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Abstract

This chapter of the report of the “Flavour in the era of the 'Horkshop
discusses the theoretical, phenomenological and expet@nissues related
to flavour phenomena in the charged lepton sector and in flaaanserving
CP-violating processes. We review the current experinheimtéts and the
main theoretical models for the flavour structure of fundataleparticles. We
analyze the phenomenological consequences of the aeadald, setting con-
straints on explicit models beyond the Standard Model gm#sg benchmarks
for the discovery potential of forthcoming measurements lad the LHC and
at low energy, and exploring options for possible futureegipents.
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1 Charged leptons and fundamental dipole moments: alternative probes of the origin of
flavour and CP-violation

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

Several theoretical arguments make the studies discussbis ichapter particularly interesting:

— the charged lepton sector provides unigue opportuniiésst scenarios tailored to explain flavour
in the quark and neutrino sectors, for example by testingetairons between neutrino mixing and
the rate fory, — ey decays, as predicted by specific SUSY/GUT scenarios. Cthdegeons are
therefore an indispensable element of the flavour puzzliowi which its clarification could be
impossible.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Cot sl By, Lo ST (1.1)

which describe a CP-violating electric dipole moment (EDW)epton; or the flavour-violating decay
¢; — L7, or the four-fermion operators:

Eraﬁj %Fan ) g_iragj Eragl ) (12)

where thd, represent the various possible Lorentz structures. Thaabwermalization of the operators
is chosen to reproduce the strength of transitions mediayedteak gauge bosons, assuming flavour
mixing angles and CP-violating phases of order unity. e sy, the: coefficients will scale like:
2 2
myy g
€~ 2W % dcPv Omiz (13)
myp 9w

wheremyp (mw) andgyp (gw) are the mass scale and coupling strength of the new physiegegk
interactions), withy p absorbing the size of the (possibly suppressed) CP-vigiaind flavour-mixing
phases. The smallness of the constraints timerefore reflects either the large mass scale of flavour
phenomena, or the weakness of the relative interactions.

It is clear from this table that current data are alreadyieado mass scales much larger than
the electroweak scale, or to very small couplings. On theroffand, many of these constraints leave
room for interesting signals coupled to the new physics aflél scale that can be directly discovered
at the LHC. For example, a mixing of order 1 between the syparsetric scalar partners of the charged
leptons, and a mass splitting among them of the order of fiterlemasses, is consistent with the current
limits if the scalar lepton masses are just above 100 GeVcanttl lead both to their discovery at the
LHC, and to observable signals at the next generatiah-ef¢’ experiments.

QA



Table 1.1: Bounds on CP- or flavour-violating effective operators,resged as upper limits on their dimensionless
coefficients, scaled to the strength of weak interactions. For more ldetaiparticular the overall normalization
convention for the effective operators, see Section 3.1.2

Observable Operator Limit on

eEDM erotyserl <1.1x1073
B(u — e7) ot ek, <14 x107*
B(r — pv) ToM uF,, <2.2x1072
B(K} — p*e™) (Fy"Pre) (37" Prd) <29x 1077

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

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

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

Section 5 discusses at length the phenomenological coasegs of the many existing models,
and represents the main body of this document. We cover mb@esked on SUSY, as well as on alter-
native descriptions of electroweak symmetry breakinghsasLittle Higgs or extended Higgs sectors.
In this section we discuss the predictions and the detegtiogpects of standard observables, such as
¢ — ('y decays or EDMs, and connect the discovery potential foretiservables with the prospects
for direct detection of the new massive patrticles at the LiH@ta@ future Linear Collider.

This section underlines, as is well known, that the explonadf these processes has great discov-
ery potential, since most BSM models anticipate rates tfetdthin the reach of the forthcoming ex-
periments. From the point of view of the synergy with coltigéysics, the remarkable outcome of these
studies is that the sensitivities reached in the searchear® lepton decays and dipole moments are of-
ten quite similar to those reached in direct searches atdngigy. We give here some explicit examples.
In SO(10) SUSY GUT models, where the charged-lepton mixiigduced via renormalization-group
evolution of the heavy neutrinos of different generatidhs, observation oB(u — ev) at the level of
10-'3, within the range of the just-starting MEG experiment, iggestive of the existence of squarks
and gluinos with a mass of about 1 TeV, well within the disegveach of the LHC. Squarks and gluinos
in the range of 2-2.5 TeV, at the limit of detectability foethHC, would pushB(u — ey) down to the
level of 10716, While this is well beyond the MEG sensitivity, it would wéit the ambitious goals of
the next-generatiop — e conversion experiments, strongly endorsing their plarie decay — ey
induced by the mixing of the scalar partners of muon and lecand with aB(u — ev) at the level
of 10713, could give ay — xJu*eT signal at the LHC, with up to 100 events after 300 fb Higher
statistics and a cleaner signal would arise at a Linear @wlliModels where neutrino masses arise not
from a seesaw mechanism at the GUT scale, but from triplegdiglds at the TeV scale, can be tested



at the LHC, where processes likp — H™H~~ can be detected forn;++ up to 700 GeV, using the
remarkable signatures due B{H*+ — 7t H)=B(H*+ — pu*put)=B(HTT — p*77)=1/3.

