several possible sources of uncertainties were considered: the knowledge
of the amount of material in the inner detector, which affects the electromagnetic calorimeter scale be-
cause of photon bremsstrahlung; radiati/elecays, which distort the reconstructed mass spectrum; the
modelling of the underlying event and of the pile-up at low and high luminosity. Table 4 shows that
the impact of these uncertainties on the electron scale in the calorimeter can most likely be kept below
0.02%. The most stringent requirement to achieve this goal is the knowledge of the material in the inner
detector to 1%, which will require scrutiny during construction glusitu measurements with photon
conversions and/p for isolated electrons. More details can be found in [86].

Table 4: Expected contributions to the uncertainty on the electron energy scale of the ATLAS electromagnetic calorimeter, as
determined using a fully-simulated samplebf— ee decays (from [86]).

Source Requirement Uncertainty on scale
Material in inner detector Known to 1% < 0.01%
Radiative decays Known to 10% < 0.01%
Underlying event Calibrate and subtract < 0.03%

Pile-up at low luminosity ~ Calibrate and subtract < 0.01%

Pile-up at high luminosity ~Calibrate and subtract < 0.01%
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Several experimental constraints will be needed to achieve a 0.02% uncertainty on the inner de-
tector muon scale: the solenoidal magnetic field in the inner cavity must be known locally to better
than 0.1%, the alignment must be understood locally tb xm in the bending planestc. A detailed
discussion on how to meet these goals can be found in [86, 91].

The scale calibration of the external muon spectrometer depends on the knowledge of the magnetic
field, on the chamber alignment and on the knowledge of the muon energy losses in the calorimeters.
The latter must be understood to a precision of 0.25% in order to achieve the goal uncertainty of 0.02%
on the absolute scale. A preliminary study based on aG@HANTsimulation of the ATLAS detector
demonstrated that with a sample of only 10000- pu decays a scale uncertainty of 0.1% should be
attained in the muon spectrometer. More details can be found in [86, 92].

In conclusion, to achieve the needed precision on the lepton scale, several experimental constraints
will have to be satisfied. In addition, cross-checks and combined fits between different sub-detectors
(inner detector and electromagnetic calorimeter for the electron scale, inner detector and muon system
for the muon scale) will be needed. Indeed, only in an over-constrained situation will it be possible to
disentangle the various contributions to the detector response, and therefore to derive a reliable systematic
error.

Lepton energy and momentum resolution To keep the uncertainty on tH& mass from the lepton
resolution to less than 10 MeV, the energy resolution of the electromagnetic calorimeter and the momen-
tum resolution of the inner detector and muon system have to be known with a precision of better than
1.5%.

The lepton energy and momentum resolutions will be determined at the LHC by using information
from test-beam data and from Monte Carlo simulations of the detector, as wels#&s measurements
of the Z width in Z — [l final states. The&/p distribution for electrons fromiV' decays provides
an additional tool. These methods are used presently at the Tevatron. As an example, the statistical
error on the momentum resolution obtained by CDF in Run 1A is 10%, whereas the systematic error is
only 1% and is dominated by the uncertainty on the radiative decays & {B&]. Since the ATLAS
performance in terms of momentum resolution is expected to be similar to that of CDF in the momentum
range relevant td) production and decays, and since the statistical error at the LHC will be negligible,
a total error of much less than 1.5% should be achieved. This uncertainty might further be decreased if
improved theoretical calculations of radiatiedecays will become available.

Recoil modelling The transverse momentum of the system recoiling againdtthtogether with the

lepton transverse momentum, is used to determingthef the neutrino (see Equation 25). The recoil

is mainly composed of soft hadrons from the underlying event, for which neither the physics nor the
detector response are known with enough accuracy. Therefore, in order to get a reliable recoil distribution
in the Monte Carlo, information from data is used at the Tevatron. By exploiting the similar production
mechanisms of¥ and Z bosons, in each Monte Carlo event with a giyeh (determined from the

truth information) the recoil is replaced by the recoil measured in the datéd éwents characterised by

apZ (measured by the leptons) similar ). The resulting error on the/ mass from CDF Run 1A

is 60 MeV per channel, and is dominated by the limited statisticg data. The result obtained from

Run 1B (about 30 MeV) shows that this uncertainty scales wifi, whereN is the number of events.
Extrapolating to the LHC data sample, an error of smaller than 10 MeV per channel should be achieved.
It should be noted that the recoil includes the contribution of the pile-up expected at low luminosity (two
minimume-bias events per bunch crossing on average).

W pr spectrum The modelling ofp!}" in the Monte Carlo is affected by both theoretical and experi-
mental uncertainties. Theoretical uncertainties arise from the difficulty in predicting the non-perturbative
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regime of soft-gluon emission, as well as from missing higher-order QCD corrections. Experimental un-
certainties are mainly related to the difficulty of simulating the detector response to low-energy particles.

Therefore, the method used at the Tevatron to obtain a reliable estimp}‘lé obnsists of mea-
suring thepr distribution of theZ boson fromZ — [l events in the data, exploiting the fact that both
gauge-bosons have similgy distributions, and using the theoretical prediction for the rafig/pZ (in
this ratio several uncertainties cancel) to convert the meaggrétto p}V'. The resulting error on thB”
mass obtained by CDF is 20 MeV, dominated by the limitestatistics.

At the LHC, the average transverse momentum ofifhg.7) is 12 GeV (14 GeV), as given by
PYTHIA 5.7 . Over the ranger (W,2) < 20 GeV, both gauge-bosons havespectra which agree to
within £10%. By assuming a negligible statistical error on the knowledgé pivhich will be measured
with high-statistics data samples, and by usingthepectrum instead of thé!” distribution, an error on
theW mass of about 10 MeV per channel was obtained without any further tuning. Although the leading-
order parton shower approachPYTHIA is only an approximation to reality, this result is encouraging.
Furthermore, improved theoretical calculations for the ratio oflheand Z pr distributions should
become available at the time of the LHC, so that the final uncertainty will most likely be smaller than
10 MeV.

Parton distribution functions Parton momentum distributions inside the protons determindithe
longitudinal momentum, and therefore affect the transverse mass distribution through lepton acceptance
effects. Atthe Tevatron, parton distribution functions (pdf), in particulanthératio, are constrained by
measuring the forward-backward charge asymmetry offthepidity distribution. Such an asymmetry,
which is typical ofpp collisions, is not present ipp collisions and therefore cannot be used at the LHC.
However, it has been shown [55] that pdf can be constrained to a few percent at the LHC by using mainly
the pseudorapidity distributions of leptons producedilirand Z decays. The resulting uncertainty on
the W mass should be smaller than 10 MeV.

W width At hadron colliders, théV width can be obtained from the measuremenikpfthe ratio
between the rate of leptonically decayifig's and leptonically decaying’s:

~ o, " BR(Z =) (26)

where theZ branching ratio BR) is obtained from LEP measurements, and the ratio betweel/the
and theZ cross-sections is obtained from theory. By measuftnthe leptonic branching ratio of tHé&

can be extracted from the above formula, and thereffgyecan be deduced assuming Standard Model
couplings fol? — [v. The precision achievable with this method is limited by the theoretical knowledge
of the ratio of thell to the Z cross-sections. Another method consists of fitting the high-mass tails of
the transverse mass distribution, which are sensitive tdltheidth.

By using these methods, th& width was measured with a precision of about 60 MeV by CDF in
Run 1, which translates into an error of 10 MeV per channel oith@ass measurement.

In Run 2, thel’” width should be measured with a precision of 30 MeV [83], which contributes
an error of 7 MeV per channel on th& mass. This is however a conservative estimate for the LHC,
where thelV width should be measured with higher precision than at Tevatron by using the high-mass
tails of the transverse mass distribution. The measuremeRt oh the other hand, in addition to being
model-dependent would require very precise theoretical inputs. It should be noted that one could also
use the value of th#” width predicted by the Standard Model.

Radiative decays RadiativeW — [v+y decays produce a shift in the reconstructed transverse mass,
which must be precisely modelled in the Monte Carlo. Uncertainties arise from missing higher-order
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corrections, which translate into an error of 20 MeV on thiemass as measured by CDF in Run 1.
Improved theoretical calculations have become recently available [93]. Furthermore, the excellent gran-
ularity of the ATLAS electromagnetic calorimeter, and the large statistics of radidtikecays, should
provide useful additional information. Thereforelamass error of 10 MeV per channel was assumed

in this study. This is a conservative estimate, since the DO error from Run 1 is smaller than 10 MeV [88].

Background Backgrounds distort th# transverse mass distribution, contributing mainly to the low-
mass region. Therefore, uncertainties on the background normalisation and shape translate into an error
on theW mass. This error is at the level of 5 MeV (25 MeV) in the electron (muon) channel for the
measurement performed by CDF in Run 1, where the background is known with a precision of about
10%.

A study was made of the main background$ifo— [v final states to be expected in ATLAS. The
contribution fromW — 7v decays should be of order 1.3% in both the electron and the muon channel.
The background fron¥ — ee decays to thél” — er channel is expected to be negligible, whereas the
contribution ofZ — puu decays to théV — pr channel should amount to 4%. The difference between
these two channels is due to the fact that the calorimetry coverage extend$nlipt®, whereas the
coverage of the muon spectrometer is limited/7ip < 2.7. Therefore, muons fron¥ decays which
are produced withny| > 2.7 escape detection and thus give rise to a relatively large missing transverse
momentum. On the other hand, electrons fré@ntecays produced withy| > 2.4 are not efficiently
identified, because of the absence of tracking devices and of fine-grained calorimetry, however their
energy can be measured up|td ~ 5. Therefore these events do not pass i&** cut described in
Section 3.12. Finallytt production and QCD processes are expected to give negligible contributions.

In order to limit the error on thél mass to less than 10 MeV, the background to the electron
channel should be known with a precision of 30%, which is easily achievable, and the background to the
muon channel should be known with a precision of 7%. The latter could be monitored byAisinge
decays.

3.14 Results

The expected contributions to the uncertainty onithenass measurement, of which some are discussed

in the previous sections, are summarised in Table 5. For comparison, the errors obtained by CDF in
Run 1A (integrated luminositye 20 pb~') and Run 1B (integrated luminosity 90 pb!) are also

shown separately. The evolution of the uncertainty between Run 1A and Run 1B shows the effect of the
increased statistics and of the improved knowledge of the detector performance and of the physics, and
provides a solid basis for the LHC results presented here.

With an integrated luminosity of 10 fid, which should be collected in one year of LHC operation,
and by considering only one lepton specie®( ), a total uncertainty of smaller than 25 MeV should
be achieved by each LHC experiment. By combining both lepton channels, which should also provide
useful cross-checks since some of the systematic uncertainties are different for the electron and the
muon sample, and taking into account common uncertainties, the total error should decrease to less
than 20 MeV per experiment. Finally, the total LHC uncertainty could be reduced to about 15 MeV
by combining ATLAS and CMS together. Such a precision would allow the LHC to compete with the
expected precision at a Next Linear Collider [94].

The most serious experimental challenge in this measurement is the determination of the lepton
absolute energy and momentum scale to 0.02%. All other uncertainties are expected to be of the order of
(or smaller than) 10 MeV. However, to achieve such a goal, improved theoretical calculations of radiative
decays, of théV andZ pr spectra, and of higher-order QCD corrections will be needed.

The results presented here have to be considered as preliminary and far from being complete.
It may be possible that, by applying stronger selection cuts, for instance on the maximum transverse
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Table 5: Expected contributions to the uncertainty oniffienass measurement in ATLAS for each lepton family and for an
integrated luminosity of 10 fb' (fourth column). The corresponding uncertainties of the CDF measurement in the electron
channel, as obtained in Run 1A [87] and Run 1B [88], are also shown for comparison (second and third column).

Source AMy, (CDF Run 1A) AMyy (CDF Run 1B) AMjyy (ATLAS)
(MeV) (MeV) (MeV)
Statistics 145 65 <2
E — pscale 120 75 15
Energy resolution 80 25 5
Recoil model 60 33 5
Lepton identification 25 - 5
o 45 20 5
Parton distribution functions 50 15 10
W width 20 10 7
Radiative decays 20 20 <10
Background 10 5 5
TOTAL 230 113 <25

momentum of théV, the systematic uncertainties may be reduced further. Moreover, two alternative
methods to measure th& mass can be envisaged. The first one usepthdistribution of the charged
lepton in the final state. Such a distribution features a Jacobian pqéjk at My /2 and has the
advantage of being affected very little by the pile-up, therefore it could be used at high luminosity.
However, the lepton momentum is very sensitive topfhef the W boson, whereas the transverse mass

is not, and hence a very precise theoretical knowledge dfithe- spectrum would be needed to use this
method. Another possibility is to use the ratio of the transverse massesléf #mel Z bosons [95]. The

Z transverse mass can be reconstructed by using;tted one of the charged leptons, while the second
lepton is treated like a neutrino whoge is measured by the first lepton and the recoil. By shifting the
m# distribution until it fits them¥" distribution, it is possible to obtain a scaling factor betweenithe

and theZ masses and therefore thié mass. The advantage of this method is that common systematic
uncertainties cancel in the ratio. The main disadvantage is the loss of a factor of ten in statistics, since the
7 — ll sample is a factor of ten smaller than thé — [ sample (and only events near to the Jacobian
peak contribute significantly to the mass determination). Furthermore, differences in the production
mechanism between tH& and theZ (pr, angular distributiongtc), and possible biases coming from
the Z selection cuts, will give rise to a non-negligible systematic error.

The final measurement will require using all the methods discussed above, in order to cross-check
the systematic uncertainties and to achieve the highest precision.

3.15 Conclusions

Preliminary studies indicate that measuring Wiemass at the LHC with a precision of about 15 MeV
should be possible, although very challenging. The biggest single advantage of the LHC is the large
statistics, which will result in small statistical errors and good control of the systematics. To achieve such
unprecedented precision, improved theoretical calculations in many areas will be neegdeatd(ative
decays, pdf'sp}Y), and many stringent experimental requirements will have to be satisfied.
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3.2 Drell-Yan production of lepton pairs
3.21 Introduction

Parton level: Inthe Standard Model (SM), the production of lepton pairs in hadron-hadron collisions
(the Drell-Yan process) is described byhannel exchange of photons Brbosons. The parton cross
section in the centre-of-mass system has the form:

do a?

0= E[Ao(l + cos? 0) + Aq cos 0] (27)

wheres = %AO andApp = %ﬁ—é give the total cross section and the forward-backward asymmetry,
respectively. The termd, and A; are fully determined by the electroweak couplings of the initial- and

final-state fermions. At th& peak, theZ exchange dominates while the interference term is vanishing.
At higher energies, both photon afdexchange contribute and the large value of the forward-backward
asymmetry arises from the interference between the neutral currents.

Fermion-pair production above thiepole is a rich search field for new phenomena at present and
future high-energy colliders [96]. The differential cross section is given by

s
d_?l ~ s + Zs + New Physics ?!|2 (28)

where many proposed types of new physics can lead to observable effects by adding new amplitudes or
through their interference with the neutral currents of the SM.

Athadron colliders: The parton cross sections are folded with the parton distribution functions (pdf’s):

d’o
dM;dy

(pp = ila) ~ > (fipp(@) fyppl@2) + (i = j)) & (29)

ij

whereé is the cross section for the partonic subprocgss- [1ls, My = +/7s = /3 andy are the
invariant mass and rapidity of the lepton pati, = \/7e¥ andxy = /Te” ¥ are the parton momen-
tum fractions, andf;,, (i) is the probability to find a parton with momentum fractionz; in the
(anti)proton.

1 0
orsn M) = ([ £ [ Joudcost) (30)
Avsly M) = ZE=E @)

The total cross section and the forward-backward asymmetry are functions of observables which are well
measured experimentally: the invariant mass and the rapidity of the final state lepton-pair. For a pair of
partons £; > ), there are four combinations of quarks initiating Drell-Yan productiom: @, dd, dd.

In pp collisions, the antiquarks come always from the sea while the quarks can have valence or sea origin.
The z-range probed depends on the mass and rapidity of the lepton-pair as shown in Table 6. Going to
higher rapidities increases the difference betweeandz, and hence the probability that the first quark

is a valence one.

3.22 Eventrates

The expected numbers of events for the Tevatron Run 2 (TEV2) and the LHC are shown in Table 7 and
Figure 16. The estimation is based on simulations WifTHIA 5.7 [97] by applying the following
cuts:

1. For LHC: both leptong)| < 2.5; for TEV2: one leptorin| < 1, the othern| < 2.5.
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Table 6:21 andz for different masses and rapidities.

M (GeV) 91.2 200 1000
y 0 2 4 0 2 4 0 2 4
7 0.0065 0.0481 0.35570.0143 0.1056 0.78000.0714 0.5278 -
2 0.0065 0.0009 0.00010.0143 0.0019 0.00030.0714 0.0097 -

2. For both leptongyr > 20 GeV.

The data sample can be divided into three classes:
Events near th& pole:

e There will be a huge sample df events at the LHC. These will allow study of the interplay
betweensin? 6.**(M2) and the pdf’s.
High mass pairs (110-400 GeV):
e LEP2 will study this region up to 200 GeV.
e TEV2 will collect a sizeable sample of events in this region.
e LHC will be able to do precision studies.
Very high mass pairs (400-4000 GeV):
e TEV2 will have a first glance.

e LHC will collect a sizeable sample for tests of the SM at the highest momentum trangfgrasnd
for searches of new phenomena at the TeV scale.

Table 7:PYTHIA estimate: expected number of events for one experiment ia'the and "~ channels. For LEP2 and
CDF the observed number of events is shown.

Pair Mass LEP2 CDF TEV2 LHC
600 pb! 110 pb'! 10 fo ! 100 fo-!
SM/ Data Data PYTHIA PYTHIA
Z pole - - ~1.5x10% ~ 134 x 106
> 110 GeV 12500 148% 150 GeV) 46000 2.6 x 109
> 400 GeV - 1 250 33000

3.23 Measurements efand Arpp

The experimental signature for Drell-Yan events is distinctive: a pair of well isolated leptons with op-
posite charge. This should be straight forward for the ATLAS and CMS detectors to identify. The
backgrounds are lowtV W=, 7F7=, g, bb, tt; fakes, cosmicetc. If the need arises, they can be
further suppressed by acoplanarity and isolation cuts. The selection cuts used in this study have already
been described in the section on simulations.

An important ingredient in the cross section measurement is the precise determination of the lu-
minosity. A promising possibility is to go directly to the parton luminosity [55] by usingWhé (2)
production of single (pair) leptons:
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Fig. 16: Expected number of events for TEV-2000 and LHC in one channel/experiment as a function of the dilepton mass.

e Constrain the pdf’s.
e Measure directly the parton-parton luminosity.

In this way, the systematic error @rﬁ)iéh @ relative tooz can be reduced te 1%.

In order to measure the forward-backward asymmetry, it is necessary to tag the directions of the
incoming quark and antiquark. At the Tevatron, gigecollisions provide a natural label for the valence
(anti)quark. In contrast at the LHC, the initial state is symmetric. But in the reactiagg— [71~
only ¢ can be a valence quark, carrying on average a higher momentum compared to the sea antiquarks.
Therefore at the LHCA 5 will be signed according to the sign of the rapidity of the lepton péit).
ConsequentlyA rp increases as a function gfil) [98, 99] (see Figure 18).

A precise measurement efand Arp at larges requires good knowledge of the different types
of electroweak radiative corrections to the DY process: vertex, propagator, EW boxes. A complete one-
loop parton cross section calculation has been performed [71]. The size of these corrections after folding
with the pdf's and the expected experimental precision on the cross section measurement are compared
in Figure 17. The LHC experiments can probe these corrections #2tdeV.

3.24 Determination afin? 6'F* (M32)

A very precise determination @in? HL?t(Mg) will constrain the Higgs mass or, if the Higgs boson
is discovered, will check the consistency of the SM [100]. The latest result of the LEP Electroweak
Working Group from the summer of 1999 is:

sin” 9% (M%) = 0.23151 + 0.00017 (32)
Event selection A careful study [101] of the precision which can be obtained fromAhe> ee decay
by ATLAS and CMS has been made usiRYTHIA 5.7 andJETSET 7.2 . Background processes
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Fig. 17: Size of the electroweak radiative corrections and the expected relative experimental precision on the cross section
measurement farte™ and p ™ from one experiment in % as a function of the dilepton mass.

from pp — 2 jets andpp — tt — eTe~ have been included. In the regions of precision measurements
(In| < 2.5), the precision which can be obtained frdth— pu decays should be comparable to that
from the electron channel. In addition, the detectors have calorimetry extendinig~td and hence, if

it is possible to tag very forward electrons, albeit with significantly lower quality, it may be possible to
improve dramatically the measurementof? Hi‘?;’t(Mg).

The following cuts were made:

1. pglectron > 20 GeVie
2. 85.2GeVic? < M(ete™) < 97.2 GeVic?

In all cases, one electron was required in the precision caloringtry 2.5. Efficiencies after typical
electron identification cuts were taken from detailed studies reported in [86]. These are typically around
70%, with corresponding jet rejections f10? (there was no advantage for this measurement of larger
rejection factors). For the second electron, the possibility for it to be identified in the forward calorimetry
2.5 < |n| < 4.9 was considered. In this region, there is no magnetic tracking. An electron identification
efficiency of 50% was assumed with a corresponding jet rejectign d&xtending the pseudorapidity
coverage for the second electron increases the range of lepton pair rapidityyfrohe )| <~ 2 to
ly(ete™)| <~ 3. Figure 18 shows how the asymmetry varies as a functigp(ef e™)|.

Statistical sensitivity The sensitivity ofd r to sin? Qgg’t(M 2) can be parametrised as follows:

App = bla—sin? 0P (M2)) (33)
aO(aS) —  gBorn —I-A(IQED —I-ACLQCD
bO(a3) _ bBorn —I—AbQED—i—AbQCD

Values ofa andb were calculated in [68] and have been re-evaluated by Baur corresponding to the above
cuts - see Table 8.

33



forward-backward asymmetry %

0 I I I I I I I
05 1 15 2 25 3 35

rapidity of e"e” system

Fig. 18: Forward-backward asymmetry vs rapidity é0re™ pairs fromZ decays satisfying the selection cuts described in
Section 3.24. The asymmetry is shown where both electrons|have 2.5 (triangles) and where one electron is allowed to
have|n| < 4.9 (squares). The results are the same for both sets of cuts in the first bin.

A summary of the statistical errors which can be obtained with 100 &ése indicated in Table 9.
With the best rejection factors shown in the table, the effect of the background is negligible. If no
jet rejection is possible in the forward calorimetry, the statistical precisions which can be obtained on
sin® 9/P" (M%) are3.4 x 10~* and4.1 x 10~ for no y cut and|y(e*e™)| > 1.0 respectively. While
the sensitivity tosin? Hé?t(M 2) is increased by cutting oy(eTe™)| (see Table 8), the gain is reduced
by the loss of acceptance and increased significance of the background when the forward calorimetry is
used. Itis probable that greater sensitivity could be obtained by fitting as a function ofy(e*e™)|.

From Table 9, it can be seen that for a single lepton species from one LHC experiment, using
leptons measured in| < 2.5, a statistical precision of.0 x 10~% on sin? HL?t(Mg) could be obtained.
With the combination of electrons and muons in two experimeéniisx 10~* could be obtained.

The table shows that for moderate jet rejection( 10?) in the forward calorimetry, a statistical
precision ofl.4 x 10~* could be reached by a single experiment using just the electron channel (cannot
include the muons). Even a poor rejectionl 0, would provide a useful measurement. While no studies
with full detector simulation have been done, its seems likely that both the ATLAS and CMS forward
calorimetry will be able to provide useful electron identification because of moderate longitudinal and
transverse segmentation. Combining both experiments will permit a fuptheeduction in the statistical
uncertainty.

Systematic uncertainties In order to be able to exploit the possibility of measuriig? Hi?t(Mg)
with such high precision, the systematic errors have to be comparably small. Quick estimates indicate
that the following factors are the most important ones:
1. pdf’s: affect both the lepton acceptance as well as the results of radiative correction calculations.
2. Lepton acceptance and reconstruction efficiency as a function of lepton rapidifje there is
some cancellation in the determination of the asymmetry, the product will need to be known to
better than 0.1%. CDF [102] has shown that it is possible to achieve a precision of about 1%, with
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Table 8: Parametersandb in Equation 33.

Cuts alPorn Ag@FD  NqRCD qO@?)  pBorn  ApRED  ApQCD  p0(e?)
I < 2.5 bothe* 2481 0025  -0026 .2480 048 -001  -0.16 0.1
In| < 2.5 bothe*

ly(eTe™)| > 1.0 2503 -.0009 -0069 .2425 074 005  -0.03 0.76

In| < 2.5 onee*t

In| < 4.9 the othere* .2483 -0005 -.0015 .2463 1.18  0.15 -0.10  1.23
In| < 2.5 onee*t

In| < 4.9 the othere™

ly(ete )| > 1.0 .2486 .0011 -.0028 .2469 1.66 0.01 -0.04 1.63

the largest contribution being due to the uncertainty in the pdf’s.

3. Effects of higher order QCD (and electroweak) correctionan be estimated by varying the errors
on the parameters andb.

4. Mass ScaleArp varies as a function of the invariant mass of the lepton pair. Since the measured
asymmetry corresponds to an integration overZhesonance, it is important to understand the
mass scale. It is expected that this will be knownt®.02% (see 3.13) by direct comparison of
the Z peak with the measured LEP parameters.