Should signals of new physics be observed, alternativepregations can be tested by exploiting
different patterns of correlations that they predict amtmgvarious observables. For example, while
typical SUSY scenarios predi@(y — 3e) ~ 1072B(u — ey), these branching ratios are of the same
order in the case of Little Higgs models with T parity. Im@ot correlations also exist in seesaw SUSY
GUT models betweed (1 — ey) and B(t — u7y) or B(t — ev). Furthermore, SUSY models with
CP-violation in the Higgs or gaugino mass matrix, be themesgiavity (SUGRA) inspired or of the
split-SUSY type, predict the ratio of electron and neutrddMEto be in the range ol0~2 — 1071,
Furthermore, in SUSY GUT models with seesaw mechanismlatioes exist between the values of the
neutron and deuteron EDMs and the heavy neutrino masses.

Section 6 discusses studies of lepton universality. Thedhiag ratios' (7 — pv)/T'(m — ev)
andl'(K — uv)/T(K — ev), for example, are very well known theoretically within this1SOngoing
experiments (at PSI and TRIUMF for the pion, and at CERN amd¢ati for the kaon) test the existence
of flavour-dependent charged-Higgs couplings, by imprgwire existing accuracies by factors of order
10.

In Section 7 we consider CP-violating charged lepton decaligch offer interesting prospects as
alternative probes of BSM phenomena. SM-allowebkcays, such as— v K, can be sensitive to new
CP-violating effects. The decays being allowed by the SM,GFP-odd asymmetries are proportional to
the interference of a SM amplitude with the BSM, CP-violgtone. As a result, the small CP-violating
amplitude contributes linearly to the rate, rather thandgatically, enhancing the sensitivity. In the
specific case of — v K, and for some models, a CP asymmetry at the levédof would correspond
to B(T — py) around10~8. Another example is the CP-odd transverse polarizatiohefrtuon,Pr, in
K — muv decays. The current sensitivity of the KEK experiment E24€ich resulted inPr < 5x1073
at 90% CL, can be improved to the level df~*, by TREK proposed at J-PARC, probing models such
as multi-Higgs or R-parity-violating SUSY.

Section 8 discusses experimental searches for charged kddégses. Transitions between
u, andT might be found in the decay of almost any weakly decayingigarand searches have been
performed inu, 7, 7, K, B, D, W and Z decay. Whereas highest experimental sensitivities were
reached in dedicated and K experimentsy decay starts to become competitive as well. In Section 8
experimental limitations to the sensitivities for the wais decay modes are discussed in some detail,
in particular fory and T decays, and some key experiments are presented. Thedgesitieached in
searches fop™ — e™~ are limited by accidental™ coincidences and muon beam intensities have to
be reduced now already. Searches/for e conversion, on the other hand, are limited by the available
beam intensities and large improvements in sensitivity siglybe achieved. Similarly, in rare decays
some decay modes are already background limited at thenprBsfactories and future sensitivities may
not scale with the accumulated luminosities. ProspectsFf Hecays at the LHC are limited to final
states with charged leptons, suchras~ 3 and Bgs — ei;ﬁ, which are discussed in detail. This
section finishes with the preliminary results of a feésﬁymitudy for in-flighty, — 7 conversions using a
wide beam of high-momentum muons. No working scheme emergied

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



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

The experimental situation looks particularly promisimgth several new experiments about to
start or under construction. For example, new ultracolgtnioe setups at ILL, PSI and Oak Ridge will
increase the sensitivity to a neutron EDM by more than 2 erdémagnitude, to a level of aboih—28
ecm in 5-10 years. This sensitivity probes e.g. CP-violaB\gSY phases of the order of 16 or
smaller. Similar improvements are expected for the eladddM. One of the main new ideas developed
in the course of the Workshop is the use of a storage ring tesuneghe deuteron EDM. The techni-
cal issues related to the design and construction of suclx@arienent, which could have a statistical
sensitivity of aboutil0~2? e cm, are discussed here in some detail.