The most important systematic contribution is that coming from the uncertainties in the pdf's. A
study using several “modern” pdf's (MRST, CTEQ3 and CTEQ4) gave agreement between the resulting
values of Arp within the 1% statistical errors of the study & 10° events were generated for each
pdf set). This uncertainty must be reduced by a factor of 10 if it is to be smaller than the expected
statistical precision ol g shown in Table 9. It remains to be seen whether (a) the differences arising
from the various pdf’s will shrink with increased statistical sensitivity of the study and (b) whether the
current pdf's actually describe the measured data sufficiently well (since the pfd's are fitted to common
data, variations are not necessarily indicative of the actual uncertainties). New measurements from the
Tevatron (and ultimately the LHC itself) will improve the understanding of the pdf’s, but it is unclear
at this stage whether this will be sufficient. It may be possible to fit simultaneehﬁﬂi?t(Mg) and
the pdf’s, or alternatively, it may be necessary to reverse the strategy and use the measuretpent of

combined with existing measurementssof? Hi‘?g’t(M 2) to constrain the pdf’s.

3.25 Search for new phenomena

Contact interactions Contact interactions offer a general framework for a new interaction with cou-
pling ¢ and typical energy scalé > /3. At LEP2, the current limits [96, 103] for quark-lepton
compositeness at 95% CL vary between 3 and 8 TeV, depending on the model. At the LHC scales up to
25-30 TeV are reachable, as illustrated in Figure 19.

Search for resonances The other extreme is the search for resonances4iker v, which produce
peaks in the mass distributions. A neutral heavy gauge-b@$as characterised by its mass;/, by
its couplings and by its mixing angk,; with the standardZ boson. Iff,; = 0 and theZ’ has SM
couplings, the current limit isn, > 1050 GeV [104]. For other coupling scenarios the lower limits
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Table 9: Statistical precision which can be obtainediad Qi‘g’t(M%) from measurements of p5 in Z — ee from one LHC

experiment with 100 fb'. Results are given for different jet rejection factpror the forward calorimetr.5 < |n| < 4.9.

Cuts p  App (%) AApp (%) Asin® 0P (MZ)

In| < 2.5 bothe* - 0.774 0.020 6.6 x 1074

In| < 2.5 bothe*

ly(ete )| > 1.0 - 1.66 0.030 4.0 x 1074

In| < 2.5 onee* 10t 2.02 0.017 1.4107%

In| < 4.9 the othere™ 102 1.98 0.018 1.410~*
100 1.68 0.021 1.%107*

In| < 2.5 onee* 10*  3.04 0.022 1.35107*

In| < 4.9the othere™ 102 2.94 0.023 1.4%10~*

ly(ete)| > 1.0 101 2.31 0.030 1.831074

are model dependent and typically of the order of several hundred GeV. Resonances with masses up to
~ 4-5 TeV can be probed at LHC, as shown in Figure 19.

R-parity violation In SUSY theories with R-parity violation, it is possible to couple sleptons to pairs
of SM leptons or quarks through new independent Yukawa couplingsd@uplings for the slepton-
lepton sector and 2X" couplings for the slepton-quark sector). This makes the resonance formation
of single scalar neutrine in dd scattering possible. It can be observed through the decay of the
lepton pairs, if a suitable combination of two couplings (€\§;; A\131) is present [105]. The K-factor

for slepton production is not calculated yet, leading to an uncertaintf% in the estimate of th&)\’
sensitivity.

Low-scale gravity An exciting possibility is the search for low-scale gravity effects in theories with
extra spatial dimensions, leading to virtual graviton exchange. The best limits at LEP2 come from com-
bined analysis of Bhabha scattering [106]:

Ap = 1.412(1.077) TeV for A = +1(—1) at 95% CL

In the Drell-Yan process there is an unique contribution freohannel graviton exchange [107],
which modifies the form of the differential cross section and gives a distinct signature:

99— 1T1- (34)

do A2
dcos  64mME

The large parton luminosity for gluons at LHC may also compensatahé suppression. Scales up to
~ 5 TeV can be probed with luminosity 100fh.

(1 — cos' 0) (35)
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Fig. 19: Left: Contact interaction sensitivity (CMS study). Error bars show SM spectrum; histograms show effect of contact
term with A = 25 TeV, the sign corresponds to the sign of the amplitude. RigHtmass reach for 100 fid (ATLAS
study) [53].

Summary

A competitive measurement sifn? Hi?t(Mg) is hard due to the central acceptance of the exper-

iments and the difficulty of controlling the pdf's (parton distribution functions) with the required
precision. However, a detector with extended forward acceptance for one of the leptons offers the
possibility to measurein® §%°*(1/2) with a statistical precision of.4 x 1074,

high Q2
The total cross-section can be measured with systematic—‘@it},ﬁez}lL < 1%.

A non-zero forward-backward asymmetfy. 3 can be measured up to 2 TeV with statistical pre-
cision> 3 0.

The Drell-Yan process can probe electroweak radiative corrections up to 1.5 TeV with statistical
precision at the o level as a function of)?.

The high energy and luminosity of LHC offers a rich search field at the TeV scale in the Drell-Yan
channel: contact interactions, resonance formatiingcalar neutrinos), low-scale gravistc.

Further studies will refine the following points:

The effect of higher order QED corrections (initial- and final-state radiation and their interference).
The effect of experimental cuts on the electroweak corrections.

The careful separation of the,; ando ,; contributions.

3.3 Tau physics

The 7 lepton is a member of the third generation which decays into particles belonging to the first and
second ones. Thus,physics could provide some clues to the puzzle of the recurring families of leptons

and quarks. One m#&ly expects the heavier fermions to be more sensitive to whatever dynamics is
responsible for the fermion-mass generation. The pure leptonic or semileptonic characteoafys

37



provides a clean laboratory to test the structure of the weak currents and the universality of their couplings
to the gauge-bosons.

The last few years have witnessed a substantial change in our knowledge ofptioperties
[108, 109]. The large (and clean) data samples collected by the most recent experiments have improved
considerably the statistical accuracy and, moreover, have brought a new level of systematic understand-
ing.

A high-energy hadron collider does not provide a very good environment to perform precision
physics. Nevertheless, there are a few topics where LHC could contribute in a relevant and unique way.
Moreover, since the is the heaviest known lepton, it can play a very important role in searches for new
particles (for example, as in Section 6.1).

3.31 Charged-current universality

Table 10: Present constraints on charged-current lepton universality [109].

|91/ Ge 197/ 9l |97/ Gel

Br_.,/Br—ec 1.0009 £ 0.0022 — —

Br e Tu/7- — 0.9993 £ 0.0023 —

B, Tu/Tx — — 1.0002 £ 0.0023
Br—e/Broy 1.0017 £+ 0.0015 — —

S RS — 1.005 £ 0.005 —

Ik /Ty — 0.981 + 0.018 —
Bw_1/Bw_yr (pp) 0.98 £0.03 — 0.987 + 0.025

Bw_;/Bw_y (LEP2) 1.002 £ 0.016 1.008 £ 0.019 1.010 £ 0.019

Table 10 shows the present experimental tests on the universality of the leptonic charged-current
couplings. The leptonie branching ratios are already known with a quite impressive precisioBf,
this translates into a test @f,/g. universality at the 0.22% level. However, in order to test the ratios
g-/g, andg./g., one needs precise measurements ofrtheass and lifetime, in addition. At present,
these quantities are known with a precision of 0.016#% (= 1777.05 )32 MeV) and 0.34% £, =
290.77 £+ 0.99 fs), respectively [109], which leads to a sensitivity of 0.23% for the tlgi¢e;, ratios.

Future high-luminosity™e™ colliders running near thet— production threshold could perform
more precise measurements of the leptanliranching fractions and themass. However, one needs
a high-energy machine to measure thifetime. Clearly, the future tests of lepton universality will be
limited by ther, accuracy. It is not clear whether tligfactories would be able to improve the present
7. measurement in a significant way. Thus, it is important to know how wetlan be determined at
LHC.

A less precise but more direct test on the universality of the leptdficcouplings is provided
by the comparison of the differer’ ™ — [T, branching fractions. LEP2 has already achieved a
better sensitivity than the Tevatron collider, and a further improvement is expected when the full LEP2
statistics will be available. It is an open question whether LHC could be competitive at thisdeVelY
of precision.
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3.32 Tau lifetime

The current world average for thelifetime is290.8 4+ 1.0 fs (c7 = 87um) [109]. Improvements in this
measurement would be welcome in order to give better tests of the Standard Model, in particular lepton
universality and electroweak calculations. In this section, the results of a preliminary study to examine
the LHC potential are given.

In LEP experimentsy pairs are produced back-to-back with well defined momenta - this will not
be the case at the LHC. The first feature allows valuable correlations to be made between the two
decays, while the second provides the boost required to obtain proper lifetime estimates. At the LHC,
Z — 71 events will be triggered by requiring oneto decay to an electron or muon, while the lifetime
is estimated from the otherwhich is required to decay to three charged particles.

Tau reconstruction A study was made using fully simulated events in the ATLAS detector (see [86]
for more details). When th& has some transverse momentum, the momenta af'shean be deduced

by projecting the recoil momentum vector measured by the calorimetry along the lines of flight of the
two 7’s (determined from the direction of the lepton and the hadronic jet, respectively). Due to resolution
effects, this procedure works best when tfgeare not back-to-back. The following cuts were made:

e The lepton should haver > 24 GeV, |n| < 2.5.

e The identified hadronic jet should contain three charged tracks and satisfy 30 GeV, || <
2.5.

Transverse mass of lepton and missing energy shouid heGeV.

The angleA¢ between the’s in the transverse plane should satisfy8 < A¢ < 2.7 0r 3.6 <
A¢ < 4.5.

e The invariant mass of the pair should satisfy60 < m.,, < 120 GeV.

These cuts result in an efficiency of 1.5%. For these events; thementa could be estimated with a
resolution of 15%.

A vertex was formed from the charged tracks in the hadronic jet. It was required that the vertex
should be within 2 cm of the interaction point and the invariant mass of the particles should be between
0.4 and 1.78 GeV. The efficiency for this was 70% and resulted in a resolution on the vertex position in
the transverse plane d¢0;m, corresponding to a resolution on the proper decay lengtfiah.

Lifetime estimate The statistical resolution on the proper decay length from the combination of the
vertexing and the estimate of the tau momentum is of the ord2t @im (corresponding to 55 fs). A
simple Monte Carlo study was made to estimate the statistical uncertainty erlitagme (7;) which
could be achieved wittV hadronicr decays. Since the resolution of the lifetime for a single event (55 fs)
is a fair bit smaller than the lifetime (291 fs), the statistical error which can be obtained is dominated
by the number of events(r,) ~ 7. /v/N.

At the LHC, the cross section fof — 77 will be 1.5 nb, with a branching ratio of 11% for a
lepton and a three-prong hadronic decay. The reconstruction and selection described above results in an
efficiency of 0.54%. If 30 fbb! were collected in a low luminosity run, then 26,000 reconstruetsd
could be used, leading to a statistical error on the lifetime of 1.8 fs. To make this competitive would
require increased efficiency for selecting theecays - this is probably a low luminosity measurement
and so cannot benefit from the statistics of a high luminosity run.

Increasing the efficiency may not be simple, since the cuts were designed to control the back-
ground. W+jet events will be removed by the mass cuts, and apart from a small amount of gluon
splitting to heavy flavour, the jets should not contain significant lifetime information, hence this back-
ground should not be a problem. Thelifetime is a factor of five larger than that of the and hence
more care will be required withh events.
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Concerning systematic errors coming from the determination of the decay length in the silicon
tracking, the average radial position of the detectors in the vertexing layer will need to be understood
to better thanl0 xm. This will be challenging but studies suggest this may be feasible [91]. It should
be possible to control the systematics on the measurement of recoil momentun¥zobyheomparison
with Z — ee or Z — pu events, where the recoil can be measured accurately by the leptons.

The use of W — 7v It may be possible to use the decdys— 7v which have a higher cross
section thanZ — 77. In ATLAS, such events could be triggered by a specift and missingEr
trigger [86]. Information about the momentum can be deduced by comparing the energy and direction
of the hadronic jet with the direction of theand using the- mass constraint, where thedirection can
be determined from the reconstructed decay vertex. In principle, it is possible to solve completely for the
7 momentum, although resolution effects on the vertex position and complications arisingfioom
the hadronic jet mean that sometimes solutions are not physical. Alternatively, an approximate estimator
can be formed which does not employ the mass constraint [110]. This usegehenergy, mass and
pr relative to ther direction - all three quantities being determined from the charged tracks alone. This
is more robust but its behaviour is sensitive to the selection cuts. It is yet to be provedthatarv
signal can be identified with sufficient efficiency above the huge QCD (and in partith)l@gckground.

3.33 Rare decays

Owing to the huge backgrounds, it will not be possible to make a general search for rare decay modes of
the 7. However, the lepton-number violating decay — p .~ 1~ has a clean signature, which is well
suited for the LHC detectors. The present experimental bound [111] is

BR(1™ — pTu 7)< 1.9x 1075 (90% CL)

This limit reflects the size of the existingdata samples. LHC will produce a huge statistics, several
orders of magnitude larger than the present one. The achievable limit will then be set by systematics and
backgrounds, which need to be properly estimated. A sensitivity at the lel@tdtloes not seem out of

reach. This could open a very interesting window into new physics phenomena, since many extensions
of the Standard Model framework can lead to signals inlthe® to 10~ range.

Although more difficult to detect, other lepton-number violating decays such-as:ue,uee,eee,
wy are worth studying.

4. VECTOR-BOSON PAIR PRODUCTION °
41 Wtw—,W=*Z, ZZ production
4.11 Recent numerical implementations

As already is noted in the introduction, for the descriptioMof W—, W= Z, Z Z production with their
subsequent decays into lepton pairs two new numerical parton-level Monte Carlo programs have recently
become available [18](MCFM), [19](DKS). These packages consider the production of four leptons in
the double resonance approximation with compt@{e;,) corrections. They can be used to compute any
infra-red safe quantity with arbitrary experimental cuts on the leptonic decay products. These packages
have already been used for updating and cross-checking previous results. The DKS program is available
in fortran90 and fortran77 versions and includes anomalous triple gauge-boson couplings. The MCFM
program is more complete in the sense that single resonance background diagrams are also added and
finite width effects are included in some approximation which respects gauge-invariance. However, it
does not include anomalous triple gauge-boson couplings. The results of the MCFM and DKS programs
agree with each other within the integration errorof).5%. Similar agreement is found with the spin

5Section coordinator; Z. Kunszt
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averaged cross section indicated in [22, 24, 26]. In the past years the majority of the experimental studies
used the programs described in [29, 31, 30] (BHO). A recent comparison between the DKS and BHO
programs finds agreement at the level of 1%WoZ production and 3-4% for/ W production (further

details see Section 5.5). This confirms the assumptions of [29] that the spin correlations effects coming
from virtual corrections are small. Note that recently a n@y,) package has been written also for

W~ andZ~ production with anomalous couplings [20] and for the first time the complete one loop QCD
corrections are available also for these processes (see Section 4.2).

4.12 Input parameters and bench mark cross sections

In using these packages, one should be careful with input parameters. The QCD input is standard: the
latest next-to-leading order parton number densities have to be used with the corresponding running
coupling constant at some physical scale defined in terms of the kinematics of the outgoing particles.

The helicity amplitudes coded into these programs are calculaté®(dn) but they are lead-
ing order in the electroweak theory. However, the one loop electroweak radiative corrections are not
completely negligible. The dominant corrections are given by light fermion loops and large custodial
symmetry violating contributions of the top quark. Fortunately, they are universal and can be taken into
account in the spirit of the “improved Born approximation” [112, 113]. Universality means that their
contributions can modify only the leading order relation betw&&n My, andsin? fy, which can be
taken into account with the use of the effective coupling

(36)

whereGr = 1.16639 x 1075 GeV~2 is the Fermi constant andl(y) is the running QED coupling.

With the values of the gauge-bosons massel/gf= 91.187 GeV andMyy = 80.41 GeV, one obtains

a = a(Myz) = 1/128 andsin? §y = 0.230. Ignoring this correlation may lead to about 5-6% discrep-

ancy in the cross section values. The remaining electroweak corrections are estimated to be less than 2%
as long the parton sub-energy is below — 1 TeV. However, above th&TeV scale double logarithmic
corrections ol (ay log? §/M2,) become non-negligible. The origin of these large contributions is the
incomplete cancellation of the soft singularities of massless gauge-boson emission (the Bloch-Nordsieck
theorem is not valid for non-Abelian theories [115]). Since the physical cross section decreases strongly
with the increase of the invariant mass of the gauge-boson pairs, these corrections are not important at the
LHC. The validity of the improved Born approximation and the presence of the double logarithmic cor-
rections has been tested fid7 pair production at LEP2 where the full next-to-leading order corrections

are available [112, 113].

Additional electroweak input parameters are the matrix elements of the CKM mixing matrix. In
the light quark sector, one should use the best experimental values [116]. In the case of the heavy quark
contributions, the calculation is approximate since @hev;) helicity amplitudes have been calculated
assuming massless quarks [17]. This assumption is clearly not valid for the top contribuions.
pair production receives contributions from diagrams withttehannel exchange of the top quark (with
[Vial = |Vis| = 0 and|Vj| = 1). However, it is suppressed due to the large top mass and &mall
quark parton densities; therefore, it is reasonable to/lige = 0. The contribution of the subprocess
bb — WHW ~ (treating the top as massless) is of the order of 2% for the LHC [17] giving an upper limit
on the theoretical ambiguity coming from this source. In the ca3& 6% production, one can neglect
the subprocesky — W~ Zt. Itis present at next-to-leading order but again it is strongly suppressed by
the large top quark mass, as well as the sygjuark distribution function. For the numerical results
presented here, valugg, ;| = |V.s| = 0.975; |Vius| = |Vea| = 0.222 and |Viy| = |V| = |Via| =
|Vis| = |Vis| = 0 are used. We present cross-section values without including the branching ratios. To
get event signals, they have to be multiplied with the leptonic branching ratios of the vector-bosons. We
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use
BR(Z —ete” or p 7)) =337% BR(Z — Z viv;) = 20.1%
i=e,,T
BR(W™ — efv, or pfv;) =10.8%
These ratios implicitly incorporate QCD corrections to the hadronic decay widths éFthad ~.

Most of the results are obtained with some “standard cuts” defined as follows: a transverse mo-
mentum cut ofpr > 20 GeV and pseudorapidity cut of) < 2.5 is applied for all charged leptons
and pipiss > 20 GeV is required forlWZ production whilepiiss > 25 GeV for W pair production.
We use two different parton distributions, MRST [114] witly;, = 80.41 GeV and CTEQ(4M) [67]
with My, = 80.33 GeV which we refer to simply as MRST and CTEQ,(Mz) = 0.1175 is used
for MRST anda,(Mz) = 0.116 is used for CTEQ. In all computations, we set the renormalisation and
factorisation scales equal to each other.

In Table 11, we present the total cross section values for the various processes at the LHC, for the
MRST and CTEQ parton distributions. We tabulated the results fdr(the cross sections without any
cuts applied) as well as°"* (the cross sections with the standard cuts defined above). The cross section
values are given for the scale
n= (MV1 + MVQ)/27 (37)

whereMy, are the masses of the two produced vector bosons.

Table 11:Cross sections ipb for pp collisions at,/s = 14 TeV. The statistical errors arel on the last digit.

A WHw- W~—Z Wtz
LO NLO LO NLO LO NLO LO NLO
o*Y(MRST) 116 155 78.7 117 112 193 17.8 30.6
oY(CTEQ) 11.8 158 813 120 114 196 186 319
o"(MRST) 4.07 5.47 25.0 40.18 3.49 6.58 520 9.68
o"(CTEQ) 4.09 551 256 420 359 6.72 532 09.83

In previous publications [22, 24, 26, 29, 31, 30, 18, 19] a number of phenomenologically inter-
esting questions have been considered. Here we restrict ourselves to recall two interesting and typical
features: the scale dependence of the radiative correctiori® ¥or production and radiation zeros for
W Z production.

4.13 Scale dependence

The one-loop corrections to the total cross sections are of the order 50% of the leading order term and
they can be much larger for the kinematical range of larger transverse momenta or invariant mass of

the vector-boson pair. For differential distributions whefeis not integrated out completely, the scale
choice )

i = = 5 (7 (V) +p7(Va) + M, + M) (38)
appears to be appropriate. For the total cross section, the difference between the two scale choices ex-
pressed in Equations 37 and 38 is very small since it is dominated bytowector-bosons. However,
for more exclusive quantities, the differences can be substantial. At the LHC, the huge one-loop cor-
rections in the tails of the distributions are dominated by the bremsstrahlung contributions; therefore it
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Fig. 20: Scale dependence of the cross sectiofifepair production at the LHC with standard cuts. The scale is given in units
of usy as defined in Equation 38. We show the LO, NLO and NLO with jet veto curves without additional cuts (left) and with
an additional cupf™(1) > 200 GeV andp™™ (1) > 100 GeV (right). The insets show the curves normalised to /L at yu.
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is natural to consider the cross sections with and without the jet veto (that is, with or without the cut
EF' < 40 GeV).

In Figure 20, the scale dependences6ft is shown for standard cuts, with a jet veto and with
stronger cuts on the transverse momenta of the charged leptons. We can see that the corrections are large
and increase with the additional cuts applied. The scale dependence at LO is reduced at NLO and it is
reduced further when a jet veto is applied. In particular, the size of the correction is strongly reduced
when applying the jet veto - an important feature for background studies.

4.14 Approximate radiation zeros W Z production

In leading order, the angular distribution Bf Z production exhibits an approximate radiation zero for
cos = (g1 + 92)/(g1 — g2) [31] whereg;, g» denote theZ boson couplings to the left handed up and
down quarks, respectively. Since the precise flight direction ofithboson is not known (due to the
uncertainty in the longitudinal momentum carried by the neutrino) it is convenient to plot a distribution
in the (true) rapidity difference between tileboson and the charged lepton coming from the decay of
theW: Ayz = yz — y;. This quantity is similar to the rapidity differenc®yy 2 = |yw — yz| studied

in [24], but uses only the observable charged-lepton variables. It is the direct analogue of the variable
y~ — Y+ considered in [117] for the case Bfy production. Itis possible to determines ¢ in the W~

or W Z rest frame, by solving for the neutrino longitudinal momentum usindgitheass as a constraint,

up to a two-fold discrete ambiguity for each event [118, 119, 120]. However, it has been found [117] that
the ambiguity degrades the radiation zero - at least if each solution is given a weight of 50% - so that the
rapidity differencey, — y;+ is more discriminating thanos 6. As one can see from Figure 21, there is

a residual dip in the\y; distribution, even at ordet;. This dip can be enhanced easily by requiring

a minimal energy for the decay lepton from tHé and by cutting on the rapidity of th& boson. In

Figure 21, we have chosér(l) > 100 GeV with and withouty; < 0. Note that the latter two curves

are scaled up by a factor of 5. At the LHC, for the first time, we shall have enough statistics to test
experimentally for the presence of approximate radiation zeros.

New physics contributions can modify the self-interactions of vector-bosons, in particular the
triple gauge-boson vertices. If new physics occurs at an energy scale well above that being probed
experimentally, it can be integrated out, and the result expressed as a set of anomalous (non-Standard
Model) interaction vertices. (The physics of anomalous coupling will be considered in detail in Section 5.
and our standard notation for the anomalous triple gauge-boson couplings is given there.) Itis interesting
to know what is the effect of the anomaloUds™ W~ Z couplings on the approximate radiation zero of
W Z production [121]. In Figure 22, thAy; distribution is plotted for two different sets of anomalous
couplings at vanishing? (Ag; = —0.013, A\? = 0.02, Ax? = —0.028) and (Ag; = 0.065, \? =
0.04, Axk? = 0.071). For theq? dependence we assumed dipole form factors of the generic form

i(q?) = —— (39)
(1+4%)

with A = 2TeV. As one can see in Figure 22, the contributions of anomalous couplings have the
tendency to make the dip less pronounced.

4.15 Future improvements

The present state of art of the description of gauge-boson pair production is not completely satisfactory
yet. Of the various issues, there are three which require further theoretical studies. First, the double
resonant approximation is expected to be correct only up to a few percent accuracy - it is important
to go beyond this approximation. A first attempt has been made by Campbell and Ellis [18] where,
as already mentioned above, the singly-resonant diagrams have also been included. These additions
are obviously relevant in the off-resonant regions. The inclusion of finite width effect is not completely
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Fig. 21: W Z production followed by leptonic decays of both théandZ bosons. We plot the distribution, in picobarns, in the
rapidity difference between thé and the charged leptdrirom the decay of th&/, Ay, = yz —v;. Leptonic branching ratios

are not included and the scale has been sgtto (Mw + Mz)/2. The basic cuts used ape-(1) > 20 GeV and|n(l)| < 2

for all three charged leptons, and a missing transverse momentum gftof> 20 GeV. We plot theAy; distribution with
these cuts (blue, upper pair), with an additional cut onlthelecay leptonF (1) > 100 GeV (green, middle pair) and with a
further cut on the rapidity of th& bosonyz < 0 (red, lower pair); the latter curves have been scaled up by a factor of 5. The
dashed curves are Born-level results; the solid curves includ@the) corrections.

straightforward because of possible conflict with gauge-invariance. This issue requires further theoretical
study. Secondly, we need NLO results also for the semi-leptonic channels when one of the gauge-bosons
decays hadronically. This requires the inclusion of the contributions of diagrams describing the gluonic
corrections to the final-state quarks. Thirdly, fixed order perturbative QCD description is not applicable
for the description of the low behaviour of the gauge-boson pair. The technique for the resummation

of the lowsr contributions is well known and it can be applied also to the case of gauge-boson pair
production. For example, one calculation for th& has been carried out [122].

4.16 Comparison witPYTHIA

In most of the studies carried out so far for the LHC, where the production of vector boson pairs played
an important role, the usual Monte Carlo simulation tool has BEERHIA [123] based on LO matrix
elements [124] with parton shower. In particular, it is expected that for some optimisation cuts, where
the large corrections provided by NLO diagrams (for example by choosingphig¥i) or high-My -y
regions) its predictions are not acceptable. By making comparison between the predicfiBHIA

and the the DKS parton level NLO Monte Carlo [19], we investigate here how accuraté@ddesA
simulate the di-boson cross sections at the LHC, especially in some kinematic regions. We relate our
analysis to the special case of the CMS detector [125].

In all results presented in this analysis, we assume that the vector-bosons always decay leptoni-
cally. We use the CTEQ(4M) parton distribution [67] in both Monte Carlos and the cross section values
are for the scale = (My, + My,)/2, whereMy, are the masses of the two produced vector-bosons. If
the DKS Monte Carlo is run at Born-level, we obtain very good agreement with the total cross sections
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Fig. 22: W Z production followed by leptonic decays of both #i€andZ bosons. We plot the NLO distribution, in picobarns,

in the rapidity difference between tt#eand the charged leptdrirom the decay of th&): Ayz; = yz —y;. Leptonic branching

ratios are not included and the scale has been setto(Mw + Mz)/2. The standard cutsr (1) > 20 GeV, |n(l)| < 2.5

for all three charged leptons and a missing transverse momentum gEtdf > 20 GeV are applied. We plot thAyz;
distribution without anomalous couplings (red, lower pair) and with two sets of anomalous couipgs= —0.013, \Z =

0.02, Ax? = —0.028) (green, middle pair) andAg; = 0.065, A? = 0.04, Ax? = 0.071) (blue, upper pair). The?
dependence of the couplings is given by the dipole form of Equation 39Awith 2 TeV. Also we plot the same quantities
supplementing the standard cuts with the additional cut on th&thdgecay leptonF(l) > 100 GeV and with the rapidity

cutyz < 0; the latter curves have been scaled up by a factor of 5. The dashed curves are Born-level results; the solid curves
include theO(as) corrections.
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Fig. 25: Missing transverse energy in tHéll production.
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given byPYTHIA.

Figure 23 shows the transverse momentum ofiifi@” pairs. The comparison betwe®YTHIA
and DKS indicates the large difference in cross section observables gt'highvalues. This is related
to the fact that at NLO, the sub-procesgges— V;V>q have to be taken into account [26, 30]. This is
also reported in Table 12. The leptons are selected following the CMS criteria, wheramer than
20 GeV and a pseudorapidity| < 2.5 are required. Jets are selected py:> 20 GeV andn| < 3.
The K-factor increases then from 1.5 for the total cross sections up to values of about 60 if the jets are
required to have ar larger than 150 GeV. The same effect is shown in figure 24 folitteproduction,
where thepr of the jets is shown (the jet balances thig"). For this process the K-factors at large
pr-values are even larger than in theWW case (as shown in the table). The transverse momentum
of the di-boson system (or of the jet(s)) are not the only variables affected by large NLO corrections.
Other variables can show significant differences within their distributions: for example the lepton
the invariant mass of the lepton pdif;;, the missing transverse energyr (as shown in Figure 25),
the maximal transverse momentum of the two charged leptgff the lepton pseudorapiditieg, their
differenceAn! = n~ — 77“, the angle between leptorssé;;, the transverse angle between leptons
cos¢y and so on.

Therefore, it is extremely important to take into account the possible influence of NLO corrections
for the vector-boson production at the LHC energy. Every time one is performing an optimisation of
signal selection, one should be aware of the possible deviations due to the use of a LO generator like
PYTHIA. This is especially true for complicated cuts, where it is difficult to judge whether the effects
are large or not. An example is shown a7} events in Figure 26, where the smallest angle between
one of theW’s and the jet is shown for events with a high-jet. Not only is the cross section clearly
smaller inPYTHIA but also the shape of the distribution is quite different, changing the result of a
possible cut. Another good example is the Higgs search through the decay cHannéf Z — 4l (see
Figure 27). The idea of usingr-cuts to improve the signal-to-background ratio may not be as effective
as one would expect from using oriy¥ THIA. The figure shows indeed that, if the NLO corrections are
included, thepy distribution of the non-resonant background follows much more closely those of the
signal, reducing the gain considerably.

4.2 W~ and Z~ production at NLO

In this section, we present ordet results fori/+ and Z~ production at the LHC, including thiill

leptonic correlations and anomalous couplings in the narrow-width approximation [126]. Previous anal-
yses [32, 127, 33] included decay correlations only in the bremsstrahlung amplitudes implementing, as
an approximation, the finite part of tlspin-summeadne-loop amplitudes.

To perform the calculation, we use the helicity amplitudes presented in [17]. The amplitudes
relevant for the inclusion of anomalous couplings are given in [126]. In order to cancel analytically the
soft and collinear singularities coming from the bremsstrahlung and one loop parts, we have used the
version of the subtraction method presented in [128]. Therefore, the amplitudes are implemented into
a numerical Monte Carlo style program which allows calculation of any infrared-safe physical quantity
with arbitrary cuts.

The results presented in this section correspongptecattering at/s = 14 TeV using the fol-
lowing cuts: a transverse momentum cutpgf > 25 GeV for the charged leptons is imposed and the
pseudorapidity is limited tdn| < 2.4 for all detected particles. The photon transverse momentum cut is
pr > 50(100) GeV for W~ (Z~) production. For théV~ case, we require a minimum missing trans-
verse momentum carried by the neutripg$> > 50 GeV. Additionally, charged leptons and the photons

must be separated in the pseudorapidity-azimuthal angl® Ry, = \/(nﬂy —m)? 4 (¢4 — 1) > 0.7,
In order to suppress the contribution from the off-resonant diagrams, we require the transverse mass
M7 > 90 GeV for W~ production and the invariant mass of tite systemM;;, > 100 GeV for theZ~y
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Table 12: Cross sections in pb fpp collision at,/s=14 TeV. The leptons are selected by requiringralarger than 20 GeV
and a pseudorapidity)| <2.5. The jets should havepa- >20 GeV andn| <3.

Selected Jet pjfet selection (in GeV):

(pb) ot x BR leptons veto 20-150 150-400  >400
oW —lITr 3,704 1.704 1.125 0.568 xA073  2.8x1074
oot 3.79 1.71 - - - -
o NI 5.56 2.58 1.49 0.942 0.135  1.690°2
K-factor 1.5 1.54 1.32 1.66 67 ~60
oW ZoUVITT 43601071 1.45x107!  9.47x1072 4.91x1072 9.33x10*  6.5x107F
oW ETE T 4.34<1070 1.48¢107! - - - -
oW ENETT 7426107 2.77x1070 1.31x1070 1.27x107' 2.8x107%  4.63x107°
K-factor 1.71 1.91 1.39 2.3 30 ~700
oZZTITT 51341072 1.79x1072  1.15x1072 6.26x1073 1.33x10% 1.5x10°¢
of75h T 531x1072 1.84x1072 - - - -
oBZSNeET 7.07x1072 2.55x1072 1.58<1072 8.79x107% 8.23<107* 7.78x107°
K-factor 1.38 1.42 1.38 1.4 6 ~50

case.

Finally, in order to suppress the contribution from the fragmentation of partons into photons,
computed only to LO accuracy, the photons are required to be isolated from hadrons: the transverse
hadronic momentum in a cone of siz = 0.7 around the photon should be smaller than a fraction of
the transverse momentum of the photon

> ppd<0.15p] (40)
AR<Ry

This completes the definition of the “standard” cuts.

In the results presented here, the branching ratios of the vector-bosons into leptons are not in-
cluded. For both the LO and NLO results, we use the latest set of parton distributions of MRST(cor01)
[114] and the two loop expression for the strong coupling constant. For the fragmentation component,
we use the fragmentation functions from [129].

The “standard” scale for both the factorisation and renormalisation scales is

W= = MY+ o [+ 0] (41)
The masses of the vector-bosons have been skffo= 91.187 GeV andMy, = 80.41 GeV

and the following values have been used for the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix elements:

[Vid| = |Ves] = 0.975 and |Vys| = |Veq| = 0.222. We do not include any QED or electroweak correc-

tions but choose the coupling constantandsin? 6y in the spirit of the “improved Born approximation”

[112, 113], withsin? fyy = 0.230. Notice that the observable is ordet; within the same spirit, we use

the runninga = a(Myz) = 1/128 for the coupling between the vector-boson and the quarks (to take

into account effectively the EW corrections) whereas we keep 1/137 for the photon coupling. It is
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o (pb) LO* Frag. NLO

Wty (py>50GeV) 479 3.02 13.89
W~y (pj>50GeV) 3.08 355 10.15
Zv (p} > 100 GeV) 1.29 0412 237

W+~ (std. cuts) 0.436 0.094 1.71
W=~ (std. cuts) 0.310 0.095 1.20
Z~ (std. cuts) 0.524 0.041 0.877

Table 13:Cross sections fgwp collisions at,/s = 14 TeV. The statistical errors arel within the last digit. LO
corresponds to the direct component only.

worth noticing that this modification results already in more than a 6% change in the normalisation of
the cross section with respect to the standard approach of using both running coupling constants.

4.21 Results at NLO

For future checks, and for an estimate of the number of events to be observed at the LHC, some bench-
mark total cross section numbers are presented in Table 13. The first ones were obtained by imposing
only the cut on the transverse momentum of the phefon> 50(100) GeV for W~ (Z~) production.

The importance of the NLO corrections, as well as the size of the fragmentation contribution before ap-
plying the isolation cut prescription, can be seen from the table. Furthermore, we also include the result
for the total cross section obtained after the implementation of the standard cuts.

In what follows, we will estimate the theoretical uncertainty of the results by analysing the changes
on different distributions when varying the scale by a factor of two in both directigns: 11 < 2.

In Figure 28, we show the scale dependence opthdistribution of the photon i/’ ™~ produc-
tion with the standard cuts (upper curves) and also with the additional requirement of a jet-veto. As can
be observed, the scale dependence is still latg& %) but is considerably reduced when the jet-veto
is applied. The situation is similar to what has been observed in the ca&didfproduction [19] and
is caused by the suppression of the contribution fromgthanitial state appearing for the first time at
NLO. Since this initial state dominates the cross section, the NLO result behaves effectively like a LO
one, as far as the scale dependence is concerned.

In the inset plot, we present the ratio between the NLO and LO results (with the standard scale),
which remains larger than 3 and increases with the photon transverse momentum. This clearly shows
that the LO calculation is not even sufficient for an understanding of the shape of the distribution, since
the NLO effect goes beyond a simple normalisation. As is well known [28], the relevance of the NLO
corrections for this process is mainly due to the breaking of the radiation amplitude zero appearing at
LO and to the largeyg initial state parton luminosity at the LHC. It is worth mentioning that the scale
dependence of the LO result turns out to be very small. This is an artificial effect and illustrates that a
small scale dependence is by no means a guarantee for small NLO corrections. Furthermore, we present
the ratio of the NLO jet-veto and the LO result. As expected, this ratio is closer to 1, again due to the
fact that most of the contributions coming from the new subprocesses appearing at NLO are suppressed
by the jet-veto.

In Figure 29, we study the lepton correlation in the azimuthal angleéZfoproductionA¢,; =
|- — ¢+ |. Notice that this observable can be studied at NLO since the spin correlations between the
leptons are fully taken into account in the implementation of the one-loop corrections. In this case, we
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observe that the NLO corrections are rather sizeable and increase the cross se6tith foy small

A¢y. The regionAg¢; > 2 (with the standard cuts) is kinematically forbidden unless a jet with a
high transverse momentum is produced; therefore, the cross section vanishes at LO and it is strongly
suppressed for the NLO calculation with jet-veto. In this region, the full NLO calculation is effectively
LO and its scale dependence becomes larger, as expected.

Because there is no radiation amplitude zero appearing at L@ 4agoroduction, the NLO cor-
rections are under better control in the kinematical region where the LO cross section does not vanish.
Nevertheless, for large transverse momentumgthiaitial state again dominates the NLO contribution
and the corrections increase considerably.

4.22 Anomalous couplings without form factors

The study of triple vector-boson couplings is motivated by the hope that some physics beyond the Stan-
dard Model leads to a modification of these couplings which eventually could be detected. In order to
guantify the effects of the new physics, an effective Lagrangian is introduced which contains all Lorentz
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invariant terms, in principle. The new terms spoil the gauge-cancellation in the high energy limit and,
therefore, will lead to violation of unitarity for increasing partonic centre of mass ererdysually,
in an analysis of anomalous couplings from experimental data in hadronic collisions, this problem is
circumvented by supplementing the anomalous couplingswith form factors. A common choice for
the form factor is aac

aAC — (1 n Ai;)n (42)
wheren has to be large enough to ensure unitarity anid interpreted as the scale for new physics.
Obviously, this procedure is rathad hocand introduces some arbitrariness. Therefore, it would be very
convenient to avoid it in an analysis of anomalous couplings at hadron colliders. This would bring these
analyses more into line with those ate™ colliders. In order to do so, one should analyse the data at
fixed values ofs, as it is done at LEP. This results in limits for the anomalous parameters which are a
function of s.

Clearly, it is possible to do such analysis for the productiorZefwhen both leptons are de-
tected [130], since the partonic centre of mass energy can be reconstructed from the kinematics of the
final state particles and therefore the cross section can be measured for different bins ©f fixed

The situation is more complicated féF~ production since the neutrino is not observed. Never-
theless, by identifying the transverse momentum of the neutrino with the missing transverse momentum,
and assuming th&” boson to be on shell, it is possible to reconstruct the neutrino kinematics (partic-
ularly the longitudinal momentum) with a two-fold ambiguity. In the case of the Tevatron, since it is a
pp collider, it is possible to choose the “correct” neutrino kinematics 73% of the times by selecting the
maximum (minimum) of the two reconstructed values for the longitudinal momentum of the neutrino for
WEy(W=).

This is not true at the LHC where, due to the symmetry of the colliding beams, both reconstructed
kinematics have equal chances to be correct. Fortunately, in the case of anomalous couplings, we are
interested in a efficient way to reconstruct theather than the full kinematics. Again there are two
possible values of. It turns out that there is a simple method to choose the “correct” one 66% of
the times at the LHC (73% of the times at Tevatron) by selecting the miniugy,;,, of the two
reconstructed values (for both T~ andW ). Furthermore, we checked that the selected valug
differs in almost 90% of the events by less than 10% from the exact gallibis is likely to be enough
precision, since the data will be collected in sizeable bing ahd the anomalous parameters are not
expected to change very rapidly with the energy in any case.

To quantify the advantage of the method, we show in Figure 30 the correlatiof$,of with
V3. The left plot corresponds to the case of pure Standard Model, whereas the right plot presents results
for (already experimentally ruled out) huge values of anomalous couplings: 0.8 and A = 0.2 with
an ordinary form factori{ = 2, A = 1 TeV).

The cross section drops very rapidly for increasii§— /3mi. This correlation clearly holds in
the particularly interesting large’s region and for both Standard Model and anomalous contribution.

As a result of this investigation, we conclude that even in the cad& ¢fproduction, reliable
bounds for anomalous couplings as a functions ¢fising $,,;,) can be obtained. Such a procedure
would certainly allow a comparison of various bounds from different experiments.

5. ANOMALOUS VECTOR-BOSON COUPLINGS ©

The principle of gauge-invariance is used as the basis for the Standard Model. The non-Abelian gauge-
group structure of the theory of electroweak interactions predicts very specific couplings between the
electroweak gauge-bosons. Measurements of these triple gauge-boson couplings (TGCE) ofthe
and~ gauge-bosons therefore provide powerful tests of the Standard Model.

6Section coordinators: P.R. Hobson, W. Hollik
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Fig. 30: The cross section fé¥ T~ production (in pb/bin) as as function ofs and+/3min (in GeV) in order to illustrate the
steep fall ofo for increasingv/s — v/3min|. The left plot corresponds to the Standard Model, whereas the right plot includes
anomalous couplings (see text).

In the most general Lorentz invariant parametrisation, the three gauge-boson vértidesand
WW Z, can be described by fourteen independent couplings [131], seven for each vertex. The possible
four quadruple gauge-boson vertices W W, ZAW W, ZZWW andW W W W require 36, 54, 81 and
81 couplings, respectively for a general description. Assuming electromagnetic gauge-invariance, C- and
P-conservation, the set of 14 couplings for the three gauge-boson vertices is reducg&,t@c,‘i:mz,
A\, and\z [132], where their Standard Model values are equatie= k., = rz = 1and\, = Az =0
at tree level.

The TGCs related to thd W~ vertex determine properties of thE, such as its magnetic dipole
momentuy and electric quadrupole moment:

e
ww = M(glz + Ky + /\'y) (43)

(&

= M—‘%V('%'y - )‘7) (44)

qw

In the following, the anomalous TGCs are denoted¥yf, Ax.,, Arz, A, and\z, where theA
denotes the deviations of the respective quantity from its Standard Model value.

5.1 Introduction

The Standard Model is well established by the experiments at LEP and the Tevatron. Any deviations of
the Standard Model can therefore be introduced only with care. Changes to the Standard Model come
with different forms of severity. In order to see at what level anomalous vector-boson couplings can be
reasonably discussed, one has to consider these cases separately. Changes to the gauge-structure of the
theory, that do not violate the renormalisability of the theawy, the introduction of extra fermions or

possible extensions of the gauge-group are the least severe. They will typically generate small corrections

to vector-boson couplings via loop effects. In this case also, radiative effects will be generated at lower
energies. For the LHC, the important thing in this case is not to measure the anomalous couplings
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precisely, but to look for the extra particles. However, this is beyond the scope of this chapter. In the other
case, a more fundamental role is expected for the anomalous couplings, implying strong interactions. In
this case, one has to ask oneself whether one should study a model with or without a fundamental Higgs
boson.

Simply removing the Higgs boson from the Standard Model is a relatively mild change. The model
becomes non-renormalisable, but the radiative effects grow only logarithmically with the cut-off at the
one-loop level. The question is whether this scenario is ruled out by the LEP1 precision data. The LEP1
data appear to be in agreement with the Standard Model, preferring a low Higgs mass. One is sensitive to
the Higgs mass in three parameters, labefled’, U or €1, €2, €3. These receive corrections of the form
g*(log(My /My ) + constant), where the constants are of order one. The logarithmic enhancement is
universal and would also appear in models without a Higdsg$\ ), whereA is the cut-off at which new
interactions should appear. Only when one can determine the three different constants independently,
can one say that one has established the Standard Model. At present, the data do not provide sufficient
precision to do this.

A much more severe change to the Standard Model is the introduction of vector-boson couplings
not of the gauge-interaction type. These new couplings violate renormalisability much more severely
than simply removing the Higgs boson. Typically, quadratically and quartically divergent corrections
would appear to physical observables. Therefore, it is questionable as to whether one should study
models with a fundamental Higgs boson, but with extra anomalous vector-boson couplings. It is hard
to imagine a form of dynamics that could do this. If the vector-bosons become strongly interacting,
the Higgs probably would exist at most in an “effective” way. Therefore, the most natural way is to
study anomalous vector-boson couplings in models without a fundamental Higgs. Actually when one
removes the Higgs boson, the Standard Model becomes a gauged non-linear sigma-model. It is well
known that the nonlinear sigma-model describes low-energy pion physics. The “pions” correspond to
the longitudinal degrees of freedom of the vector-bosonsfarmbrresponds to the vacuum expectation
value of the Higgs field. Within this description, the Standard Model corresponds to the lowest-order term
guadratic in the momenta, anomalous couplings to higher derivative terms. The systematic expansion in
terms of momenta is known as chiral perturbation theory and is extensively used in meson physics.

Writing down the most general non-linear chiral Lagrangian containing up to four derivatives gives
rise to a large number of terms, which are too general to be studied effectively. One therefore has to look
for dynamical principles that can limit the number of terms. Of particular importance are approximate
symmetry principles. In the first place one, expects CP-violation to be small. We limit ourselves therefore
to CP-preserving terms. In order to see what this means in practice, it is advantageous to describe the
couplings in a manifestly gauge-invariant way, using thecktiberg formalism [133, 37]. One needs
the following definitions:

@
2
is the SU (2) field strength with the5U (2) gauge-couplingy;

(3 ; .
I%U:@U+§MWU+meWUm& (46)

Fuy = —(0,W,, — 0,W}. + ge"*WIW}) (45)

is the gauge-covariant derivative of t§é/(2)-valued fieldU, which describes the longitudinal degrees
of freedom of the vector fields in a gauge-invariant way;

B;w = 6NB1/ - 81/B[L (47)
is the hypercharge field strength. In addition,

Vi = (DO)UYg, (48)

T = UrUl/g (49)
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are auxiliary quantities having simple transformation properties. Excluding CP violation, the non-
standard three and four vector-boson couplings are described in this formalism by the following set
of operators:

Ly = Te(FuwlVi, VW) (50)
Ly = iBgyTr(T[VN,V,,]) (51)
Ly = Te(TF,)Tx(T[V,, V) (52)
Ly, = (Tx[V,V)? (53)
Ly = (Tx[V,V,])? (54)
Le = Te(V,V,)Tr(TV,)Tx(TV,) (55)
Lr = Te(V,V,)(Tx[TV,)])? (56)
Ly = S(BTV)(THTY)P (57)

In the unitary gaugé/ = 1, one has (witheyy = cos Oy, sy = sin )

Ly = ilewZu + swFuw)WiW, + Z,Jew (WEW — W, W) (58)
-+ gauge-induced four boson vertices

Ly = ilewFu — swZu)WiW, (59)

L3 = ilewZu + swFu)WIW, . (60)

whereZ,, = 9,2, — 8,2, andef = 9w, — GVWJ’*. The Standard Model without a Higgs
corresponds to
2,2
Lpw = 3Tr(F,, F*) — 1B, B" + £Tr(V,VH). (61)

5.2 Dynamical constraints

The list given in the previous section contains terms that give rise to vertices with minimally three or
four vector-bosons. Already with the present data a number of constraints and/or consistency conditions
can be put on the vertices. The most important of these come from the limits on the breaking of the
so-called custodial symmetry. If the hypercharge is put to zero, the effective Lagrangian has a larger
symmetry thanSU,(2) x Uy (1), i.e. it has the symmetnpUL(2) x SUg(2). The SUg(2) invariance

is a global invariance. Within the Standard Model this invariance is an invariance of the Higgs potential,
but not of the full Lagrangian. It is ultimately this invariance that is responsible for the fact that the

p parameter, which is the ratio of charged to neutral current strength, is equal to one at the tree level.
Some terms in the Lagrangiane. the ones containing the hypercharge field explicitly or the terms
with T, that project out the third isospin component violate this symmetry explicitly. These terms, when
inserted in a loop graph, give rise to quartically divergent contributions te therameter. Given the
measurements, this means that the coefficients of these terms must be extremely small. It is therefore
reasonable to limit oneself to a Lagrangian, where hypercharge appears only indirectly via a minimal
coupling, so without explicif”. This assumption means physically that the ultimate dynamics that is
responsible for the strong interactions among the vector-bosons acts in the non-Abelian sector. Indeed
one would not normally expect the hypercharge alone to become strong. However, we know that there
is a strong violation of the custodial symmetry in the form of the top-quark mass. Actually the top-
mass almost saturates the existing corrections te th@rameter, leaving no room for violations of the
custodial symmetry in the anomalous vector-boson couplings. Therefore, we coni¢ltitae really

are strong vector-boson interactions, the mechanism for mass generation is unlikely to be the same for
bosons and fermions
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Eliminating the custodial symmetry violating interactions, we are left with the simplified La-
grangian, containing 1, L4, L5. Besides the vertices, there are also propagator corrections, in principle.
We take the two-point functions without expli@it Specifically, we add to the theory [134]

Lheir = —ﬁTr[(DaFW)(DaFW)] + ﬁTr[(aan)(aaBW)] (62)
for the transverse degrees of freedom of the gauge-fields, and
21)2 @
Lhetg = 43 T(D°VI)(DaV,) (63)

for the longitudinal ones, where thley parametrise the quadratic divergences and are expected to rep-
resent the scales where new physics comes in. In phenomenological applications, these contributions
give rise to form factors in the propagators [134, 139]. Introducing such cut-off dependent propagators
in the analysis of the vector-boson pair production is similar to havidgpendent triple vector-boson
couplings, which is the way the data are usually analysed.

This effective Lagrangian is very similar to the one in pion-physics. Indeed, if one takes the
limit vacuum expectation value (vev) fixed and gauge-couplings to zero, one finds the standard pion
Lagrangian. As it stands, one can use the LEP1 data to put a limit on the terms in the two point vertices.
Using a naive analysis one finds [134]A% = 0. For the other two cut-offs one has:

A.The case\? > 0,AZ, < 0: Ay > 0.49 TeV, [Aw| > 1.3 TeV.
B. The case\?, < 0,A%, > 0: |Av| > 0.74 TeV, Ay > 1.5 TeV.

This information is important for further limits at high-energy colliders, as it tells us, how one
has to cut off off-shell propagators. We notice that the limits on the form factors are different for the
transverse, longitudinal and hypercharge form factors. The precise limits are somewhat qualitative and
should be taken as such. The current data showAhat0.5 TeV, which thus has to be considered as a
minimal possible value as long as a dipole form factor is used. Further information comes from the direct
measurements of the three-point couplings at LEP2, which tell us that they are small. Similar limits at
the Tevatron have to be taken with some care, as there is a cut-off dependence. As there is no known
model that can give large three-point interactions, we assume for the further analysis of the four-point
vertices, that the three-point anomalous couplings are absent. Two more constraints can be put on the
remaining two four-point vertices . The first comes from consistency of chiral perturbation theory [135].
Not every effective chiral Lagrangian can be generated from a physical underlying theory.

A second condition comes from thxparameter. Even the existing violation of the custodial sym-
metry, though indirect via the minimal coupling to hypercharge, gives a contribution popghemeter.
It constrains the combinatioby, + 2g5. The remaining combinatioRl, — 5L5 is fully unconstrained
by experiment and in principle gives a possibility for very strong interactions to be present. However,
this particular combination does not seem to have any natural interpretation from underlying dynamics.
Therefore, one can conclude presumably that both couplngg are small. There is a loophole to
this conclusion, namely when the anomalous couplings are so large that the one-loop approximation,
used to arrive at the limits, is not consistent and resummation has to be performed everywhere. This is a
somewhat exotic possibility that could lead to very low-lying resonances and which ought to be easy to
discover at the LHC [41].

5.3 LHC processes

Given the situation described above, one has to ask oneself, what the LHC can do and in which way the
data should be analysed. There are essentially three processes that can be used to study vector-boson
vertices: vector-boson pair production, vector-boson scattering, triple vector-boson production. About
the first two we have only a few remarks to make. They are discussed more fully in other contributions

to the workshop.
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5.31 \Vector-boson pair production

Vector-boson pair production can be studied in a relatively straightforward way. The reason is that here
the Higgs boson does not play a role in the Standard Model, as we take the incoming quarks to be
massless. Therefore naive violations of unitarity can be compensated by the introduction of smooth
form-factors.

One produces two vector-bosons via normal Standard Model processes with an anomalous vertex
added. The extra anomalous coupling leads to unitarity-violating cross sections at high energy. As a total
energy of 14 TeV is available this is a serious problem, in principle. It is cured by introducing a form
factor for the incoming off-shell line connected to the anomalous vertex. Naively this leads to a form-
factor dependent limit on the anomalous coupling in question. The LEP1 data gives a lower limit on the
cut-off to be used inside the propagator. When one wants an overall limit on the anomalous coupling,
one should use this value. This is particularly relevant for the Tevatron. Here one typically takes a cut-off
of 2 TeV. This might give too strict a limit, as the LEP1 data indicate that the cut-off can be as low as
500 GeV. For practical purposes the analysis at the Tevatron should give limits on anomalous couplings
for different values of the cut-off form factors, including low values of the cut-off. For the analysis at
the LHC, one has much larger statistics. This means that one can do better and measure limits on the
anomalous couplings as a function of the invariant mass of the produced system. This way one measures
the anomalous form factor completely.

5.32 Vector-boson scattering

Here the situation is more complicated than in vector-boson pair production. The reason is that within
the Standard Model the process cannot be considered without intermediate Higgs contribution. This
would violate unitarity. However the incoming vector-bosons are basically on-shell and this allows the
use of unitarisation methods, as are commonly used in chiral perturbation theory in pion physics. These
methods tend to give rise to resonances in longitudinal vector-boson scattering. The precise details
depend on the coupling constants. The unitarisation methods are not unique, but generically give rise to
largel = J = 0 and/or] = J = 1 cross section enhancements. The literature is quite extensive: a good
introduction is [136]; a recent review is [137].

5.33 Triple vector-boson production

In this case it is not clear how one should consistently approach an analysis of anomalous vector-boson
couplings. Within the Standard Model the presence of the Higgs boson is essential in this channel.
Leaving it out, one has to study the unitarisation. This unitarisation has to take place not only on the
two-to-two scattering subgraphs, as in vector-boson scattering, but also on the incoming off-shell vector-
boson, decaying into three real ones. The analysis here becomes too arbitrary to derive very meaningful
results. One cannot calculate confidently anything here without a fully known underlying model of new
strong interactions. Also measurable cross sections tend to be small, so that the triple vector-boson
production is best used as corroboration of results in vector-boson scattering. Deviations of Standard
Model cross sections could be seen, but the vector-boson scattering would be needed for interpretation.

One therefore needs the Standard Model results. The total number of events with three vector-
bosons in the final state is given in Table 14. We used an integrated luminosity of 1D@uid an
energy of 14 TeV throughout.

One sees from this table that a large part of the events comes from associated Higgs production,
when the Higgs is light. However for the study of anomalous vector-boson couplings, the heavier Higgs
results are arguably more relevant. Not all the events can be used for the analysis. If we limit ourselves to
events, containing only electrons, muons and neutrinos, assuming just acceptance cuts we find the results
shown in Table 15.

We see that very little is left, in particular in the processes with at leastAwmsons, where
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Table 14: Number of events: before cuts and all decggs£ 14 TeV, 100 fo ).

Miges (GEV) 200 400 600 800
WHW-W- 11675 5084 4780 4800
WHWTW- 20250 9243 8684 8768
WHW-Z 20915 11167 10638 10685

W~ZZ 2294 1181 1113 1113
Wtzz 4084 2243 2108 2165
2727 4883 1332 1087 1085

Table 15: Number of events containing only leptonic decays. Cuts on lepigins: 3, pr > 20 GeV, no cuts on missing
energy (/s = 14 TeV, 100 fo1).

Miiges (GEV) 200 400 600 800
WHW-Ww- 68 28 25 25
WHWHW - 112 49 44 44

WrWw-Z 32 17 15 15

W~=2ZZ 1.0 051 046 045
W+tzZz 1.7 088 0.79 0.79
Z727 0.62 0.18 0.13 0.12

the events can be fully reconstructed. In order to see how sensitive we are to anomalous couplings, we
assumed a4 coupling with a form factor cut-off at 2 TeV. We make here no correction for efficiencies
etc. Using the tripleZ boson production, assuming no events are seen in 100 fie find a limit

lga+g5| < 0.09 atthe 95% CL, where, andg; are the coefficients multiplying the operatdtsandLs.

This is to be compared with0.15 < 5g4+2g5 < 0.14 [138] or —0.066 < (5g4+29g5)A?(TeV) < 0.026

[134, 139]. So the sensitivity is not better than present indirect limits. Better limits exist in vector-boson
scattering [140] or at a linear collider [141, 142, 143].

In the following tables we present numbers for observable cross sections in different decay modes
of the vector-bosons. We used the following cuts.

’n‘lepton < 37 ‘n’jet < 2'57
’pT’lepton > 20 Gevv ‘pT‘jet > 40 GeV, ‘pT‘QV > 50 GeV,
ARjet,lepton > 0.3, ARjet,jet >0.5.

States with more than two neutrinos are not very useful because of the background from two vector-boson
production. We did not consider final states containirigptons.

With the given cuts, the total number of events to be expected is rather small. In particular, this
is the case because we did not consider the reduction in events due to experimental inefficiencies, which
may be relatively large because of the large number of particles in the final state. For the processes con-
taining jets in the final state, there will be large backgrounds due to QCD processes. A final conclusion
on the significance of the triple vector-boson production for constraining the four vector-boson couplings
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will need more work, involving detector Monte Carlo calculations.

However it is probably fair to say from the above results, that no very strong constraints will be
found from this process at the LHC, but it is useful as a cross-check with other processes. It may provide
complementary information if non-zero anomalous couplings are found.

Table 16: Number of events frofZ Z production in different decay modeg/s = 14 TeV, 100 fo ).

Mhiggs (GeV) 200 300 400 500 600

61 0.62 029 0.18 0.14 0.13
41,20 514 25 15 12 1.1
41,25 66 38 22 17 14
21,24, 2v 34 20 12 90 7.7
91, 4j 24 19 11 76 6.0
2w, 4j 37 34 21 15 11
6 25 31 19 12 87

Table 17: Number of events frof W Z production in different decay modeg’s = 14 TeV, 100 fb ).

Mhiges (GeV) 200 300 400 500 600

Al, 2v 31 20 17 16 15
31,24, 1v 51 40 31 28 26
21, 47 19 22 17 14 13
2, 4j 63 74 60 51 48
21,24, 2v 102 68 54 49 48
11,45, 1v 262 196 140 127 127
6 86 104 78 62 56

5.4 Unitarity limits and form factors

Unitarity in the Standard Model depends directly on its gauge-structure. Departure from this structure
can violate unitarity at relatively low energies and so protection is provided in the effective Lagrangian
for triple gauge-boson vertices by expressing the anomalous couplings as energy dependent form fac-
tors. For experimental results at a given subprocess ere(gg. e e~ colliders), the choice of form

factor parametrisation is not important since one can unambiguously translate between parametrisations.
However, when results are integrated over a rangeas they will be at the LHC, no simple translation

is possible and results depend crucially on the choice of the form factors. The form factor behaviour
of anomalous couplings should not be neglected, particularly in regiodsnefir to unitarity limits.

Any measurement of anomalous couplings over integrated energies carries agguihptions on the
parametrisation of the form factor

This section outlines the considerations which influence the choice of form factor and suggests a
method for measuring energy dependent anomalous couplings.
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Table 18: Number of events frodZW ~ (upper) andZ ZW * (lower) production in different decay modeg’d = 14 TeV,
100 fb 1),

Mhiges (GeV) 200 300 400 500 600

50, 1v 0.45 1.04 0.63 0.52 0.47
0.80 1.69 1.08 0.91 0.81
31,24, lv 3.37 6.89 536 4.18 3.73
59 115 93 74 65
11,45, 1v 76 115 124 100 8.4
13.3 200 21.6 18 15
41,25 029 10 054 038 0.32
049 16 091 065 054
21,24, 2v 20 65 35 25 22
3.4 107 61 44 3.7
21,45 25 74 54 36 29
47 95 95 69 56
45, 2v 89 27 18 126 10.4
195. 54 38 28 23
67 53 12.3 133 88 7.4

9.1 20.7 23 16 125

5.41 Form factor parametrisation

Triple gauge-boson vertices in di-boson production arise injfthe 1 partial wave amplitude onlys{

channel exchange of a gauge-boson coupled to massless fernfiemg)rix unitarity implies a constant

bound to any partial wave amplitude. This means unitarity is violated at asymptotically high energies

if constant anomalous couplings are assumed. Unambiguous and model-independent constant unitarity
constraints fol/’V production have been derivefl44].

To conserve unitarity at arbitrary energies, anomalous couplings must be introduced as form fac-
tors. Thus, an arbitrary anomalous couplidg= A, x F(q?,¢3, P?) vanishes wher?, ¢3, or P2
becomes large, wherg andq3 are the invariant masses squared of the production bosonB%ands is
the virtual exchange boson invariant mass squared. We refés &s the “bare coupling” and as the
form factor (A € AV, AxY, hY ....). For di-boson mrduction, the final state bosons are nearly on-shell
q3, ¢35 ~ M2 even when finite width effects are taken into account, though large virtual exchange boson
masses/$ will be probed at the LHC.

The choice of parametrisation for the form factors is arbitrary provided unitarity is conserved at

all energies for a sufficiently small value of anomalous coupling. A step function operating at a cutoff
scaleA is sufficien® though discontinuous and thus unphysical. More common in the literature is

"Cancellations may occur if more than one anomalous coupling is allowed non-zero at a time, which weakens the unitarity
limits somewhat.

8j.e. assuming a step function form factor operating at 2 TeV,Xheoupling conserves unitarity fox? < 0.99 [144,
Equation 23].
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Table 19: Number of events frob’ ~W W production in different decay modeg/s = 14 TeV, 100 fo ).

Mpiges (GEV) 200 300 400 500 600
31,30 66 44 37 35 33
I*1t,25,20 57 43 31 26 24
I*1-,2j,2v 13 7.9 53 44 40

I+, 44, 1w 148 129 86 66 58
I, 44, 1v 99 61 36 26 23
6 50 74 46 32 25

Table 20: Number of events frofi "7~ W~ production in different decay modeg/’§ = 14 TeV, 100 fb 1).

Mg (GEV) 200 300 400 500 600
31,3 40 26 22 21 20
I=1=,2j,2v 34 25 17 14 13
It1-,25,2v 78 45 30 25 23

1=, 4j, v 90 76 49 37 33
I+, 45, v 59 35 20 15 13
67 29 43 26 18 14

a generalised dipole form factor which is motivated by the well known nucleon form factors and has
further appeal because it enters the Lagrangian in a form similar to that of a propagator dfimasse
parametrisation is .

A = Aiogn (64)

(1+ A_ﬁp)

wheren > 1/2 (n > 1) is sufficient for theWW WV vertex anomalous coupling&x” (A\V, Ag})
which grow likes!/2, (3). FortheZV~y vertexn > 3/2 (n > 5/2) is sufficient for anomalous couplings
hY s, (h¥,) which grow likes®2, (3°/2). The usual assumptions are= 2 for g}, AV, x" [31, 32, 30]
andn = 3 (n = 4) for h}f3, (h}’A) [145]. Unitarity limits for generalised dipole form factors have been
enumerated [146, Equations 22-26].

The form factor scalé\c- can be regarded as a regularisation scale. It is related to (but not neces-
sarily identical to) the energy scale at which new physics becomes important in the weak boson sector.

5.42 Impact of form factor os dependent distributions

The impact of the form factor parametrisation #mnlependent distributions is illustrated in Figure 31
where the reconstructet M, (W Z) and pr(Z) spectra are plotted for LHTV *Z production with
leptonic decays ab(a;). The Standard Model expectation is compared to scenarios with a modest
A4 = 0.05 coupling for various generalised dipole form factor parametrisations.

°ReconstructingVin, (W Z) requires knowledge of the neutrino longitudinal momentum which is obtained up to a two-fold
ambiguity using thé¥ mass constraint. Each solution is given half weight indig, (W Z) spectrum.
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Fig. 31: Reconstructed!fin,(W Z) andpr(Z) spectra are plotted for LHG/ * Z production with leptonic decays @(«a ) for
the Standard Model and various choices of the generalised dipole form factor parametrisation with bare aguplings.

For the region of low invariant mass whey& < A, the form factors remain essentially constant
and distributions with the same bare coupling agree well. As the form factorsgdkeapproached, the
distributions begin to be pushed back to the SM expectation (visible at UtV Z) = 500 GeV for
the Ae=2 TeV case). Fox/s > A the distribution returns to the SM expectation. The exponent of the
form factorn dictates how fast the “pushing” occurs &g is approached. Thus distributions sensitive
to the ZV~ vertex (for whichn =3 or 4 is the usual choice) exhibit a more pronounced form factor
behaviour than distributions sensitive to th&l V' vertex (for whichn = 2 is usual).

Since distributions are constrained to the SM expectation at invariant masses above the form factor
scale, great care should be taken when fitting to a form factor parametrised model in a region with data
whereV/s > A Effectively, since the anomalous couplings are constrained near zero Ahdwethe
parametrisation modethere are no free parameters for theifitthis § region. For the case of observable
non-zero anomalous couplings, an analysis assuming a parametrisation of the form factor withfixed
smaller than that provided by nature but within thaccessible by the machine would overestimate the
anomalous coupling. This is because large bare coupling fit values are necessary irvthe:- region
to counter the (artificially imposed) form factor behaviour.

5.43 Impact of form factor scale on sensitivity limits
If triple gauge-coupling (TGC) measurements are consistent with the SM and confidence limits are to be
derived, it is impossible to avoid form factor parametrisation assumptions.

The dependence of anomalous coupling limits on the form factor ggalis illustrated in Fig-
ure 32 where the 95% confidence limits o717y vertex anomalous/, Ax] couplings ini¥~ produc-
tionwithW — ev,, uv, are presented as a function/of: for a dipole form factor witln = 2. The limits
are for illustrative purposes only and have been derived at NLO generator level using a binned maximum
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Fig. 32: Limits for W W~ vertex anomalous couplings at the 95% confidence level as a functidp-dbr an = 2 dipole
form factor parametrisation are presented. The limits are derived at NLO generator level fonthe eve~y, uv,vy channel
using a binned maximum likelihood fit to the-(v) distribution. The limits are for illustrative purposes only. Further details
are provided in the text.

likelihood fit to thepr(~y) distribution. No detector simulation has been applied and the specific choice
of cuts are unimportant.

The unitarity limit curve is superimposed. The region above this is non-physical (violates unitar-
ity). The curve is independent of experiment and analysis but depends on the form factor parametrisation.
It goes asymptotically to zero for large.: indicating TGC couplings are restricted to SM values at ex-
treme energies.

Simulated experimental limits for the Tevatron (2 Tgicollisions, £ = 100 pb~!) and the LHC
(14 TeV pp collisions, £ = 300 fb~1!) are presented. The limits depend on the analysis and machine
parameters. The restrictédaccessible by the machines result in an asymptotic behaviour wherein an
optimal limit for anomalous couplings is reached. We refer to the scale at which this occlis.as
A measurement with this scale reflects the maximal discovery potential for anomalous couplings for a
given machine (since the full spectra §ncontributes to the limit). It occurs at about 2 TeV for the
Tevatron and about 5-10 TeV for the LHC fa¥, Ax” and lies below the unitarity limit in both cases.
The experimental limits are not sensitive to change&dnfor Acr > An.qine INdeed, in this region the
distributions behave exactly as if the form factors were constantsA4,. There is no contradiction with
unitarity in approximating them as such, provided we consider sufficiently small anomalous couplings so
as to remain far from the unitary limdit the energy regimes accessible by the machifies is consistent
with the basic assumptiom\(>> v/5) which allows for the effective Lagrangian parametrisation of the
TGC vertex keeping only the lowest dimensions: it is sufficient to assume the form factor behaviour
commences above the observable scale so as to regulate the distributions before the unitarity limit.

There is also a region on the extreme left side of the plots in Figure 32 (although not indicated)
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Fig. 33: The)\” form factor is extracted in restricted invariant mass domains for 300 @ LHC data in thel?’~ channel with

W — eve, pv, assuming nature provides an anomalagis= 0.025 coupling described by an = 2 dipole form factor with

Arr =2 TeV. Afitto an = 2 dipole form factor is performed to reconstruct the bare coupling and form factor scale. Arrows
along thez-axis denote bin widths. Further details are provided in the text.

which is excluded by direct experimental searches. This is the region where physics is believed to be
well described by the SM.

Experimentally it is desirable to report confidence limits as a functiodof A result using
Aer = Anacnine Should be included (so long a@%,.qnine lies below the unitarity limit) as it is motivated
by machine parameters and provides a reasonable point of reference for comparisons between different
experiments. Other scales (particularly those of theoretical interest) should not be néglected

5.44 Measuring form factors

For a machine of sufficient luminosity such as the LHC, it is possible to measure the energy depen-
dence of anomalous couplingsy grouping the data into bins of invariant mass and extracting constant
anomalous couplings within these restricted domains. Such a measurement does not carry any assump-
tions about the form factor (until a fit to a given parametrisation is performed). It is a viable method for
measuring form factors, but due to the restricted number of events in each bin, will not produce compet-
itive limits. The method is best employed in the case where non-zero anomalous couplings have been
observed.

The method is illustrated in Figure 33 for the case of tig channel withW — ev,, uv,, as-
suming nature provides an anomaloys= 0.025 coupling described by an = 2 dipole form factor
with A =2 TeV. Three years of high luminosity (300 fh LHC events generated at NLO are binned
according to the reconstructéd,, (W ). The corresponding points derived using the generated (unob-
servable)M,,, (W) are superimposed for comparison. Bin widths (denoted by arrows along the x-axis)
are chosen so as to ensure sufficient data in @#gli¥’ ) domain. A measurement of the anomalous
coupling (assumed constant) is performed within each domain using a binned maximum likelihood fit to
the pr () distribution. No detector simulation has been applied and the specific choice of cuts is unim-

101t should be noted that particularly for small choices\ef, a change in the analysis strategy may be necessary to increase
sensitivity to the relevant regions éf
1The suggestion of making such a measurement is not new [130] but has received little attention in the literature.
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portant for this illustration. The results of the likelihood fits are plotted as a functidd,pfiV~) and a

fit to ann = 2 dipole form factor is performed. With this simple illustration, the bare coupling and form
factor scale are reconstructed)gs= 0.029 and A = 1.67 TeV. Sensitivity to the anomalous coupling
increases in the larger invariant mass domains, reflecting tp@wth of the\] coupling (indeed the
measurement in the first bin is consistent with zero). Systematic effects related to the fit method (such as
the non-uniform distribution of events within the bins) have not been accounted for in this illustration.

5.5 Partonic simulation tools for di-boson production

Several Monte Carlo programs for hadronic di-boson event simulation are in common use. General
purpose programs such B¥ THIA [123] evaluate the matrix element at leading order (LO) with no spin
correlations for boson decay products. Limited or no anomalous couplings are included. In the past
decade, programs have been implemented to calculate di-boson production with leptonic decays to next-
to-leading order (NLO) in QCD. The diagrams contributing@x) are: the squared Born (LO) graphs,

the interference of the Born with the virtual one-loop graphs, and the squared real emission graphs.

The NLO generators by Baur, Han, and Ohnemus [32, 31, 30, 33] (BHO) have been available for
several years. They employ the phase space slicing method [147] and the calculation is performed in
the narrow width approximation for the leptonically decaying gauge-bosons. Non-standard TGC cou-
plings are included. Spin correlations in the leptonic decays are included everywhere except in the virtual
contribution. The authors expect a negligible overall effect from neglecting the spin correlations in the
virtual corrections as compared to the uncertainty from parton distribution functions and the choice of
factorisation scale. More recently Dixon, Kunszt, and Signer [19] (DKS) have implemented a program
with full lepton decay spin correlations (helicity amplitudes are presented in [17]). The subtraction
method [128, 149] is employed in the narrow width approximation including non-standard TGC cou-
plings. A third Monte Carlo progranMICFMby Campbell and Ellis [18] exists. It does not assume the
narrow width approximation and includes singly resonant diagrams but does not allow for non-standard
TGC couplings. The effects of these improvementd/li@GFMare largest in off-resonant regions - such
as near di-boson production thresholds. The regions are of importance to studies of SM backgrounds to
new physics but contribute negligibly to the cross section in TGC studies for typical choices of kinematic
cuts [30].

A common feature of the NLO generators is the inability to produce unweighted events. Both the
phase space slicing and subtraction methods produce events for which the weight may be either positive
or negative - thus it is only the integrated cross section over a region of phase spabistbgram
bin) which is physical. This makes traditional Monte Carlo technigues for unweighting events (such as
hit-and-miss) difficult to apply, and we are aware of no universally satisfactory technique for producing
unweighted events using the NLO generatbrsComputationally this can render analyses very slow,
since a large fraction of CPU time can be spent processing events with near-vanishing cross sections.

5.51 Comparison of NLO particle level generators

In this section, we present a comparison of the predictions from the BHO and DKS generators, for which
no published consistency check exists, restricting ourseV@s*t&@ andW W production for simplicity.
The DKS andMICFMhackages have been found to be in good agreement [19].

The comparison is performed at LHC energy TeV pp collisions) using CTEQ4M [67] structure
functions®. Input parameters are taken @gy; = 1z, sin? Oy = 0.23, a(Mz) = 0.116, My =
80.396 GeV, My = 91.187 GeV, factorisation scal€)*> = Mg, and Cabibbo angleos ¢ = 0.975
with no 3rd generation mixing. Branching ratios are takerBd®(Z — 1*17) = 3.36%, BR(W* —
I*v) = 10.8%. Theb quark contribution to parton distributions has been taken as a&re-(W W~

20ne method involves reweighting events from a LO generator using a “look-up table” constructed at NLO.
13The choice of parton distribution function has@(5%) effect on the cross section.
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contributes®(2%) at LHC [19]). Kinematic cuts motivated by TGC analyses are chosen. The transverse
momentum of all leptons must exceed 25 GeV and the rapidity of all leptons must be less than 3. Missing
transverse momentum must be greater than 25 GeV. A jet is defined when the transverse momentum of
a parton exceeds 30 GeV in the pseudorapidity intdnjak 3.

For W Z production, the transverse momentum distribution ofZhigosonpr(Z), the distribu-
tion of rapidity separation between thg™ decay lepton and th& bosony(l) — y(Z), and total cross
section are compared at LO, inclusive NLO, and NLO with a jet veto. Branching raties:ttype
leptons are applied. F&#¥' W production, the transverse momentum distribution of the lepton pair from
the W decaydpr(e~) + pr(et)|, the distribution of rapidity separation between thedecay leptons
y(e™) — y(e™), the angle between tH& decay leptons in the transverse plane ®(e,e™), and the
total cross section are compared at LO, inclusive NLO, and NLO with a jet veto. Branching ratios to one
lepton flavour are applied.

The cross section results are presented in Table 21 and the distributions in Figure 34. Consis-
tency between generators is at the 1% levell#6Z production and 3-4% level foil’ W production.
Qualitative agreement is observed in the distribution shapes.

Table 21:W ™ Z andW W cross section predictions are tabulated for the BHO and DKS generators at LO, inclusive NLO, and
NLO with a jet veto. A jet is defined fgsr(jet) >30 GeV,n(jet) < 3. Statistical precision i€©(1 fb).

W Z Production
Baur/Han/Ohnemus Dixon/Kunszt/Signer % diff.
Standard Model

ONLO inclusive 127.91b 129.8 fb 1.4%

OnLo ojt 74.7 fb 75.1 b 0.5%

Tom 70.5 fb 70.9 fb 0.5%
Agh =0,Arz = 0.5, 7 = 0.1 (A=2TeV)

ONLO inclusive 198.5 b 199.9 fb 0.7%

OLo ojet 107.5fb 106.8 fb 0.7%

Tom 119.7 fb 119.9 fb 0.2%

W W Production
Baur/Han/Ohnemus Dixon/Kunszt/Signer % diff.
Standard Model

ONLO inclusive 500.5 fb 483.2 fb 3.5%
ONLo Ojet 321.01fb 309.6 fb 3.6%
Tgom 294.0 fb 295.5 fb 0.5%
Agl, =0.25,Akz = Ak, =0.1,Az =\, = 0.1 (A=2TeV)
ONLO inclusive 594.2 fb 575.0 fb 3.3%
ONLo Ojet 363.01fb 349.6 fb 3.8%
Tom 351.6 fb 353.7 fb 0.6%
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Fig. 34: Distributions forW*Z production (left) andWW production (right) from the Baur/Han/Ohnemus and
Dixon/Kunszt/Signer generators are superimposed at Born level, inclusive NLO, and NLO with a jet veto (defined as
pr(jet) >30 GeV,|n(jet)| < 3).

5.52 Effects of NLO corrections

NLO corrections in hadronic di-boson production are large at LHC energies, particularly in the region
of high transverse momentum and small rapidity separation (see Figure 34) which is the same region of
maximum sensitivity to anomalous TGCs. The corrections can amount to more than an order of mag-
nitude. The high quark-gluon luminosity at the LHC and a logarithmic enhancement at high transverse
momentum in theyg and gg real emissions subprocesses are primarily responsible [32, 31, 30]. In the
channels which exhibit radiation zero behaviawe. (¥~ andWW 7 ), the Born contribution is suppressed

and NLO corrections are even larger [32, 31]. Since@He) subprocesses responsible for the en-
hancement at large transverse momentum do not involve TGCs, the overall effect of NLO corrections is
a spoiling of sensitivity to anomalous TGCs.

Jetveto Distributions obtained by vetoing hard jets in the central rapidity region for one possible choice
of jet definition pr(jet) > 30 GeV, |n(jet)| < 3) are shown in Figure 34. The jet veto is effective in
recovering the qualitative shape of the LO distributions including the approximate radiation &6 in
production (Figure 34, bottom left). The jet veto serves to recover anomalous TGC sensitivity which is
otherwise lost when introducing NLO corrections. A 10-30% improvement in anomalous TGC coupling
sensitivity limits inT/ Z production can be achieved [31] when a jet veto is applied as compared to the
inclusive NLO case. These limits are often close to those obtained at LO. In general results derived at
LO can be considered approximate zero jet results and their conclusions remain interesting. A jet veto
also reduces the scale dependence of NLO results [32, 31, 30, 19].

5.6 Determination of TGCs

At the LHC the measurement of TGCs will benefit from both the large statistics and the high centre-
of-mass energy. The large available statistics will allow the use of multi-dimensional distributions to
increase the sensitivity to the TGCs.

This section discusses the experimental observables sensitive to TGCs and describes the analysis
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methods employed to measure the TGCs.

5.61 Experimental observables

The experimental sensitivity to the TGCs comes from the increase of the production cross section and
the modification of differential distributions with non-standard TGCs. The sensitivity is enhanced at
high centre-of-mass energies of the hard scattering process, more significantiy i TGCs than for

k-type TGCs in the case dV~ and W Z production. As an example, the increase in the number of
events with large di-boson invariant masses is a clear signature of non-standard TGCs as illustrated in
Figure 35, where the invariant mass of the hard scattering is showi foevents, simulated with a
parametric description of the ATLAS detector, for the Standard Model and non-standard TGCs. A form
factor of 10 TeV was used.

Events/100 GeV

Fig. 35: The distribution of the invariant mass of tHéy system fronpp — W~. Standard Model data (shaded histogram)
and a non-standard value of 0.01 for (white histogram) are shown. Both chargedifwere generated using a parameterised
Monte Carlo and summed. The number of events corresponds to an integrated luminosity of.30 fb

For the event generation employing non-standard values of the TGCs, leading order (LO) [150]
as well as next to leading order (NLO) [32, 33] calculations have been used (see Section 5.5). Limits
on the TGCs can be obtained from event counting in the high invariant mass region. The disadvantage
of such an approach alone is that the behaviour of the cross section as function of the TGCs makes it
difficult to disentangle the contributions from different TGCs and even their sign (with respect to SM).

It is therefore advantageous to combine it with information from angular distributions of the bosons and
possibly their decay angles; this improves the sensitivity and improves the separation of contributions
from different non-standard TGCs.

In general it is possible experimentally to reconstruct up to four (six) angular variables in the
di-boson rest-frame describing &~ or Z~ (W Z) event:

e Boson production angle$) and ®, of the di-boson system with respect to the beam-axis in the
di-boson rest-frame.

e Decay angles of bosong, ,, and¢j,), in the rest-frame of the decaying bosons.

The azimuthal boson production angie, has no sensitivity to the TGCs. In caselbty/W Z,
O is the most sensitive kinematical variable. The enhanced sensitivity to the TGIZ® iproduction is
due to the vanishing of helicity amplitudes in the Standard Model predictioos& ~ 1/3, affecting
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the small|n| region [150]. Non-standard TGCs may partially eliminate the radiation zero, although the
zero radiation prediction is less significant when including NLO corrections [32f~lproduction, no
radiation amplitude zero is present.

In contrast, the sensitivity to the TGCs from the decay angles is weak; the decay angles primarily
serve as projectors of different helicity components, enhancing the sensitivity of other variables.

pp - Zy+X
NLO MC / Vs = 14TeV / A = 3TeV

hi,=1x10"
P

B I S
0 200 400 600 800 1000

py [GeV]

Fig. 36: Differential cross section fdf~y production versug,. for Standard Model (solid line) and two different non-standard
couplings (dashed and dotted lines) at LHC.

In the study presented here, several experimentally derived observables and combinations thereof
have been studied to assess the possible sensitivity to the TGCs. FolbetHi(Z) and Z~, ZZ2)
events the observables are very similar; Y7, the Z takes the role of the. The actual behaviour of
the observables as function of the couplings and the energy is different between the processes, due to the
different masses of the involved bosons.

One observable, the transverse momentumof the~ or Z (depending on the di-boson process),
which has traditionally been used at hadron colliders, has sensitivity from a combination of high mass
event counting and th® angular distribution. Figure 36 shows the enhancement of di-boson production
cross section for large values of the photon transverse momentum in presence of non-standard couplings.

The distribution ofp): 7 assuming an integrated luminosity of 30fbis shown in Figure 37 for
W~ andW Z events, simulated with a parametric detector simulation program, for the Standard Model
and non-standard TGCs. The enhancement for non-standard TGCs @t}’rﬁgis clearly visible and,
furthermore, the qualitative behaviour is the same for different TGCs.

For the statistics expected at the LHC, even after 3 years running at low luminosity, one may
enhance the experimental sensitivity further by separating the different types of information in multi-
dimensional distributions. Fé# v andW Z di-boson production, two sets of variables have been studied
(and the equivalent set fo¥ 2): (myw, |n;]), and(py, 6*), where|n?| is the rapidity ofy with respect
to the beam direction in th#/~ system (equivalent t®), andé* is the polar decay angle of the charged
lepton in thelV rest-frame. Both sets consist of one variable sensitive to the energy behaviour and one
sensitive to the angular information. Hef;| and6*, a complete reconstruction of th€ is necessary.

The momentum of thé&) can be reconstructed by using tHé mass as a constraint and assuming that
the missing transverse energy is carried away by the neutrino. This leads to a two-fold ambiguity in the
reconstruction. Alternativelyl|, may be approximated by the rapidity difference between the lepton
from the W and they. Distributions of|n;| and6* are shown in Figure 38, for both the standard model
expectation and different non-standard TGCs. The high sensitivity to the TGCgftdms due to the
characteristic “zero radiation” gap. In contrast, the sensitivity to the TGCs from the decay polar angle,
0*, is weak.
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5.62 Analysis techniques for TGC determination

Depending on the available statistics and the dimensionality of the experimental distributions, different
extraction techniques can be used in the determination of the TGCs.

One approach employed in this study determines the couplings by a binned maximum-likelihood
fit to distributions of the observables, combined with the total cross section information. The likelihood
function is constructed by comparing the fitted histogram with a reference histogram using Poisson prob-
abilities. The reference distributions can be obtained for different values of the couplings by reweighting
Monte Carlo events at generator level or equivalently using several Monte Carlo event samples generated
for different values of the TGCs.

Although the expected number of events at the LHC will allow binning in two dimensions, a
general multidimensional binned fit using all the TGC sensitive information will not be possible. In
the latter case, an unbinned maximum likelihood fit to the observed information can be used, where
the probability distribution functions can be constructed by Monte Carlo techniques. In the case of
many dimensions, this approach can be time-consuming, but it may be advantageously combined with
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the reweighting technique. The information from the absolute prediction of the cross section can be
included by the so-called “extended maximum likelihood” method [151].

5.7 Sensitivities at LHC

Sensitivity limits have been derived for the triple gauge-coupliigd’ v (ATLAS, CMS), WW Z (AT-

LAS) andZ Z~ (CMS). The analysis techniques used by ATLAS and CMS are described in Section 5.6.
The ATLAS studies assume an integrated luminosity dfdt = 30fb~!, corresponding to three years

of LHC low luminosity operation. CMS assum&0 fo~!, which is the expectation for one year of LHC
high luminosity running.
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Fig. 39: Sensitivity limits on thé// W~ (top) andZ Z~ (bottom) coupling parameters from a two-dimensional likelihood fit as
a function of the form factor scalerr.

CMS has performed its studies for a range of different form factor seales as motivated in
Section 5.4. The plots in Figure 39 show the expected 95% CL limits on the anomEldtg andZ Z~
coupling parameters together with the corresponding unitarity limits. Only the displayed coupling is con-
sidered to deviate from the Standard Model. The points where the experimental curves turn asymptotic
with respect to\ - - or are crossed by the unitarity limit - give an indication on the range of form factor
scales accessible by the experiments. While the current Tevatron measurements probe the triple gauge-
couplings up to form factors akpr = 0.75 TeV and around 2TeV foeZ Zy and WW~, WW Z),
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respectively [16], the LHC experiments will be able to study far smaller structures with scales up to
10 TeV, assuming an integrated luminositylof) fo—!.
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Fig. 40: Sensitivity contours in the CP-conserviigy coupling space for integrated luminosities of 10ftand 100 b,

Multi-dimensional fits where several couplings are allowed to vary have also been performed
[152]. Here, the sensitivity limits extracted from the log likelihood curves form an ellipse for a particular
confidence level. Figure 40 shows the typi€EIV + sensitivity contours in the two-dimensional CP-
conserving(k x A) coupling space for a form factor scaleléfTeV.

Table 22: Sensitivity limits (95% CL), assuming integrated luminositie3db—* and100fb~*, respectively. The form factor
scaleisArr = 10 TeV for WW~, WW Z and 6 TeV forZ Z~.

Vertex Coupling (mw~, [n*])  (p},0%) P
WWr Ak 0.035 0.046 0.043
App = 10TeV Ay 0.0025 0.0027  0.0020
WWZ Agf 0.0078 0.0089 —
Aky 0.069 0.100 —
App =10TeV Az 0.0058 0.0071 —
Z7 h%, — — 6.4 x 1074
App = 6TeV h%, — — 1.8 x 1076

Table 22 summarises the sensitivity limits obtained by ATLAS and CMS as reported in [53, 152].
In addition, ATLAS has performed a fit using the complete generator level phase space information [53].
The results for thisdeal caseshow that, as the high energy tails of ;b@distributions exhibit a very
strong sensitivity to the\-like anomalous couplings, the additional information does not improve the
limits on this type of couplings considerably. However, #hgype couplings may profit from a more
sophisticated data analysis.

From the numbers in Table 22, we expect an improvement in sensitivity by up to two (four) or-
ders of magnitude for anomalol8W~/WW Z (Z Z~) couplings, with respect to the current Tevatron
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limits. The strong increase in sensitivity is due to the pronounced h@thancement at the LHC, most
prominently forZZ~ (see Section 5.42). A smaller choice of the form factor scale would cut off this
enhancement and diminish the sensitivity considerably, as shown in the lower plots in Figure 39.

5.8 Backgrounds toW~

The W~ signal has a very small cross section, compared/tgjet production for example, and can
contain a significant amount of background. The dominant background i@ thsignal is fromiV/ +jet
production where the jet is misidentified as a photon, resulting in a fake signal. Radliatileray also
contributes when the electron from th decay radiates a photon, and betlh andbby quark-gluon
fusion processes can also produce a fake signal contributing to the backgr@yngroduction and
W (rv)y also make a small contribution to the backgrounds.

Previous studies [153, 154, 155, 156] have shown thdtithesignal will be observable at the LHC
provided that the backgrounds can be suppressed. All the backgrounds were generafdTitA
5.7 [123]in conjunction with theCMSJET[157] fast detector simulation for the CMS experiment.

5.81 W+ jetandW — lv+ backgrounds

The dominant background to the procegs— W (ev)y arises fromiV +jet events where the jet decays
electromagnetically and is reconstructed in the calorimeter as a photon. The probability for the jet to
fluctuate into an isolated electromagnetic shower is small, but the large number of jets above 10 GeV in
the W sample guarantees that some jets will look identical to photons. Even if the jet is not misidentified
as a photon, it is possible for a radiative decay ofltli¢o produce the same signature as the signal. If
the lepton from théV decay radiates a photon, an event signaturg bfv may be observed. Cuts must
therefore be applied to reduce this background.

W +jet Figure 41 shows ther(y) spectrum for misidentified photon from thEé+-jet background and

the real photon from th&/~ signal. A photon isolation cut has been applied to both data sets. A rejection
power of nearly 7 can be obtained with an efficiency loss of less thgrbg using an isolation area of

AR =0.25 and @ threshold of 2 GeV [158]. A greater rejection power with a much smaller efficiency
loss is available at low luminosity. Therefore an event is selected if the photon meets the isolation criteria
and if it is withinn = £2.5. The isolation cut clearly makes it possible to observe the signal, especially
at highpr, however a cut gbr(v) = 100 GeV further reduces the background. This would not harm the
sensitivity to anomalous couplings greatly as the anomalies only manifest themselvesgat.high

Radiative W One method of reducing the background of radiaiiWedecays is to make a cut on the
invariant mass of thelv system. For théV~ signal, M (vylv) is always larger thad/y, if finite W
width effects are ignored.

However, thel/ (yiv) cannot be determined unambiguously as the four-momentum of the neutrino
is unknown: even if the transverse momentum is correctly determined from the missing momentum in the
event, there is no measurement of the missing longitudinal momentum. Therefore the cluster transverse
mass, or minimum invariant mass, may be used instead [159]. The transverse mass is independent of the
longitudinal momenta of the parent particle and its decay products.

ForW — ~lv the cluster transverse mass sharply peakdat[160] and drops rapidly above the
W mass. Thuslv events originating fromi?~ production and radiativ®/” decays can be distinguished
if Mr(vylv)is cut slightly abovelly, [161]. Hence a cut at/r(~Iv) > 90 GeV should take into account
the finite width of thell whilst not significantly affecting the signal.

The W+ signal produces the lepton and photon almost back-to-back. Ensuring that they are well
separated will further reduce the radiatié background. This can be done using the quaniity =
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Fig. 41: pr(y) distribution for thel?y signal and thé? +jet background where the jet is misidentified as a photon.

V(A¢? + An?). Leading order analysis of the signal and radiative background enabled a study of the
optimum value ofA R to use for separation. Typically a cutAtR > 0.5 is used to ensure separation,

but increasing the separation foR > 0.7 makes little difference to the signal whilst greatly reducing
the background.

In order to suppress the radiatiV€ background events, cuts &fR(v,1) > 0.7 and My (ylv) >
90 GeV are used.

5.82 Quark-Gluon fusion background

Quark-gluon fusion is important at the LHC because the rate is extremely high. There are lots of available
gluons in the proton at relatively high, and because thid 17/~ reaction is suppressed in some regions
of phase space.

bby Atthe LHC 102 bb events [162] are expected for a years running at high luminosity. Although
the bby events are not kinematically similar to the signal, the expected number of events is so large that
the background will be a problem unless it is reduced by cuts.

The bby background was generated using the procesggs:> ¢v, andgg — Zv. Events were
generated frompr = 500 GeV with a cross section of 1.055 pb. This parton-level requirement was for
computational efficiency as only the very highegt events contribute to the background. A cut on
missingp can be made at 50 GeV in order to reducetthrebackground.

tty Since theM; > My, + M,, tt events represent an irreducible backgrountite pair production.
tt~ production is a copious source of high photons in association with hard leptons and without cuts
has a cross section, ~ 300 pb, of at least 3 orders of magnitude more tharnithesignal [163]. The
subsequent decay of top quarks inté?aboson and & quark and also th&/ decay into af f pair
provide the same event signature asithie signal. Therefore, due to the very large top quark production
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cross section at LHC energies, the procgss— tty — W+~ + X represents a potentially significant
background.

Events were generated by the procgss— g and looking fortt production. This method is very
inefficient, 4 million events were generated and 489 events were produced, with 10 events passing
all of the cuts. Thety events were generated fropp = 500 GeV (for the same reasonstay with a
cross section of 1.049 pb. The large cross section means that although only a few events pass the cuts,
this background is a potential problem.

Studies for the SSC [164] showed that the background can be reduced to a manageable level by
requiring the photon to be isolated from the hadrons in the event, and by imposing a jete/etyy (
considering the exclusive reactipp — W~ + 0 jets).

Since the top quark decays predominantly infid’a final statetty events are characterised by a
large hadronic activity which frequently results in one or several higljets. If the secondV boson
decays hadronically, up to four jets are possible. This observation suggests tttat laekground may
be suppressed by vetoing high-jets. Such a “zero jets” requirement has been demonstrated to be very
useful in reducing the size of the NLO QCD correctiongjin— W~ + X at SSC energies [32]. If the
secondV in thetty events decays hadronically, the number of jetgin- tty — W~ + X is generally
larger than for leptoniél” decays, and the jet veto is more efficient.

Unfortunately the jet veto also drastically reduces the number of signal events. Only 10% of the
signal survives the jet veto cut alone and only 4% survive all the cuts and the jet veto. This suggests that
an alternative method for reducing this background needs to be found for the LHC.

ATLAS [154] studied the possibility of exploiting the number of jets in theevents by imposing
a cut on the second jetin the event. e, signal will not have a 2nd jet, or if it does, it is a misidentified
jet and will be of very lowpr. Thetty events will have up to four highy jets in each event. By cutting
all events where thgr of the second jet is greater that 25 GeV, the majority ofttheevents will be
eliminated without greatly affecting the signal.

5.83 Z~ background

There is a small background toy that comes fron (ee)y events in which one of the electrons gives

rise to significant missing energy (generally by entering a gap in the detector). As CMS is hermetic and
the crystals of the ECAL are off-pointing with respect to the interaction point, this background is very
small. ATLAS [154] calculate this background to be25 times smaller than the signal before any cuts
are imposed. Thus th&~y background is assumed to be negligible.

5.84 W (rv)y background

The final background tpp — W (ev, uv)yis pp — W (rv)~ where ther lepton decays into an electron

or muon. The background is very small because the decay of the tau lepton results in electrons or muons
with significantly reducegr and the kinematical threshold for an electron is 25 GeV. Previous studies

at Fermilab have shown this background to be negligible [165].

5.85 Summary of backgrounds

Table 23 shows a list of all the cuts proposed to reduce the backgrounddtoytsgnal. Having chosen
each cut to reduce an individual background, it is important to understand how each cut effects both the
signal and the other backgrounds.

Table 24 shows the efficiency of the individual cuts on the signal and the backgroundd’ fje¢
and radiativdl backgrounds are treated together.
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Table 23: Proposed cuts to reduce the backgrounds td/theignal.

Quantity |n(v,l,jet)| pr(y) pr() Mr(y,l,v) AR(y,0) pr(v) 2ndjet
(GeV) (GeV) (GeV) (GeV) (GeV)
Cut value <25 >100 >25 > 90 > 0.7 >50 <25

Table 24: Efficiency of individual cuts on the signal and backgrounds, errors are statistical.

Cut Signal (%) Background (%)

W +jet/RadW tty bby
pr(7y) 67+0.49 0.06:0.008 72:5.33 84+0.22
pr(l) 84+0.52 62-0.25 5+1.02 0.2:0.001
My (y,l,v)  85+0.52 19:0.14 874.2  0.3:0.0115
AR(~,1) 95+0.55 94+0.3 95+4.4 94+0.23
pr(v) 86+0.53 60:0.25 43t2.9 28+0.124
2nd jet 89-0.54 42+0.2 0+0.2 340.14
All Cuts 55+0.42 0.0330.018 0+0.2  0.0060.0019

5.86 Conclusion

The backgrounds to thd/~ signal have been studied and cuts have been made in order to reduce the
backgrounds to at least an order of magnitude less than the signat(fgy > 200 GeV. ThelV +jet

and radiativel’’ backgrounds have been well studied and understood and the cuts made reduce these
significantly. The quark-gluon fusion backgrounds are not so well understood in this work since a less
than optimal generator faty was used. However, the cuts studied for this channel work well for the
low statistic samples presented here. Further study of this background would be interesting.

Backgrounds tdV Z production have been studied briefly and are similar, within statistical errors,
to those in thd? v channel presented here.

6. VECTOR-BOSON FUSION AND SCATTERING 14
6.1 SearchingforVV — H — 771
6.11 Introduction

The search for the Higgs boson and, hence, for the origin of electroweak symmetry breaking and fermion
mass generation, remains one of the premier tasks of present and future high energy physics experiments.
Fits to precision electroweak (EW) data have for some time suggested a relatively small Higgs boson
mass, of order 100 GeV [166, 167], hence we have studied an intermediate-mass Higgs, with mass in
the 110 — 150 GeV range, beyond the reach of LEP at CERN and perhaps of the Fermilab Tevatron.
Observation of thed — 77 decay channel in weak boson fusion events at the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) is quite promising, both in the Standard Model (SM) and Minimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model (MSSM). This channel has lower QCD backgrounds compared to the dontinamtbb mode,

14section coordinators: Z. Kunszt, R. Mazini, D. Rainwater
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thus offering the best prospects for a direct measurementof Acoupling.

At the LHC, despite the fact that the cross section for Higgs production by weak-boson fusion is
significantly lower than that from gluon fusion (by almost one order of magnitude), it has the advantage
of additional information in the event other than the decay products’ transverse momentum and their in-
variant mass resonance: namely, the observable quark jets. Thus one can exploit techniques like forward
jet tagging [168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176] to reduce the backgrounds. Another advantage
is the different colour structure of the signal vs the background. Additional soft jet activity (minijets) in
the central region, which occurs much more frequently for the colour-exchange processes of the QCD
backgrounds [177, 178], are suppressed via a central jet veto.

We have performed first analyses of intermediate-massSM 77 and of the main physics and
reducible backgrounds at the LHC, considering separately the decay modesh® (T pr, et T pr.
These modes demonstrate the feasibility of Higgs boson detection in this channel with modest luminos-
ity [179, 180]. We demonstrated that forward jet tagginddentification and reconstruction criteria
alone yield a signal-to-background /(B) ratio of approximately 1/1 or better. Additional large back-
ground suppression factors can be obtained with the minijet veto, achieving fiBalatios as good as
6/1, depending on the Higgs mass.

In the MSSM, strategies to identify the structure of the Higgs sector are much less clear. For large
tan (3, the light neutral Higgs bosons may couple much more strongly té3ke —1/2 members of the
weak isospin doublets than its SM analogue. As a result, the total width can increase significantly com-
pared to a SM Higgs of the same mass. This comes at the expense of the branchiBdr(atie- ),
the cleanest Higgs discovery mode, possibly rendering it unobservable over much of MSSM parame-
ter space and forcing consideration of other observational channels. InsteadB$ttte— 77) is
enhanced slightly, we have examined theode as an alternative [180, 181].
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6.12 Simulations of signal and backgrounds

The analyses used full tree-level matrix elements for the weak boson fusion Higgs signal and the var-
ious backgrounds. Extra minijet activity was simulated by adding the emission of one extra parton to
the basic signal and background processes, with the soft singularities regulated via a truncated shower
approximation (TSA) [182, 183].

We simulatedpp collisions at the LHC,,/s = 14 TeV. For all QCD effects, the running of
the strong-coupling constant was evaluated at one-loop order,awfth/;) = 0.118. We employed
CTEQA4L parton distribution functions [67] throughout. The factorisation scale was chogen as
min(pr) of the defined jets, and the renormalisation sgalewas fixed by(a;)" = [[iv; as(pr,).
Detector effects were considered by including Gaussian smearing for partons and leptons according to
ATLAS expectations [153, 125].

At lowest order, the signal is described by two single-Feynman-diagram procggsesyq(W W,

Z7Z) — qqH,i.e. WW and ZZ fusion where the weak bosons are emitted from the incoming quarks
[184]. From a previous study @¢f — ~~ decays in weak boson fusion [185], we know several features of
the signal which we could exploit directly here: the centrally produced Higgs boson tends to yield central
decay products (in this caseé ), and the two quarks enter the detector at large rapidity compared to
the 7's and with transverse momenta in the 20-80 GeV range, thus leading to two observable forward
tagging jets.

We considered separately the cases of oukecaying leptonically4.) and the other decaying
hadronically (with a combined branching fraction45f%), and both decaying leptonically but with dif-
ferent flavour ¢ or e, with a combined branching fraction 6£3%). Our analyses critically employed
transverse momentum cuts on the chargatkcay products and, hence, some care was taken to ensure
realistic momentum distributions. Because of its small mass, we simutatedays in the collinear and
narrow-width approximations and with decay distributionsre,a; [186], adding the various hadronic
decay modes according to their branching ratios. We took into account the anti-correlationréf the
polarisations in the decay of the Higgs.

Lepton-hadron mode Positive identification of the hadronic® — h*X decay requires severe cuts

on the charged hadron isolation. We based our simulations on the possible strategies analysed by Cavalli
et al. [187]. Considering hadronic jets dir > 40 GeV in the ATLAS detector, they found non-tau
rejection factors of 400 or more while true hadronidecays are retained with an identification efficiency

of 26%.

Given theH decay signature, the main physics background torthe=j; events of the signal
arises from real emission QCD corrections to the Drell-Yan proggss (Z,~) — 77—, dominated
by t-channel gluon exchange. All interference effects between virtual photor¥aexthange were
included, as was the correlation of polarisations. The& component dominates, so we call these
processes collectively the “QCBj ;" background.

An additional physics “EWZj;” background arises fror@ and~y bremsstrahlung in (anti)quark
scattering via-channel electroweak boson exchange, with subsequent degay> 77 ~. Naively, this
EW background may be thought of as suppressed compared to the analogous QCD process. However,
the EW background includes electroweak boson fusiol, — 777—, which has a momentum and
colour structure identical to the signal and thus cannot easily be suppressed via cuts.

Finally, we considered reducible backgrounids,any event that can mimic the j; signature of
a hard, isolated lepton and missipg, a hard, narrow -like jet, and two forward tagging jets. Thus we
examinedV + jets, where thdV decays leptonicallye(;:) and one jet fakes a hadronigandbb + jets,
where one decays leptonically and either a light quarkbget fakes a hadronie. We neglected other
sources liket events which had previously been shown to give substantially smaller backgrounds [187].

Fluctuations of a parton into a narrawlike jet are considered with probability25% for gluons
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and light-quark jets an@l.15% for b jets (which may be considered an upper bound) [187].

In the case obb + jj, we simulated the semileptonic deday- [vc by multiplying thebbjj cross
section by a branching factor of 0.395 and implementing a three-body phase space distribution for the
decay momenta to estimate the effects of lepton isolation cuts. We normalised our resulting cross section
to reproduce the same factor 100 reduction found in [187].

Dual lepton mode For the dilepton mode, we consider decay only,te pairs to completely eliminate
the backgrounds from rea production decaying directly tee or uu. Tau decays were performed in
the same manner as in the lepton-hadron channel. We again considered QCD angiEXN— 77
production as the physics backgrounds.

We calculated the primary contributions from reducible backgrounds by considering all significant
sources of twdV'’s, which decay leptonically to form the signature., and two forward jets. This
consists ofit + jets, as well as both QCD and EW W ;5 production. As with the EW/jj case, EW
WTW j4 processes contain an electroweak boson fusion component kinematically similar to the signal,
and so cannot be ignored.

We also considerethb;j production, with eaclh decaying semileptonically simulated by imple-
menting thel” — A decay distributions of the-quarks in the collinear limit, and multiplying the resultant
cross section by a branching fraction 0.0218 (fordhe or p, e final states).

Finally, we considered the overlapping contribution from the signal itself in the decay fhede
WW — eupr, which can be significant above; >~ 130 GeV.

6.13 Standard Model analysis

The basic acceptance requirements must ensure that the two jets ants tare observed inside the
detector (within the hadronic and electromagnetic calorimeters, respectively), and are well-separated
from each other:

pr; > 20 GeV, Inj| < 5.0, AR;; > 0.7,
In-| <25,  AR; >0.7. (65)

Tau-tau separation and tau decay produgtrequirements are slightly different for the two signatures
and are discussed separately below.

The Hjj signal is characterised by two forward jets with large invariant mass, and centeaby
products. The QCD backgrounds have a large gluon-initiated component and thus prefer lower invariant
tagging jet masses. Also, theirand W decay products tend to be less central. Thus, to reduce the
backgrounds to the level of the signal, we required tagging jets with a combination of large invariant
mass, far forward rapidity, and high-, as well asr decay products central with respect to the tagging
jets [185]:

15,min +0.7< Nri2 < Njmaz — 077 M1~ NMja2 < 07
Antags = |’I’]j1 — 7’}]‘2‘ > 44, mj; > Mjjin (66)

wherem;; . is chosen slightly differently for the two scenarios, as discussed below.

Lepton-hadron mode Here we required two additional cuts to form the tagging jet signature:

pr; >40,20GeV, AR, >0.7. (67)
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That is, thepy requirement on the tagging jets is staggered, and as one tau decay is hadronic, it
must have a large separation from the leptonic tau.

Triggering the event via the isolateddecay lepton and identifying the hadronidecay as dis-
cussed in [187] requires sizable transverse momenta for the observalsleay productspr, , , >
20 GeV andpr, ,,, > 40 GeV. Itis possible to reconstruct thepair invariant mass from the observ-
abler decay products and the missing transverse momentum vector of the event [188]mEs was
neglected and collinear decays assumed, a condition easily satisfied because of thedrigherse mo-
menta required. The momenta were reconstructed from the charged decay produethd missing
pr vectors. We imposed a cut on the angle betweenrttecay products to satisfy the collinear decay
assumptioncos 6y, > —0.9, and demanded a physicality condition for the reconstructedomenta
(unphysical solutions arise from smearing effects); that is, the fractional momentarcsharged decay
observables takes from its parentannot be negative. Additionally, the, distribution of the leptoni-
cally decayingr-candidate is softer for reafs than for the reducible backgrounds, because the charged
lepton shares the parenenergy with two neutrinos. Cuts, < 0.75 andz,, < 1 proved very effective
in suppressing the reducible backgrounds.

Our Monte Carlo predicted a-pair mass resolution of 10 GeV or better, so we cht3é GeV
mass bins for analysing the cross sections. To further reduce the QCD backgrounds, which prefer low
invariant masses for the tagging jets, we required > 1 TeV. Additionally, thelV j + j; background
exhibits a Jacobian peak in its7 distribution [187]; hence a cutr (I, pr) < 30 GeV largely eliminates
this background.

Finally, to compensate for overall rate loss based on ATLAS and CMS expected detector ID effi-
ciencies, we apply a factor 0.86 to the cross section for each tagging jet, and a factor 0.95 for the charged
lepton.

Using all these cuts together, although not in a highly optimised combination, we expect already a
signal to background ratio of 2/1 with a signal cross section of 0.4 fifgr = 120 GeV.

A probability for vetoing additional central hadronic radiation was obtained by measuring the
fraction of events that have additional radiation in the central region, between the tagging jetsy with
above 20 GeV, using the matrix elements for additional parton emission. This minijet veto reduces the
signal by aboutl5%, but eliminates typicallyr0% of the QCD backgrounds; the EW/j background
is reduced by about0%, indicating the presence of both boson bremsstrahlung and weak boson fusion
effects. Because the veto probability for QCD backgrounds is found to be process independent, we
applied the same value to the + ;77 background.

Table 25 summarises the signal and various background cross sections at progressive levels of the
cuts, ID efficiencies and minijet veto as described above, for the khse= 120 GeV. Table 26 gives
the expected numbers of events for 60 flintegrated luminosity (low luminosity running) at the LHC.

It is possible to isolate a virtually background-free — qqH — jjr signal at the LHC, leading
to a50 observation of a SM Higgs boson with a mere 60'lof data. The expected purity of the signal
is demonstrated in Figure 43 showing the reconstructethvariant mass for a SM Higgs of 120 GeV
after all cuts, patrticle ID efficiency factors and a minijet veto have been applied. While the reducible
W3 + jj andbb + jj backgrounds are the most complicated and do require further study, they appear to
be easily manageable.

Dual lepton mode For this signature, we simulated tau decays as before, but with both decaying to
final-state leptons. As this would form a different final state in experiment, to form the basic tagging jet
signature we require the cuts of Equations 65 and 66 as before, but additionally a minimum separation
of the charged leptons somewhat less than for the lepton-hadron sceh&jp,> 0.4. To be able to

trigger on the leptons, we require them to have minimum transverse momemfum 10 GeV. In the

LHC experiments, this may be slightly higher for electrons and slightly lower for muons, but we do not
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Table 25: Signal and background cross sectionsB R (fb) for My = 120 GeV Hjj events in the lepton-hadron channel.
Results are given for successive cuts, as discussed in the text. The last column gives the ratio of the signal to the background
cross sections listed in the previous columns.

Cuts Hjj QCDZjj EWZjj Wj+jj bb+3jj S/B
forward tagging 68.4 1680 91

7 identification 1.99 20.0 1.45 26.4 7.6 1/28
110 < m,r < 130GeV 1.31 0.95 0.07 1.77 059 1/2.6
mj; > 1 TeV,mp(l,pr) <30GeV  0.69 0.16 0.04 0.11 0.15 151
7, <0.75, 2, <1.0 0.54 0.15 0.03 0.03 0.05 211
ID efficiency ( = 0.70) 0.38 0.10 0.03 0.03 0.05 211
Pyyrv,20 x 0.87 x0.28 x0.80 x0.28 x0.28 -
minijet veto 0.33 0.03 0.02 0.004 0.011 5.211

Table 26: Number of expected events in the lepton-hadron channel for the signal and backgrounds; foas@fbluminosity

running; cuts, 1D efficiencye(= 0.70) and minijet veto as in the last line of Table 25; for a range of Higgs boson masses. Mass
bins of £10 GeV around a given central value are assumed. As a measure of the Poisson probability of the background to
fluctuate up to the signal level, the last row gives,.ss, the number of Gaussian equivalent standard deviations.

My (GeV) 110 120 130 140 150
€ 049 (fb) 038 033 025 0.16 0.08

Ng 229 196 152 95 46
Np 102 38 24 18 15
S/B 22 52 64 52 31
OGauss 56 66 63 47 26

make the distinction here.

Both thett+ jets andbbjj backgrounds are about three orders of magnitude larger than the signal,
but the contribution frondb;j may be reduced by a cut on missing transverse engfgy; 30 GeV, and
that fromtt + jets may be severely restricted by vetoing additional jets in the central region between
the tagging jets, which even before considering additional gluon radiation (minijets) may come from
the decays of central final-statequarks. We veto all events with a centtalith p;r > 20 GeV. This
provides approximately a factor 17 in reduction of the top quark background, which may be substantially
improved to even lowepr threshold via d-tag, which we cannot simulate.

As the dual lepton final state has a lower overall branching ratio than the lepton-hadron case, we
retained more overall rate by making a looser cut on the tagging jet invariant mass; 800 GeV.
This cut was still necessary to reduce the QCD backgrounds.

Our Monte Carlo again predicted an excellefpair mass resolution, so we retain the mass bin-
ning of +10 GeV. We also rejected non-tau’s as in the lepton-hadron case, although our exact cut was
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Fig. 43: Reconstructed pair invariant mass distribution for the signal (lepton-hadron channel) and backgrounds after all cuts
and multiplication by the expected survival probabilities. The solid line represents the sum of the signal and all backgrounds.
Individual components are shown as histograms: Aiyg signal (solid), the irreducible QCIZj; background (dashed), the
irreducible EWZj; background (dotted), and the combiriddj + jj andbbjj reducible backgrounds (dash-dotted).

somewhat differently defined:
2 2
Tryy Try >0, xy, +ai, <1.

Finally, we found that a cut on the maximal separation of the two charged leptons is very useful in
reducing the heavy quark backgroundsk,,, < 2.6.

Efficiency factors for detection are the same as in the previous case, although with two final-state
leptons an extra factor 0.95 was taken into account. A minijet veto was applied as before, although other
analyses we have performed suggest the survival probabilities change slightly due to the lower hardness
of the event, which is strongly correlated with;; (see Table 27).

Table 27 outlines the cross sections of signal and background for progressive levels of cuts as
described above, for the caddy; = 120 GeV. Table 28 gives the expected numbers of events for
60 fb~! integrated luminosity (low luminosity running) at the LHC.

Although the dual lepton channel does not appear to be able to achieve quite as Rjgh eatio
as the lepton-hadron channel, it is still better than 1/1 over much of the mass range of interest, which
is also clearly evident in the tau pair invariant mass plot of Figure 44. Furthermore, the independent
statistical significance of this channel is as good as that found for the lepton-hadron case.

6.14 MSSM analysis

The production of CP even Higgs bosons in weak boson fusion is governed hiithé HW W cou-
plings, which are suppressed by facteis(5 — «),cos(5 — «), respectively [189], compared to the
SM case. Their branching ratios are modified with slightly more complicated factors. One can simply
multiply SM cross section results from our analysis by these factors to determine the observability of
H — 77 in MSSM parameter space. We used a renormalisation group improved next-to-leading order
calculation, which allows a light Higgs mass up~tol125 GeV, and examined two trilinear term mixing
cases, no mixing and maximal mixing [180, 181].

Varying the pseudoscalar Higgs boson mass, one finds thail/;,, My each approach a plateau
for the case\l4 — oo, 0, respectively. Belowh 4 ~ 120 GeV, the light Higgs mass will fall off linearly
with M 4, while the heavy Higgs will approach/; ~ 125 GeV, whereas abové/, ~ 120 GeV, the
light Higgs will approachM;, ~ 125 GeV and the heavy Higgs mass will rise linearly witlh4. The
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Fig. 44: Reconstructed pair invariant mass distribution for a SM — 77 — e*uTpr (M = 120 GeV) signal and
backgrounds after all cuts, particle ID efficiencies and minijet veto. The double-peaked solid line represents the sum of the
signal and all backgrounds. Individual components areHbi¢ signal (solid), the irreducible QCZ;j; background (dashed),

the irreducible EWZj; background (dotted), and the combined reducible backgrounds from QCD + EW + Wi§ts;

events andt + jets andbbjj production (dash-dotted).
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Fig. 45: 50 discovery contours foh — 77 and H — 7 in weak boson fusion at the LHC, with 407Th. Also shown are the
projected LEP2 exclusion limits. Results are shown for maximal mixing (left) and no mixing (right). From [180, 181].
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Table 27: Signal rates - BR(H — 77 — e® T pr) for a SM Higgs of My = 120 GeV and progressive levels of cuts as
discussed in the text. All rates are given in fb. Note: the fifth line, non-tau rejection, also includes a cut 30 @eV <
160 GeV.

H—7r H—WW QCD EW QCD EW
Cuts signal bkgd TT]j TTjj  tt+jets  bbj;  WWjj WWj; S/B
forward tags 2.2 57 2.3 1230 1050 4.9 3.3 1/1100
b veto 72 1/550
pr > 30 GeV 1.73 29 1.57 62 29 4.1 2.9 1/74
M;; > 800 GeV 1.34 10.3 1.35 16.3 10.4 1.60 2.6 1/32
non-r reject. 1.15 5.2 0.63 0.31 0.42 0.032 0.042  1/5.8
+10 GeV mass bins 0.87 0.58 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.009 0.012 11
AR., < 2.6 0.84 0.023 0.52 0.086 0.087 0.028  0.009 0.011 111
ID effic. (x0.67) 0.56 0.015 0.34 0.058 0.058 0.019  0.006 0.008  1.1/1
Pauruv,20 x0.89 x0.89 x0.29 x0.75  x0.29 x0.29 x0.29 x0.75 -
minijet veto 0.50 0.014 0.100  0.043 0.017 0.006  0.002 0.006  2.7/1

Table 28: Number of expected events for a $M; signal in theH — 77 — e*uTpr channel, for a range of Higgs boson
masses. Results are given for 60! of data at low luminosity running, and application of all efficiency factors and cuts,
including a minijet veto. As a measure of the Poisson probability of the background to fluctuate up to the signal level, the last
line givesocauss, the number of Gaussian equivalent standard deviations.

Mpy 100 105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140 145 150
€ 049 (fb) 062 061 058 055 050 0.44 037 030 0.23 0.16 0.11
Ng 374 365 350 328 300 263 223 180 13.7 99 6.5
Np 67.7 454 274 168 112 84 71 64 6.1 59 57
S/B 06 08 13 20 27 32 31 28 22 17 11
OGauss 41 48 56 64 68 6.7 61 53 43 32 22

transition region behaviour is very abrupt for latge 3, such that the plateau state will goto125 GeV
almost immediately, while for smalhn  the transition is much softer and the plateau state reaches the
limiting value via a more gradual asymptotic approach.

With reasonable integrated luminosity and combination of the lepton-hadron and dual-lepton chan-
nels, 40 fbr! in the worst case, it will be possible to observe atihdevel eitherh or H decays tor
pairs when they are in their respective plateau region, with the possibility of some overlap in a small
region of M4, as shown in Figure 45. Very low values @fn 5 would be unobservable, but already
excluded by LEP2; there should be considerable overlap between this mode at the LHC and the LEP2
excluded region. Furthermore, a parton shower Monte Carlo with full detector simulation should be able
to optimise the analysis so that much less data is required to observe or exclude the MSSM Higgs.
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6.15 Conclusions

The production of a neutral, CP even Higgs via weak boson fusion and décayrr at the LHC has

been studied for the Standard Model and MSSM, utilising parton level Monte Carlo analyses. Each of
the decay channelsr — h* T pr, et 1T pr independently allows 8o observation of a Standard Model
Higgs with an integrated luminosity of about 60-fbor less, and provides a direct measurement of the
Hr7 coupling. For the MSSM case, a highly significant signal for at least one of the Higgs bosons with
reasonable luminosity is possible over the entire physical parameter space which will be left unexplored
by LEP2. Only 40 fo'! of data is required after combining the two channels. We conclude that this mode
provides ano-lose strategyfor seeing at least one of the CP even neutral MSSM Higgs bosons.

6.2 SearchingforVV — H — WW

In the previous section, vector-boson fusion forming a Higgs which then decays tcstwas identified

as a valuable process by which to find a Higgs boson in the mass range 110 to 150 GeV. Rainwater and
Zeppenfeld have shown that a heavier Higgs in the range 130 to 200 GeV could be found by looking for
the proces$’V — H — WW — et - [190]. As for the lighter Higgs, the forward jet tagging is a
powerful tool for removing backgroundi( pairs,tt andZ — 77 accompanied by jets). This approach
appears more promising than the a search for an inclugive WW — e*uT p, signal, yielding a
significant result with~ 5 fo=1.

Work has started in the context of the Workshop to investigate this with fast detector simulation,
but has not yet been completed.

6.3 The strongly interacting symmetry breaking sector

One possible scenario for the spontaneous breaking of the electroweak (EW) symmetry is a strongly
interacting symmetry breaking sector (SBS), which generically is formed by new particles with strong
interactions at the TeV scale. This sector should provide a glSbgR); x SU(2)r spontaneous
symmetry breaking down to the custodigl(2),r subgroup, thus triggering the Standard Model
spontaneous breaking from té/(2), x U(1)y gauge-symmetry down G (1), . This is the minimal
symmetry pattern ensuring that~ 1 + O(g?).

By assuming that the new states appear at the TeV scale, we are only left, at low energies, with
the three massless Goldstone Bosons (GB) associated to the global symmetry breaking. We will refer
to this scenario as the minimal strongly interacting symmetry breaking sector (MSISBS). In this case,
the low-energy EW interactions can be well described with the Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian (EChL)
[36, 37], which is anSU(2) x U(1) gauge-invariant effective field theory that couples the GB to the
gauge-bosons and fermions, without any further assumptions than those just described. The EChL,
inspired in Chiral Perturbation Theory [191], is organised as a derivative (momentum) expansion, with a
set of effective operators of increasing dimension. Although the lowest-order Lagrangian is common to
all models satisfying the minimal assumptions, at higher orders each effective operator has a coefficient,
whose different values will account for different underlying symmetry breaking mechanisms. Within this
approach it is possible, not only to calculate at tree level, but to include loops whose divergences will be
absorbed in the coefficients of operators of higher dimension, thus yielding finite results order by order
in the calculations. The values of these renormalised parameters are expectethin’tt@10~2 range.

As far as physics at the LHC is concerned, the most characteristic feature of a strong SBS is the
enhanced production of longitudinal gauge-boson pairs. We will review the EChL amplitudes for these
processes. However, the EChL perturbative predictions can only describe EW physics at low energies,
well below the mass of the heavy states. Indeed, any amplitude calculated with the EChL is obtained
as a truncated series in powers of the external momenta. Hence, it will always violate unitarity bounds
at high enough energies. In addition, it cannot reproduce any pole associated to new resonant states.
Consequently, in order to apply this formalism to study strong SBS phenomenology at the LHC, we have
several ways to proceed:
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1. Perform studies strictly within the EChL, but restricted to subprocess energies below 1.5 TeV and
to very small chiral parameters.

2. Enlarge the EChL introducing explicitly the heavy resonances of each particular model, but this
adds new unknown parameters, namely the mass and the width of each resonance.

3. Follow a more model-independent approach, by unitarising the EChL amplitudes and generating
heavy resonances from the information contained in the chiral coefficients.
In the last approach, it is possible to describe the different resonant scenarios with just two chiral

parameters. Finally we present a study of the LHC sensitivity reach within this parameter space, using
the signal of the cleanest leptonic decays/aéf andW Z pairs.

6.31 Effective Chiral Lagrangian description of electroweak interactions

The EChL [36, 37] provides a phenomenological description of EW interactions when the SBS is
strongly-interacting. The only degrees of freedom at low energies are the GBs associatetl t(2hex
SU(2)r — SU(2)r+r global symmetry breaking, which are coupled to the EW gauge and fermion
fields in anSU(2);, x U(1)r invariant way. Customarily, the GBsy* with a = 1,2, 3, are gathered in
anSU(2) matrixU = exp (iw*T*/v), wherer® are the Pauli matrices and= 246 GeV. The C and P
invariant effective bosonic operators up to dimension four are (see the appendix for other notations)

7)2 12,,2
EEChL = ZTI"(DMU(DHU)T) + a 4

- /
[Tr(TVV)]2 + a1%BWTr(TWW)

-/
ag%BWTr(T[V“, VY)) + asgTrW [VF, VY)) + ag[Tr(V,V,)]?

as [Tr(vuvu)]Q + (16TI'(VMVV)TI‘(TVM)TI‘(TVV) + a7T1“(VuV“)[Tr(TV”)]2
GSQZ2[TI'(TWMV)]2 + GQgTI“(TWMV)TI“(T[V“’ VV]) + alO[Tr(T‘/M)TI“(TVV)F

+ e.o.m. terms+ standard YM terms (68)

+ 4+ o+

where we have definel = Ur3UT andV,, = (D,U)UT, as well as

DU = 8,U—gW,U + JUB,, Wu=S5 W ?, Bu= Byt
Wi = 0, — W — gWu W), Bu = 0,5, — 8,B,. (69)

The “e.0.m.” terms refer to operators that can be removed using the equations of motion and the “standard
YM terms” are the usual Yang Mills Lagrangian together with the gauge-fixing and Faddeev-Popov
terms.

The first operator in Equation 68, which provides ieandZ masses, has dimension two and has
the form of a gauged non-linear sigma model NM). Note that it is universal, since it only depends on
v - that is why its predictions for longitudinal gauge-boson scattering amplitudes are called “Low Energy
Theorems”. In contrast, the couplings will have different values depending on the underlying theory.

The gauge-boson observables are obtained iy, as a double expansion i*/(47v)™,
p being an external momentum, and in the gauge-couplingisd¢’. The lowest-order predictions are
given by the tree level N&M, whereas the next order corrections are obtained with a one-loop calculation
using the NloM vertices plus the tree level contributions of the other operators.aJ bheefficients not
only provide a model independent parametrisation of the unknown dynamics, but also some of them are
used to absorb all the one-loop biM divergences. This procedure could be carried out to any desired
order, adding higher dimensional operators, thus yielding finite results order by order in the expansion.

In principle, thea; values for a particular scenario can be obtained by integrating out the heavy
degrees of freedom. In fact, they have been determined for the particular cases of the SM with a heavy
Higgs [192, 193] and for technicolor theories in the lafge- limit [194]. In both cases, these couplings
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lie in the rangel0~—2 to 103, with either sign. They all have a constant contribution, but those needed
in the renormalisation also have a logarithmic term.

6.32 Present bounds on the chiral parameters

Let us now look at the present experimental constraints on the EChL paramgfersn low energy

EW data. The best constraints come from the oblique radiative corrections, giving boundsugnathe
andag parameters that contribute to the gauge-bosons two-point functions up togérd€he EChL

calculation of theS, T" andU [195] self-energy combinations give [196]

S =167 [—ai(u) + EChL loopgp)], T = chﬂ [ao(1) + EChL loopg )],
W
U = 167 [ag(p) + EChL loopg )]

Note that the:; have been renormalised to absorb the one-loop divergences from thd Bhiral loops,
so thatS, T"andU are scale independent. Using thievalues for a heavy Higgs boson [192, 193], the
deviations of EW observables from the SM predictions at a reference value of the Higg8/mass

3_5/6<—logﬂfé/u2]

AS=S— SSM(MH) = 167 l—al(u) +

12 1672
81 35/6 —log M%/u?
AT =T —Tem(Mp) = 2 [ao(,u) 3 / 16g7;r2 i/ 1 , AU =U — Usm(Mp) = 16mag.
w

A global fit with My = 300 GeV andm; = 175 GeV to the low energy EW data gives [197]
AS=-0264+014 , AT=-011+016 , AU= 0.26+0.24

which imply the following bounds for the three chiral couplings

a1(1TeV) = (6.8 +2.8) x 1072, ap(1TeV) = (4.3 £ 4.9) x 1073, ag(1TeV) = (4.9 £ 4.7) x 1073,

Other studies agree with these values [198]. These data already disfavour the SM with a heavy Higgs bo-
son and set strong constraints in models with a dominance of vector resonances [195] (like technicolor).
With further assumptions on the underlying SBS dynamics, the latter give a negative contributjon to
However, the precision EW measurements leave room for an strong SBS [198].

Further constraints come from the three-point functions, whose anomalous electroweak effective
couplings were traditionally parametrised in terms@fgf,m,mz,)w and \z. A one-loop EChL
calculation of these vertices [199] gives

2

g; —1 = 0+ EChL loops g7 —1= %ag + EChL loops )
%

ky—1 = gQ(ag — a3 — a1 + ag — ag) + EChL loops Ay =10

kz—1 = g*(as — as — ag) + g”* (a1 — az) + EChL loopg), Az =0

There are several analyses [200, 41] that constrain these chiral couplings from LEP and Tevatron data.
Ignoring the loops from the NEM, we get the following values from present LEP data (the Tevatron
precision is comparable), = —0.037 90

—0.036

A=l = 0.03THGE, — a2 —az—ar+as—ag = 0.03871%,
g/ =1 = —0.0104£0.033 — a3 =0.018 £ 0.059.
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Finally, some indirect bounds on quartic couplings have also been found [201, 202]. These indirect
estimates come from loops containiagvertices, but do not include 2-loop diagrams from theoiNL
They find bounds on; for i = 4,5, 6,7, 10 ranging from10~! to 10~2.

In summary, the present data on the oblique EW corrections already sets significant bounds on
the ag, a1 andag chiral parameters, but there is not much sensitivity yet to those chiral parameters that
contribute to the three or four-point functions. We will see next how, at the LHC, the situation will
improve significantly.

6.33 The Effective Chiral description at the LHC

At the next generation of colliders, we will be probing tHé and 7 interactions at TeV energies. As

long as we are only considering the GBs and no other fundamental fields up to the TeV scale, we expect
the self-interactions of longitudinal gauge-bosoVig, to become strong at LHC energies. This can be
easily understood since, intuitively, longitudinal gauge-bosons are nothing but the GBs, which interact
strongly. This intuitive statement is rigorously given in terms of on-shell amplitudes and is known as the
Equivalence Theorem (ET),

A(VE, VP, VE...Other field$ ~ A(w"w"w"...Other field$ + O (Mg, //5) (70)

which holds for any spontaneously broken non-Abelian theory. Indeed, it was first derived for the SM
[203, 204, 205]. Its usefulness is twofold: it relates the pure SBS fields with the observables, but also
the calculations can now be performed in terms of scalars instead of gauge-bosons, at least in the high
energy limits >> M3,. At first sight it may seem that the ET is incompatible with the use of the EChL,
since an effective theory is a low energy limit. Nevertheless, the ET can still be applied with the EChL,
only at leading order iry and¢/’, if we only consider energies below 1.5 TeV and small chiral parameters
[206, 207, 208].

Hence, in a first approximation, we will simplify the high energy description of the strong SBS
by neglecting EW corrections. Thus, due to our assumptionSbaR); . i is preserved in the SBS,
only the operators that respect custodial symmetry once the gauge-symmetries are switched off will be
relevant in this regime. These are the universal term and the operators; wihplings fori = 3,4, 5.

At the LHC, the two most relevant processed/@fl;, production are the scattering of two longi-
tudinal vector-bosons in fusion reactions and ¥hepair production fromyg annihilation. Through the
ET, they are identified with GB elastic scattering ajgd— ww, respectively. Customarily, GB elastic
scattering is described in terms of partial wave amplitudes of definite angular momehtaind, isospin,
I, associated to the custodigil (2) .+ r group. With the EChL, these partial waveg; are obtained as

trs(s) =t (s) + 4 (s) + .., (71)

where the superscript refers to the corresponding power of momenta. They are given by [191, 209, 210]

(@ s O s [16(11as + Tay) N 101/9 — 50log(s/u?)/9 + 4im
0 16702’ 00 ™ 64 ot i 3 16 72 ’
2 r .
@ S (4 S 1 1 zw)]
ty = —— 7 = A(ay — 2 4=
1 96 702’ 1= gt |0 —205) F 1 (9 T )
@ _ =8 A _ 52 [32(as + 2a4) n 273/54 — 20log(s/u?)/9 +im (72)
207 32102’ 207 eamot | 3 16 2

Note that, within our approximations, the above amplitudes only depemnd andas. The projection in
angular momentum has been defined, from the defindmplitudeT;, as

1

try=—
LJ 647

/1 d(cos 0) Py(cos ) Tr(s,t) . (73)
-1
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The V;, Vi, production fromgg annihilation, is very important since vector resonances can also
couple to this channel. By means of the ET, we are thus interestgd-in ww. As far as GBs couple to
guarks proportionally to their mass, the only relevant contribution comes fromdhannel annihilation
through a vector-boson. In practice, for tHéZ final state, thdV — wz interaction is described as
g Fyv(s), by means of a vector form factafy (s), which is obtained from the EChL as

1 4

s 7T
log— +-=-+4+i—-| (74
5 Oglﬂ +>9-+z 5 (74)

Fy(s)=1+FP(s)+..  with FS’(S):m 64m2as (1)

Let us then review the studies of the LHC sensitivity to the chiral parameters via these two processes.

6.34 Non-resonant studies for LHC

The EChL formalism has been applied to study the LHC sensitivity to different non-resonant SBS sectors
in [211, 212, 125, 213, 214, 215]. We summarise in Table 29 the results from [125, 213, 214] where the
expected number of gold-platédZ andW Z from V'V -fusion andgg-annihilation was calculated for
values of the custodial preserviag, a, andas parameters in the 13 to 10~3 range. Since for values

of as Oras > 5 x 1073 unitarity violations cannot be ignored at energies beydr TeV, these studies

only include events in the region of low invariant massy;, pair, i.e. Myy < 1.5 TeV. The rest of
kinematical cuts are similar to those given in Equation 81. To illustrate the agreement between these
kinds of studies, we give in Table 29 other estimates [215] ofitH®ounds attainable at the LHC.

It will be very difficult to detect these non-resonant signals over the continuum background, since
they just give small enhancements in the high energy region afihe andp distributions. There is
a general agreement that, although the present bounds could be significantly improved, with these non-
resonant studies, the LHC would be hardly sensitive to values of the chiral parameters dowtito’the
level. Like-signW 17+ production may be better in these channels [171, 216].

Obviously, these studies do not describe one of the most characteristic features of strong inter-
actions: resonances. Moreover, they are limited to moderate energies due to the unitarity violations
mentioned already. These caveats can be overcome by means of unitarisation procedures which we
explain next.

6.35 Unitarisation and resonances in the SBS

In terms of the partial waves defined in Equation 72, the eldétie; scattering unitarity condition,
(basically, the Optical Theorenfidr physical values of, is
1

= —1, = t]](S) = W (75)

Imtrs(s) =|trs(s) > = Im trs(s)

Hence we only have to use the EChL to approximate
Ret7} = ()11 — Ret\) /1?4 . (76)
But since the EChL amplitudes satisfy elastic unitaggrturbatively i.e.
(4)
4 2 Imt;7(s)
Imeg)(s) = £ (s) P = —hhs = 1, (77)
‘ tIJ(S) ‘
we find
2)

(
t
try(s) = —L— (78)
L=

This is theO(p*) Inverse Amplitude Method (IAM), which has given remarkable results describing
meson interactions, which have a symmetry breaking pattern almost identical to our present case [217,
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Table 29: Expected number of signal and total (signal+background) gold-gidtécand ZZ events [125, 213, 214]. The
statistical significance is defined as= (N(a;) — N(0))/4/N(0) whereN (a;) is the expected number of events for a given
a;. On the bottom right, expected limits on the chiral parameters attainable at the LHC [215] are shown.

a4 as
£ =100 fb~! 1072 —1072 5x10™® —5x1073 1072 —1072 5x10™3 —5x1073
W*Z - Wtz | 36 80 27 47 22 58 23 41
total W+2Z 118 162 109 129 104 139 105 122
w2 0.7 4.8 0.2 1.7 0.7 2.6 0.6 1.0
TW Z tagging 1.0 7.5 0.3 2.7 1.0 4.2 0.9 1.7
WtW~- - ZZ | 12 7 9 7 21 7 13 6
A A 6 6 1 1 6 6 1 1
total ZZ 37 32 30 27 46 32 33 26
rzz 1.9 0.9 0.5 ~0 3.8 0.9 1.2 0.1
727 tagging 35 1.8 0.9 0.1 6.6 1.8 2.3 0.2
LHC Limits (90% CL) Process
as —0.0035 < ay <0.015 W*W* WZ,ZZ
L£=100fo"" | 1072 —1072 —0.0072 < a5 < 0.013 W*W* WZ,ZZ
o - W*Z | 96 139 —0.013 < ag < 0.013 WZ,727
TW Z tagging 1.4 2.7 —0.013 < a7 < 0.011 WZ, 727
—0.029 < a9 < 0.029 77
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218, 219, 220]. Note that it respects strict elastic unitarity, while keeping the correct EChL low energy
expansion. Furthermore, the extension of Equation 78 to the complex plane can be justified using dis-
persion theory [217, 218, 219, 220]. In particular, it has the proper analytical structure and, eventually,
poles in the second Riemann sheet for certaimndas values, that can be interpreted as resonances.
Thus, EChL+IAM formalism can describe resonances without increasing the number of parameters and
respecting chiral symmetry and unitarity.

The EChL+IAM has already been applied to the SBS [221, 222] to study some specific choices
of a4 andas that mimic models with vector or scalar resonances. The LHC sensitivity to resonances
parametrised witlu, andas was first studied in [222] and [223], and more recently in [42]. A map of
these resonances in te, a5) space was first obtained in [224]. We show in Figure 46 the vector and
scalar neutral resonances expected in(theas) parameter space. As far as we expecandas to lie
betweenl0~2 and10~3, we scan only that range. Furthermore, the poles of the IAM amplitudes will give
us the positions and widths of the resonances. Note that, from Equation 72 within our approximations,
thel = J = 1andl = J = 0 channels only depend on thge — 2a5 and7a4 + 11as combinations,
respectively. Thus the straight lines that keep these combinations constant have the same physics in the
corresponding channel. We give several examples in the tables within the figure. The fact that each IAM
amplitude depends only on one combinatiommpfmplies that their mass and width are related by the
KSFR relation [225, 226]. In addition, we locate five points that we will use later as illustrative examples.
The white area means that no resonances or saturation of unitarity is reachedbelon3 TeV, which
we expect to be the region of applicability for our approach.

Vector Resonances
MyiGeV) Ty1GeV) Iy
750 25 "
1000 55 Sealar Resonances :
1250 105 0 Ms(GeV) [siGe¥ +
1500 185 5 500 45
295 b 750 150
W00 40 00025 < 000 385
250 620 4 1250 83
2500 860 —0.005 e 1500 1670
2750 1150

—0.005

~ZoTOon @
3
2

—-0.01 :—0,005 55() 0.005 oL —-0.01 -0.005 55()
Fig. 46: Resonances in tHe, as) space [224]. In the tables we give the resonance parameters for several lines. a) Left:
Vector resonances. The points with the same- 2as have the same physics in tlie= J = 1 channel. b) Middle: Scalar
neutral neutral resonances. Those points with con§@nt- 11as have the same physics in this channel. c) Right: General
Resonance Spectrum of the strong SBSstands for vector resonances,for neutral scalar resonances and, for wide
structures that saturate the doubly chargee-=(2) channel. For illustration, we have also located several simple and familiar
models explained in the text.

We do not give results for the = 2, J = 0 channel since we do not expect any heavy resonance
with our minimal assumptions. Intuitively this occurs becausel/the2, J = 0 channel is repulsive.

The general resonance spectrum of the MSISBS is gathered in the last plot of Figure 46 [224].
Depending oruy andas, we find one scalar resonancg)( one vector resonancé’}, two resonances
(S, V), aresonance and a doubly charged wide saturation effégtqr even no resonances below 3 TeV
(white area). For illustration, we have included points for some simple and familiar scenarios: minimal
technicolor models with 3 and 5 technicolo@s({3 and7'C5), and the heavy Higgs SM case, with a tree
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level mass of 1000 and 1200 Ge¥ {000 and H1200). The black region is excluded by the constraints
onthel = 2, J = 0 wave [224]. In the dark “Light Resonances” areas (lighter than 700 GeV), our results
should be interpreted cautiously. Outside these areas, we estimate that the predictions of Figure 46 are
reliable within~ 20% [42].

Once we have the general spectrum, our aim is to study to what extent the LHC is sensitive to
different resonant scenarios Vig V7, production. For that purpose, we cannot forget the unitarisation of
qq — ViV, since we expect the final state to re-scatter strongly, in particular when there is a resonance
inthel = J = 1 elastic channel. This effect can be parametrised in terms of a vector form fagtor,
Again, theFy, obtained from the EChL does not satisfy exactly its unitarity condition

Im Fy (s) = Fv(s)t1: (), (79)

which implies that the phases 6%, andt¢;; should be the same (Watson’s Final State Theorem). More-
over, the poles ofy should be those af Hence, we can relate the combinatiorupthat appears in the
perturbative expansion d@fy, (Equation 74) withuy — 2 a5. Allin all, it is possible to unitarisé, using
only thet{; EChL result, as follows [42]:

1

Fyo~ —— (80)
1 -ty /1

In summary,Fy is determined just by, — 2 a5, and we can still use the map of resonances in Figure 46.

6.36 Study of the LHC sensitivity to the resonance spectrum of the strong SBS

We will restrict the study t&Z7 Z andW Z production, assuming that their gold-plated deca§®, — 41
andWZ — v Il (with | = e, 1) can be identified and reconstructed with a 100% efficiency. We do not
consider Iike-singﬂEWi production, since, as we have seen, we do not expecp resonances.

To evaluatel’ V' fusion processes, we use the leading-order Effedfivépproximation (EWA)
[227]. Non-fusion diagrams are not included since they are expected to be small in our kinematic region.
We also use the CTEQ4 [229] parton distribution function@4t= M3, for V'V fusion and a)? = s
for ¢ annihilation and;g fusion, with,/s being the centre of mass energy of the parton pair. More detail
can be found in [42].

Since we do not consider find) and Z decays, the cuts are set directly on the gauge-boson
variables. A first criterion to enhance the strovigl’;, signal over the background is to require high
invariant mass\{yy, and small rapidities. We have applied the following set of minimal cuts:

500 GeV < Myy, <10TeV,  [y1ab(V1)], [y1ab(V2)l < 2.5, pr(Vi), pr(V2) > 200 GeV,
(81)
which are also required by our approximations, mainly by the ET. An additional invariant mass cut
around each resonance will be imposed later.

The ZZ production signal occurs through tWéZFWL* — ZpZ; and Z;,Z;, — Z;Zj, fusion
processes. In addition, we have included the following backgrounds

aq — 27, (61%), WrW~ — ZZ, (18%), g9 — ZZ, (21%)

where we also give their relative contribution to the total background with the minimal cuts. The con-
tinuum from ¢g annihilation has only tree level SM formulae, which is probably too optimistic since
the NLO QCD corrections [25, 23, 24, 26] can enhance significantly the tree level cross sections. The
second background is calculated in the SM at tree level, with at least one transverse weak boson. Finally,
the one-loopyg — ZZ amplitude has been taken from [228].

92



W7 Final Stote 77 Final State

ag
R C Pl
0= 000635 2 m,= 0.00625
av=— . 0025 a-—0.00825
M=H95 Gev ¢
Iy 40 e
| L |
500 000 ¢
- an
200 P2 E Pz
- 0= .DOBTS o= 0.60875
o =L 001 25 y=—0.00125
100 - Mellsage| ¢ M= B50 GeV
[= SE Guvw
o jet—tagging
a

20a0

0.0 L=100f"" ——

P3 =400fb" -
o= 000375
a,=—0.00125

F3
0= DLEO3TS
0.=—C.00125

0.0075

M=1535 Gev
[= 200 Gev

e 0.005
2000

P+
0= 0LB0125
ay=—C.00125

Pd
0=0.001125 |a, 0.0025
op=—0.00125

M=1585 Gev

[14] M=415 Gev 0
a 32 KRS T o 5 T
1000 1500 2000 [:[e1] BOa 1000 1200
il o ~0.0025
0,= 0.CO375 o= A.00375
0= 000375 0,=0.00373

M= 730 e —0.005
@ b P itiuae e S o aE £ )
1000 1800 ZD0 aca BOa 1005 120c —001 —0.005 0 0.005 0.0l
Moz {Gev) Mz (Gev) as

Fig. 47: a) Left: Distribution of gold-plated events froWiZ and ZZ production [42]. The shaded histogram corresponds

to the background as described in the text. On top of it we have plotted the signal as a white histogram. The points labelled
P1 to P5 correspond to those in Figure 46 and are representative of cases which, from top to bottom, present: one narrow
vector resonance, a vector and a scalar resonance, an intermediate vector resonance, a very wide vector resonance and, finally,
a “narrow” scalar resonance. b) Right: Sensitivity of the LHC to the resonance spectrum of the strong SBZ veitid 2 7

gold plated events [42]. In th@, as) parameter space, we show the and50 reach with an integrated luminosity of 100

fb~! (solid lines limiting the shaded areas) and 400't{dashed lines), both for scalar and vector resonances.

For W*Z final states, two processes contribute to the sigmﬁEEZ L — WfZL andqq —
WLiZL, whereas the backgrounds, calculated at tree level within the SM, are

W*Z - W*Z,(18%), ~Z — W*Z (15%), qf — W*Z,(67%).

TheW*Z — W*Z amplitudes have at least one transverse boson and exclude the Higgs contribution.
In theq7 — W*Z background, we have excluded the amplitude wiil},&, pair, which is part of the
signal. The QCD corrections g7 annihilation would give an enhancement in both the signal and the
background, so we expect that they will not modify considerably our estimates of the statistical signif-
icance of vector resonance searches. We have not studied ltaekground since it can be efficiently
suppressed after imposing kinematic constraints and isolation cuts tehilgptons [153, 125, 53].

For illustrative purposes, let us first concentrate on the five representative points given in Fig-
ure 46. Points 1, 3 and 4 represent models containiig=al = 1 resonance with masses in the range
900-2000 GeV. Point 5 represents a model with a scalar resonance with mass 730 GeV and a width of
140 GeV. Finally, point 2 represents both a scalar and a vector resonancé/yfihaistributions for
these five models are shown in Figure 47, where we have plotted the signal on top of the background for
gold-platedZ Z andW Z events, assuming an integrated luminosity of 100'f6The vector resonances
in points 1 to 4 can be seen as peaks in the distribution of fin&lpairs. The scalar resonances in points
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2 and 5 give small enhancementsAf pairs. Note that as bothy, andas tend to 0, the resonances be-

come heavier and broader, yielding a less significant signal. It seems evident that it will be much harder
to detect scalar than vector resonances. The reasons are that scalars are wider, they are not produced with
a significant rate frongg annihilation, and there is a smaller rate 0¥ production fromV'V fusion.
Furthermore, theZ Z branching ratio to leptons is smaller that thatBtZ .

The contributions to signal and background ¥6tZ and ZZ production at these representative
points are given in Table 30. In order to enhance the signal to background ratio, we have optimised the
My v cut, keeping events within approximately one resonance width around the resonance mass (see
the second column of these tables). From Wie’ results, it is clear that the LHC will have a very
good sensitivity to light vector resonances, due togifieannihilation, which dominates by far thél -
fusion process. As the vector resonance mass increaseg; tdoatribution is damped faster than that
of V'V fusion, and both signals become comparable for vector masses around 2 TeV. Let us remark that,
in ZZ production, there is only strong interaction signalViiv’ fusion, and therefore to tag forward
jets is always convenient in this final state in order to reject non-fusion processes. This is not the case,
however, for vector resonance searches since it is mostly dygaonihilation. In these tables, we have
also estimated the statistical significance, Siggdkgd, assuming integrated luminosities of 100 and
400 fo~!. In Z Z final states, we also give the significance assuming perfect forward jet-tagging.

Table 30: Expected number of signal and background gold-plefécevents at the LHC witiC = 100fb~*. a) Top: For
W*Z final state and four differer(izs, as) values representing vector resonances. b) BottomZEband two representative
(a4, as) values with scalar resonances. The statistical significance is also given for ideal forward jet-tagging.

My, Ty (GeV) Cuts: Signal Signal Signal Bkgd Bkgd Bkgd S/vB S/vB
(aq,as) x 10 (MPE", MPe™)  Fusion  ¢g Total Fusion ¢g Total 100fo! 400fb!
P1: 894, 39

(700,1000) 123 1630 1743 74 150 224 116 232
(-6.25,6.25)
P2: 1150, 85
(900, 1300) 65 369 434 50 84 134 37 75
(-1.25,8.75)
P3: 1535, 200
(1250, 1700) 24 56 80 21 27 48 11 23
(-1.25,3.75)
P4: 1963, 416
(1500,2350) 10 12 2 14 16 30 4 8
(-1.25,1.25)
Ms, T's (GeV) Cuts: Signal Bkgd Bkgd Bkgd Bkgd S/vB S/VB S/VB

(a4,a5) x 10> (M{H®, M%e®)  Fusion Fusion gg q7 Total 100fb ! jet-tagging 400 fio*
P2: 850, 225

(600, 1050) 15 10 11 34 55 2 5 4
(-1.25,8.75)
P5: 750 , 140

(550, 900) 21 10 14 39 63 3 6 5
(3.25,3.75)

Finally, we also show in Figure 47 the regions of tlag, a;) space accessible at the LHC, giving
3 and & contours and assuming integrated luminosities of 100 and 400 fn terms of resonance
mass reach limits, we find that with 100fh scalar resonances could be discovered (& gold-plated
Z 7 events up to a mass of 800 GeV with forward jet-tagging. Vector resonances could be discovered
using gold-platedV Z events up to a mass of 1800 GeV. These numbers are in good agreement with
more realistic studies [153, 125, 53] of particular cases. We can also see that there is a central region in
the (a4, as) space that does not give significant signals in gold-plat&dand W Z events. This region
corresponds to models in which either the resonances are too heavy or there are no resonances in the
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SBS and the scattering amplitudes are unitarised smoothly. It is a key issue as to whether this type of
non-resonan¥/z, vy, signal could be probed at the LHC. It has been argued that doubly-ch&rd&d
production could be relevant to test this non-resonant region. But hon-redéiadistributions would

only have slight enhancements at high energies, and a very accurate knowledge of the backgrounds and
the detector performance would be necessary in order to establish their existence.

6.37 Appendlx Table 31: Relation between different notations in the literature.

Ours [192, 193] ao a1 az as a4 as as a7 as ag a10
App.& Longh. [36, 37] ;’%Bl Fon  Fax —oz s as a6 ar  —os  —ag goao
S.Alam [200, 41] 2/ o a2 -~y aq a5 as a7 —as  —as o
Heetal.[211,212]  ¥r W T2 we WY W7 W0 W7 o0 e e
Vertex 2 2,3 3 3,4 4 4 4 4 2,34 3,4 4
SU(2)L+r no no no yes yes yes no no no no no

6.4 Vector-boson scattering

The search for a fundamental scalar particle which would be responsible for electroweak symmetry
breaking has so far proven unsuccessful. While the existence of a light Standard Model (SM) Higgs
alone would be consistent with all precision electroweak measurements, the well known hierarchy prob-
lems [230] make the theory unsatisfactory. The model makkkocassumptions about the shape of

the potential, responsible for electroweak symmetry breaking, and provides no explanation for the val-
ues of the parameters. Although supersymmetry is an appealing alternative, no indication exists, yet,
of its validity. Therefore, in the absence of a low mass Higgs particle, a strongly coupled theory must
be considered. The study of electroweak symmetry breaking will require measurements of the produc-
tion rate of pairs of longitudinal gauge-bosons, since they are the Goldstone bosons of the symmetry
breaking process. It will also be essential to search for the presence of resonances which regularise the
vector-boson scattering cross-section. Scalar resonances occur in models with a heavy SM Higgs boson,
and vector resonances, in charged or neutral channels, are also predicted in dynamical theories, such as
technicolor.

In this section, different channels for scattering of high energy gauge-bosons at the LHC are
considered These include heavy Higgs production and resdétightas well as non-resonamt’Z and
W+W production in the Chiral Lagrangian model. High mass gauge-boson pair production in a multi-
scale technicolor model is also examined. The possibility of making such measurements at the LHC is
evaluated.

6.41 Heavy Higgs signal

It is now generally believed that a SM Higgs should be light, its mass being bound by requirements of
vacuum stability and by the validity of the SM to high scales in perturbative calculations [231]. The
parameters of the Higgs used in this study were calculated at tree level. One should note that in NNLO,
the resonance saturates [232]. Nevertheless, the search for such a resonance at the LHC can serve as a
testing ground for the measurement of the production of high mass longitudinal gauge-boson pairs or
for the search of a generic resonance. Hhe—~ WIW — lvjj channel is presented in this section

as an example of a typical analysis of a heavy Higgs signal. In 14gt;, fusion is also detectable

in the case of a heavy Higgs resonance, through the procésses 77, up to My ~ 800 GeV.
Simultaneous detection of a heavy Higgs in other signals would not only confirm the discovery but also
provide additional information on the Higgs couplings, which are essential for determining the nature of
the resonance.
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H — WW — lvjj Inthe vector-boson fusion process of Higgs productipn,— qqH, the rate
for this channel is sufficient to be observed at low luminosity with a very distinctive signature [235, 237,
238]:
e A high-pr central lepton|f;| <2).
e Alarge EJss,
e Two highpr jets from thell — jj decay in the central region and close-by in spas& (~ 0.4)
arising from the large boost of tH& boson.
e Two tag jets in the forward regiong);| > 2).
e No extra jet in the central region (central jet veto).
The main backgrounds are:
e TW+jet which gives the largest contribution but also suffers from significant theoretical uncertain-
ties due to higher-order corrections [236].

e tt — luvb jjb, with the presence of a redl — jj decay, but also additional hadronic activity
from theb-jets in the central region.

e WW — lvjj continuum production, which has a much lower rate but is irreducible in the central
region.

In addition to central jet veto and forward tag jets cuts, other cuts (highuts) have been used to
optimise the statistical significance of the signal. They are:

e Lepton cutspl., E7¥%s > 100 GeV,p'Y ~ > 350 GeV.

e Jet cuts: two jets reconstructed withinR = 0.2 with pr > 50 GeV andpy %/ > 350 GeV.

e W mass windowm;; = mw & 20, whereo is the resolution omn;;.
Table 32 shows the number of events resulting from this selection, for an integrated luminosity of 30 fb
for My = 1TeV andMy = 800 GeV as evaluated with the ATLAS fast simulation programl(FAST,
[85]). A significant signal remains above background. Variation offfhg cut provides the possibility

to compare the shape and cross section of the resonance production to the expected parameters of the
Higgs signal (see Figure 48).

Table 32:H — WW — lvjj with Mz = 1 TeV andMy = 800 GeV andC =30 fb~*. Accepted signal and background
events after highyr cuts, central jet veto and a double forward tag with,E> 300 GeV.

Higgs tt W+jets WWw S/vV/B
signal {pr > 300 GeV) pr > 250 GeV) pr > 50 GeV)
My =1TeV 37.9 3.3 9.2 1.0 10.3
My =800 GeV 435 3.3 9.2 1.0 11.8

The H — ZZ — llvvand H — ZZ — lljj channels in ATLAS have also been studied
[233, 234, 237] over most of the mass range from 300 Gev to 1 TeV. It has been shown that forward
jet tagging @ < |n;| < 5), is a powerful method for rejecting background and selecjing— gqH
production,i.e. the vector-boson fusion process.

6.42 Strong vector-boson scattering

Chiral Lagrangian model In the Chiral Lagrangian model [249], the form of the Lagrangian is only
constrained by symmetry considerations which are common to any strong electroweak symmetry break-
ing sector. Differences among underlying theories appear through the values of the parameters of the
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Fig. 48:m,;; distribution for the summed signal+background obtained with = 800 GeV and. = 30 fb~* after requiring
two tag jets with k4 > 200 GeV (top) and k4 > 400 GeV (bottom) [238].

Chiral Lagrangian. Within the chiral approach, the low-energy Lagrangian is built as an expansion in
derivatives of the Goldstone boson fields. There is only one possible term with two derivatives which

respectsSU (2) .+ r Symmetry:
2

£® = %Tr(DuUD“UT)
whereD, U = 0,U - W,U + UB,,, W, = —igo®W/2, B, = igo°B,,/2.
The dependence on the different models appears at next order through two phenomenological
parameterd.; and Lo:

LY = L(Te(D,UD*UT))? + Lo(Te(D,UD"UY))?

The SU(2)r+r symmetry allows us to define a weak isospinThe W W}, scattering can then
be written in terms of isospin amplitudes, exactly as in low energy hadron physics. We assign isospin
indices as follows:

WEWL — WEW]
where, denotes eitheW;" or Z1,, whereW;= = (1/v/2) (W} FiW?) andZ;, = W}. The scattering
amplitude is given by:
MWEW?E — WEWE) = A(s,t,u)d%6 + A(t, s,u)6% 5% + A(u, t, 5)59%6%

whereaq, b, ¢, d =1,2,3 ands, ¢, u are the usual Mandelstam kinematical variables.

In this approach it is possible to compute the functits, ¢, u) in O(p*) [250, 251]:
b
4ot

_1 ¢ 3 U U 52 S
AT (—g(s + 2t) log(—?) - E(S + 2u) log(—?) -5 10g(_ﬁ)>

A(s, t,u) = S

02 (2L18% + La(t* + u?))

The values of’.; and L, depend on the model, but are expected to be in the radigeto 102,

The usual Chiral Lagrangian approach does not respect unitarity at high energies. The Inverse
Amplitude Method (IAM) [217, 218, 249], which is based on the assumption that the inverse of the
amplitude has the same analytic properties as the amplitude itself, has been very successful at describing
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low energy hadron scattering. The most interesting feature of this approach is that it allows us to describe
different reactions by using only the two parametersand L.

In analogy torm scattering, there are three possible isospin channel§,1,2. At low energies,
the states of lowest momenturhare the most important, and thus only thg, a;; andayy partial
waves are considered. It is possible to reproduce, with the IAM model, the broad Higgs-like resonance
in (I, J) = (0,0) channel as well as resonant and non-resonant scattering in the channel (1,1) by selecting
appropriate values fof; and L. It has been shown [224] that in thé & 1,J = 1) channel there
may exist narrow resonances up to 2500 GeV and this scattering only depends on the combination of
(Lo — 2L).

ResonantWpZ; — Wi Zp channel As a reference for the IAM model, the procddg Z; —
WrZp,with Z — 1l (I = e, n) andW — jj is used [241]. A modified version ®#YTHIA 5.7 was
used to generat®; V;, scattering processes for each value.gfand L,. The simulation was done for
two values of {.o — 2L;) =0.006 and 0.01, which yield x BR of 1.5 fb and 2.8 fb, with mass peaks
at 1.5 TeV and 1.2 TeV respectively.

Irreducible background arises from continulithZ production and the main QCD background is
from Z+jets production with two final state jets faking thié decay if their invariant mass is close to
myy. tt production is potentially dangerous but is efficiently suppressed by a cut on the invariant mass
of leptons from thédV” decay [241]. The following cuts were used for background rejection:

e Two isolated leptons with the same flavour and opposite charges in the regien 2.5 and
pr > 100 GeV. Their invariant mass was required to lie in the rediopy — mz| < 6 GeV.

e Jets were reconstructed in a cone of widtlk = 0.2. Only two jets withpy > 50 GeV were
allowed in the central regioryf| < 2) and|m;; — mw| < 15 GeV was required. OnlyV andZ
with pr > 200 GeV were kept.

e In the forward regionZ < |n| < 5), jets were reconstructed in a cone of widiR = 0.5 and

events were accepted only if jets with- > 30 GeV andE;.; > 500 GeV were present in each

hemisphere.
The expected number of signal and background events after all cuts add=far00 fb—! are presented
in Table 33. The mass spectra obtained after all cuts (Figure 49) shows a clear peak with a width
of 75 GeV (100 GeV) for the 1.2 TeV (1.5 TeV) resonance and 14 (8) signal events in the window
|mwz — my| < 20. The contribution from irreducible backgrounds is negligible and is below 0.05
events inside the mass window. It is clear that such a narrow resonance could be detected easily after a
few years of high luminosity.

Table 33: Number of signal and background events after all cut£fer 100 fo~' with (L2 — 2L;) = 0.01 and 0.006,
corresponding teny = 1.2 TeV andmy = 1.5 TeV respectively.

My=1.2 TeV My=1.5TeV

Cuts WiZ; Z+jets WipZp Z+jets
Central jets cut 284 2187 145 1781
mj; =mw £15GeV 101 154 46 82
Leptonic cuts 70 84 36 47
Forward jet tagging 14 3 8 1.3

Non-resonant channels If nature does not provide resonanced/jl/;, scattering, the measurement
of cross sections at high mass for non-resonant channels becomes the only probe for the mechanism of
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Fig. 49: Reconstructed distribution of thg Z system for 1.2 TeV and 1.5 TeV resonances And300 fb*.

regularisation of the cross section. It would then be essential to understand very well the magnitude and
energy dependence of backgrounds. Those channels can be particularly important since it has been shown
that a complementary relationship exits between resonant and non-resonant processes [216, 171, 242].
Both W Z;, andW W}, scattering have been studied within the ATLAS framework.

WrZy, — WirZyr The non-resonariV;Z; — Wy Z, process, withy — [l andW — v
(I = e,u), was incorporated iPYTHIA and used with two values df;: 0.003 and 0.01, leading to
o x BR =0.19 fb and 0.11 fb respectively. The main features of the signal are:

e The presence of two highr leptons of same flavour and opposite charge in the barrel region,
having an invariant mass consistent with the mass ofttheson.

e One additional highpy lepton in the barrel region.

¢ Significant missing momentum in the event due to the presence of a neutrino.

e The presence of energetic jets in the forward region.
The main irreducible background, coming from continudn¥ production, was generated ByY THIA
with o x BR = 13.5 fb. The main reducible background is the QCD proc¢&igsvhere one of thél’
bosons from a-quark decays into a lepton and an anti-neutrino. The value fB R of this process
is 26.3 fb. A less important contribution comes frdfi/ production withc x BR = 1.52 fb. These
different backgrounds were rejected with a high efficiency by using the following cuts:

e Two isolated leptons of same flavour and opposite charge were required in the central region with
pr > 30 GeV and invariant mass satisfying.; — mz| < 6 GeV. One additional lepton was
required.

e A missing momentum of at least 75 GeV.
¢ Atleast one jet witpr > 40 GeV andE;.; > 500 GeV should be present in the forward region.
In order to analys&V Z scattering in the high-mass region, the transverse mhass

2
ME = |32 + U+ 1| i+ 5

was used. M (lil) and pr(lll) are the invariant mass and transverse momentum of the three charged
leptons andp is the missing momentum in the event. The transverse mgsslistribution for the
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W, Z;, scattering and foZtt background, after the application of cuts, is shown in Figure 50. The
number of signal and background events with the invariant ma3g &fsystem larger then 600 GeV

for an integrated luminosity of = 500 fb—! and applying different cuts, are shown in Table 34. The

Z 7 background is not shown since it is effectively removed by the requirement of missing transverse
momentum.

j ‘ T ‘ :
.

B F — WZ i
IR 74
[ R T — WZ bekg]
3 7.5 L : ]
e L } .
> | , ]
=z [ X ]
~ ! 7
5 F=ee...d ! ]
S ]
25 — — 7
- e | ]

C H :
0 ‘ [ R
750 1000 1250 1500

M t( GeV)

Fig. 50: The transverse masér distribution forZWW system (GeV) forWLiZL scattering and foZtt.

Table 34: Number of expected events for #ieZ signal and backgrounds with an integrated luminosity of 500 fb

Cuts L;=0.003 L,=0.01 Ztt WZ S/vB
L,=0.003 L;=0.01

Leptonic cuts 33.3 18.3 223. 762

Missing momentum 25.9 14.3 85.1 405

pr(Z) > Mrl4 22.2 12.2 67. 300

Forward jet tagging 14 7.3 15 10.8 2.7 1.43

Like-sign W pair production W, W;" production has been extensively studied [243]. As
possible scenarios for this processWWj scattering, the following are considered:

¢ A t-channel exchange of a Higgs witi; = 1 TeV, (¥, W}, only), simulated witlPYTHIA with
o x BR =1.33 fb (the same parameters of the resonance as in Section 6.41 were used).

e The K-matrix unitarised amplitude [216, 240}, = %, wherea; s is the low-energy the-
orem amplitude, proportional ta This model is constructed to satisfy explicitly elastic unitarity
and would yield the maximum expected signal. he BR = 1.12 fb.

e A Chiral Lagrangian model, as in tH& Z resonant channel, with the same parametéss= 0,

andL, = 0.006 or 0.01, leading tox BR = 0.484 and 0.379 fb, respectively.

Backgrounds from continuu W bremsstrahlung produce mostly transversis. Other backgrounds
include processes involving non-Higgs exchange, as well as QCD processes af@rderamplitude,
with gluon exchange an®# bremsstrahlung from interacting quarks. The effectdioft and W ~Z
backgrounds are also considered. The signal was generate@WIHIA 6.2 and backgrounds were
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incorporated intdPYTHIA from a Monte Carlo generator based on Barger’s work [244], which takes
into account all diagrams. The contribution from electroweak processes not involving the Higgs were
estimated by assuming a low-mass Higd#:{ = 100 GeV).
An analysis was performed using the fast ATLAS detector simula#arLFAST), with parame-
ters set for high luminosity. The following leptonic cuts were first applied:
L1. Two positively charged isolated leptons in the central region>* 40 GeV and|n| < 1.75) must
be identified. They will satisfy the trigger requirement.
L2. The opening angle between the two leptons, in the transverse plane, must saigy: < —0.5.
This cut selects preferentially events with longitudifiéls which have highpr. The invariant
mass of the two leptons was further required to satisfy > 100 GeV. This latter cut eliminates
few events in the lown;;,,, region.

At the jet level, backgrounds can be reduced by requiring that:
J1. No jet havingpr > 50 GeV be present in the central regidn|(< 2). This reduces significantly
the background from th@/ ¢t process.
J2. Two jets must be present in the forward and backward regipns2 andn < —2, with energies
> 300 GeV.
J3. A lowerpr was required for the forward jetg:r < 150 GeV for the first angr < 90 GeV for
the second.
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Fig. 51: Distribution of invariant transverse mass of the two leptons Wf*® in the W W;~ — "I vv process, after three
years of high luminosity running. Full line: K-matrix unitarisation; dashed line: Higgs iih = 1 TeV, at tree level; hatched
area: background from transvengé's.

Figure 51 shows expected mass distribution of/tre system, for an integrated cross section of
300 fb!, after all cuts were applied, accounting only for transverse momentum. No correction was made
for pile-up effects in jet tagging or central jet veto. If one counts only events mithy, > 400 GeV,
a significant signal to background ratio is obtained (see Table 35). As expected, the K-matrix scenario
gives the highest signal [216] - this could be observable after a few years of high luminosity running. By
contrast, it was shown in Section 6.42 that if fheesonance is itself clearly observable in the resonant
channel, then the signal will be very low. The major remaining background, especially at low values
of myy,, is from continuum transversé” pairs. Note that only &' W~ signal was searched for in
this analysis. Combining the results witri, W, would add approximately one-half to one-third of the
signal and backgrounds. The Chiral Lagrangian model, with its parameters leading to a resonance in the
W Z system, would yield a very weak signal in thé™ W channel, confirming the complementarity
relationship between those two channels [216, 171, 242].
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Table 35: Number of events expected for an integrated luminosity of 300 #iiter successive applications of cuts. The results
are formy,,, > 400 GeV.

Lepton cuts Jet cuts

L1 L2 J. J2 J3
Mpx=1TeV 59 56 43 24 19.0
K-matrix 90 86 69 41 32

Chiral Lagrangian’.,=0.006 22 21 158 93 7.1
Chiral Lagrangian.,=0.01  15.1 14.1 104 6.0 4.6

WrWr 350 243 68 54 140
gluon exchange 76 51 32 O 0
Wtt 93 71 20 O 0

wZz 36 35 191 05 03

6.43 Technicolor

Technicolor (TC) provides a framework for dynamical electroweak symmetry breaking [34, 35]. It as-
sumes the existence of techni-fermions possessing a technicolor charge and interacting strongly at high
scale. Chiral symmetry is broken by techni-quark condensates giving rise to Goldstone bosons, the
techni-pions, which are the longitudinal degrees of freedom ofithend Z gauge-bosons. TC has

been extended (extended TC, or ETC) to allow the generation of fermion masses [245, 246]. In order
to account for the absence of FCNCs, the coupling constant is required to “walk”, rather than “run”.
To achieve a walkingvrc, multi-scale TC models contain several representations of the fundamental
family, and lead to the existence of techni-hadron resonances accessible at LHC energies. Such mod-
els [247, 248] are constrained by precision electroweak data [250, 251], but not necessarily excluded
[252, 253]. However, the constraints from those data make it unnatural to have a large top quark mass.
In top-colour-assisted TC (TC2) models [254, 255], the top quark arises in large part from a hew strong
top-colour interaction, which is a separate broken gauge-sector.

The possible observation of TC resonances using the ATLAS detector is described in [256]. In
particular, the search for d€1, J=1) techni-rho resonance, a techni-pion and a techni-omega has been
performed. Although certain models, with a given set of parameters, are used as reference, the signals
studied can be considered generic in any model which predicts resonances. The model adopted here is
that of multi-scale TC [257, 258], with the TC grodfi/ (Nr¢) where Ny« = 4 and two isotriplets of
techni-pions. The longitudinal gauge-boson and the techni-pions mix

|l >= sin x|Wp, > + cos x|mr >

with a mixing angle which has a valugn y = 1/3. The decay constant of the mixed statetis =

F,siny = 82 GeV and the charge of the up-type (down-type) techni-fermiofjs= 1 (Qp = 0).

This model is incorporated iRYTHIA 6.1 . The decay channels pf- depend on the assumed masses

of the techni-particles. Some mass scenarios have been considered to be representative of what one may
expect to probe at the LHC and it is also assumed that-theoupling to the top quark is very small, as

may be expected in TC2 models. The following sections present an example showing a typical analysis
for extracting TC signals. More channels and an extensive description can be found in [256].
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p% — W=*Z — I1%vltl~ This decay could be the cleanest channel for the techni-rho detection and
complements the study shown in Section 6.42. The good efficiency of the ATLAS and CMS detectors
for lepton detection and missing transverse energy measurement will provide good identification of the
W and Z bosons. Table 36 shows the parameters for the various sets of events which were generated.
For each set]l0* events were generated and the signal was normalised to three years of low luminosity
running at the LHC (30 fb!). The branching ratios quoted include a preselection on the transverse mass
(" > 150, 300, 600 GeV fompjth 220, 500 and 800 GeV respectively).

Table 36: Signal parameters for th§ — W*Z — *uit1™. The last column gives the significanc®//B) for three years
of low luminosity running.

My My Ly BR ocxBR S/VB
(GeV) (GeV) (GeV) (pb)
220 110(a) 0.93 0.13 0.16 31.6
110 (b) 67.1 0.014 1.0x1073 0.7
500 300(c) 4.47 021 1.3x1072 147
500 (d) 1.07 0.87 54x107%2 64.2
110 (e) 130.2 0.01315x10"* 0.3
800 300() 524 0.03236x107* 1.2
500(g) 7.6 022 25x107% 10.9

The only background which needs to be considered is the continuum productidi¥Zajauge-
bosons, withv = 21 pb. The cuts which were applied are:

¢ At least three charged leptons were required (With > 20 GeV for electrons and; > 6 GeV
for muons), two of which must have the same flavour and opposite charge.

e The invariant mass of the lepton pair with the same flavour and opposite sign should be close to
that of theZ: |m;+;- —mz| <5 GeW.

e The longitudinal momentum of the neutrino is calculated (with a 2-fold ambiguity) from the miss-
ing transverse energy and the momentum of the unpaired lepton assuming an invariant mass
my, = mw. Once thell and Z were reconstructed, their transverse momentum was required
to be larger than 40 GeV.

e Only events for which the decay angle with respect to the direction diitbesystem pr) in its
rest frame wascos §| < 0.8 were accepted.

The significance §/+/B) of the signal §) above the background3() is shown in Table 36. The
number of signal and background events was counted in mass regions aroyadpiek: 210 to 240,
460 to 560 and 740 to 870 fon,, =220, 500 and 800 GeV respectively. No evident signal can be
observed for cases (b), (e) and (f) (see Figure 52), principally becauge tiesonance is too wide.

The Authors would like to thank M. Chanowitz, K. Lane, M. Mangano, J.Ra€&IS.R. Slabospit-
sky and P. Savard for their technical help with some Monte Carlo generators and for fruitful discussions.

6.5 The degenerate BESS Model at the LHC

It is well known that naie Dynamical Symmetry Breaking (DSB) models like standard QCD-scaled tech-
nicolor generally tend to provide large corrections to electroweak precision observables. New physics
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effects are naturally small if decoupling holds. In fact in this case the corrections to electroweak observ-
ables are power suppressed in the limit in which the masses of the new particles are made large. It is thus
a natural question as to whether examples of DSB models with decoupling do exist.

Here we will focus on a scheme of DSB, called degenerate BESS (D-BESS) [43] in which decou-
pling is naturally satisfied in the low energy limit. The model predicts the existence of two triplets of new
resonances corresponding to the gauge-bosons of an additional gauge-sysiin@yy  SU(2)x.

The global symmetry group of the theory (i§U(2);, ® SU(2)r)? breaking down spontaneously to
SU((2)p ® (SU(2), ® SU(2)r) and giving rise to nine Goldstone bosons. Six of these give mass to
the new gauge-bosons, which turn out to be degenerate. As soon as we perform the gauging of the
subgroupSU (2);, ® U(1)y, the three remaining Goldstone bosons disappear giving masses to the SM
gauge-bosons.

What makes the model [43] so attractive is the fact that, due to the degeneracy of the masses and
couplings of the extra gauge-bosofis*, L3, R, R3), it decouples, so all the deviations in the low-
energy parameters from their SM values are strongly suppressed. Also, the degeneracy is protected by
the additional “custodial” symmetySU (2) . ® SU (2) ). The deviations from the SM predictions come
from the mixing of(L,, R,,) with the standard gauge-bosons. In order to compare with the experimental
data, radiative corrections have to be taken into account. Since the model is an effective parametrisation
of a strongly interacting symmetry breaking sector, one has to introduce a UV cit-offe neglect
the new physics loop corrections and assume for D-BESS the same radiative corrections as for the SM
with My = A = 1 TeV [43]. The 95% CL bounds on the parameter space of the model coming from
the precision electroweak data can be expressed by the following approximated relat{@eV)>
2.4 g/4¢", whereM is the common mass of the new resonangeandg” are the standardU (2);, and
the new strong gauge-couplings respectively. Therefore one has a large allowed region available for the
model even for the choicé/y = A = 1 TeV - a value highly disfavoured by the fit within the SM
[259]. Also, the bounds on the D-BESS model from the direct search for new gauge bosons performed
at Tevatron are very loose [43]. This allows the existence of a strong electroweak sector at relatively
low energies such that it may be accessible with accelerators designed for the near future. A peculiar
feature of this strong electroweak symmetry breaking model is the absefié&loénhancement due to
the absence of direct couplings of the new resonances to the longitudinal weak gauge-bosons. For this
reason, the gold plated channels to consider for discov¢lingR,,) are the fermionic ones.

Here we have considered the production of these new resonances at the LHC for the following con-
figuration/s = 14 TeV and£ = 10%* cm~2sec! and for the electron channel decay (the muon channel
was studied in [260]). The events were generated uB¥VigHIA Monte Carlo (version 6.136) [123].

Only the Drell-Yan mechanism for production was considered since it turns out to be the dominant one.
We have analysed the production of the charged resonanggsinL*, W+ — ev, (R* are completely
decoupled) and neutral onesjip — L3, R3, Z,v — ete™. The signal events were compared with the
background from SM production. We have performed a rough simulation of the detector, in particular,
assuming 2% smearing in the momenta of charged leptons and a resoldtiBf*ss = 0.6,/ £

in the missing transverse energy. In the neutral channel, we have assumed an &¥san dfie recon-
struction of thee™e™ invariant mass, which includes bremsstrahlung effects [261]. We have considered
several choices of the model parameters, in the region allowed by the present bounds, and for each case
we have selected cuts to maximise the statistical significance of the signal. In Figure 53 we show the
transverse mass distributions for the signal and for the SM background for théd/casd TeV (left)

andM = 2 TeV (right) andg/¢” = 0.1. The following cuts have been applied fof = 1 TeV: [p%| and

|piss| > 0.3 TeV andMr > 0.8 TeV. The number of signal events per year is 3200, the corresponding
background is of 1900 events. The corresponding statistical significsihges + B for one year of
running is 44. FotM = 2 TeV, the applied cuts arep$.| and [p7**¢| > 0.7 TeV and My > 1.8 TeV,
resulting inS = 108, B = 46 andS/v/S + B = 8.7.

In Figure 54, we show the results of our simulation for the same choice of the parameters as in
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Figure 53 for the neutral channel. The following cuts have been applied/fee 1 TeV: \peﬁ and

IpS | > 0.3 TeV andM,+.- > 0.8 TeV. The number of signal events per year is 620, the background is

of 1200 events with a corresponding statistical significance of 15.MFee 2 TeV, the cuts arelpfﬂ

and|p$. | > 0.7 TeV andM,+.- > 1.8 TeV, resulting inS = 24, B = 30 andS/v/S + B = 3.3. It

turns out that the cleanest signature is in the neutral channel, but the production rate is lower than for the
charged one. Also we observe that, due to the fact that the D-BESS resonances are almost degenerate
(AM/M ~ (g/g")?), it will be impossible to disentangl&s and R3 which both contribute to the peak

of the signal in Figure 54.

Our conclusion is that the LHC will be able to discover a strong electroweak resonant sector as
described by the degenerate BESS model for masses up to 2 TeV - in some cases with very significant
numbers of events. Furthermore, if no deviations from the SM predictions are seen within the statistical
and systematic errors, the LHC with= 100 fb—! will put a 95% CL boundy/¢” < 0.04 — 0.06 for
0.5 < M(TeV) < 2[260].
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Fig. 52: Reconstructet’ * Z invariant mass. The solid line is for the- signal and the filled area for tH& Z background.
The three plots, each characterised by the value pf , correspond to the cases (a,b,e), (c,f) and (d,g) defined in Table 36.
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Fig. 53: Transverse mass differential distributionsfipr— L* W* — ev. events at the LHC within the D-BESS model
(dash line) forg/g"” = 0.1 andM = 1 TeV (left), M = 2 TeV (right). The solid line is the SM prediction.
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Fig. 54: Invariant mass differential distributions @y — L3,R3,Z,y — e*e™ events at the LHC within the D-BESS model
(dash line) forg/g” = 0.1 andM = 1 TeV (left), M = 2 TeV (right). The solid line is the SM prediction.

113