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



2 Theoretical framework and flavour symmetries
2.1 The flavour puzzle

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

The replication of SM fermion families can be rephrased im&of the symmetries of the gauge
part of the SM Lagrangian. The latter is in fact symmetricemal U(3} symmetry acting on the family
indexes of each of the 5 inequivalent SM representationsifay a single SM family ¢, u¢, d¢, [, e in
Weyl notation). In other words, the gauge couplings andattions do not depend on the (canonical)
basis we choose in the flavour space of each of the 5 sets df fietd’, df, 1, ef, i = 1,2, 3.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.2 Flavour symmetries

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

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

The SM matter fields belong to specific representations offldwur group, such that, in the
unbroken limit the Yukawa couplings have a particularly gienform. Typically some or all Yukawa
couplings (with the possible exception of third generatimes) are not allowed. The spontaneous sym-
metry breaking of the flavour symmetry is provided by the wewiexpectation value (VEV) of fields
often called “flavons”. As the breaking presumably arisea stale much higher than the electroweak
scale, such flavons are SM singlets (or contain a SM singlgigicase of SM extensions) and typically
they are only charged under the flavour symmetry. Flavowaking is communicated dynamically to the
SM fields by some physics (possibly renormalizable, ofterspecified) living at a scalé ; not smaller
than the scale of the flavour symmetry breaking. A typicahsxa for these physics that communicate
the breaking is the exchange of heavy fermions whose mass tesspect the flavour symmetry. In that
case the scal& ; would correspond to this fermion maags;. Many consequences of the flavour symme-
try are actually independent of the mediator physics. Ihésdfore useful to consider an effective field
theory approach below the scale in which the flavour messengers have been integrated oue thac
flavon fields have acquired their VEVSs, the structure of thka¥ua matrices (and other flavour parame-
ters) can be obtained from an expansion in non-renormadizgterators involving the flavon fields and
respecting the different symmetries (flavour and other sgtries) of the theory.
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Table 2.1: Transformation of the matter superfields under the famitgrsxetries. The i-th generation SM fermion
fields are grouped into the representatior= (D¢, L);, 10; = (Q,U¢, E¢);, 1; = (N¢);.

Field 105 109 104 93 59 51 13 1o 1 0
U(1) 0 2 3 0 0 1 ng ng ng -1

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

2.2.1 Flavour symmetries - continuous examples

In order to provide an explicit example, we shortly discuseetpne of the simplest possibilities, which
goes back to the pioneering work of Froggatt-Nielsen [1}hla model we have & (1) flavour symmetry
under which the three generation of SM fields have differbarges. In the simplest version we assign
positive integer charges to the SM fermionic fields, the Hifigld is neutral and we have a single flavon
field 6 of charge—1. The VEV of the flavon field is somewhat smaller than the masthefheavy
mediator fields)/¢, so that the ratios = v/M; < 1. In this way the different entries in the Yukawa
matrices are determined by epsilon to the power of the sutmediermion charges with an undetermined
order one coefficient. This mechanism explains nicely tlezanchy of fermion masses and mixing
angles.

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

HyHy

_ d _qitd; itu$ lit+e§ Li+l;
Wikawa = Cij e?imY QZDJCHl —I—C% el QZ'U;HQ—FC% € J LZ'EJC-Hl —I—C;jj err LZ'LJ' i (21)

where thec's areO(1) coefficients andV/ is the scale associated & — L breaking. The last term in
this equation is an effective operator, giving Majoranaseago neutrinos, which can be generated, e.g.,
through a seesaw mechanism. Notice that the powerilofeach Yukawa coupling is proportional to
the sum of the fermion charges;! = c?jeqi*“?, vd = cfjequrd?, etc. Hence, this mechanism explains
the hierarchy of fermion masses and mixing angles throughnaenient choice of charges. The value
of these charges and the expansion paranedee constrained by the observed masses and angles. A
convenient set of charges for example is given in Table Z.1urhs out that this set of charges is the
only one compatible with minimadU (5) unification. By introducing three right-handed neutrindghw

positive charges it is also possible to successfully redlie seesaw mechanism.

These charges give rise to the following Dirac Yukawa cowgdifor charged fermions at the GUT
scale

& & 3 e
Y,=16 €& &, e 2 e, (2.2)
S| e 1 1

whereO(1) coefficients in each entry are understood here and in thewimlg. Withe = O(\.) (the
Cabibbo angle), the observed features of charged fermi@saesaand mixing are qualitatively well re-
produced. It is known that the high energy relatidh = Y is not satisfactory for the lighter families
and should be relaxed by means of some mechanism [2—4]. Trae Béutrino Yukawa couplings and
the Majorana mass matrix of right handed neutrinos are

en‘i—i-l 5"5"‘1 6n§+1 62n‘13 6n‘i+n§ 6n‘i+n§
C C C C C c c C —,
Y,=| €m €"2 s |, Mp=|[eutra  2n2 enatns | . (2.3)
Enﬁ Eng €n§ 6n‘i+n§ €n§+n§ 62n§
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Applying the seesaw mechanism to obtain the effective lighitrino mass matrid/,, in the basis of
diagonal charged lepton Yukawa couplifgi is well known [5, 6], if all right-handed neutrino masses
are positive, that the dependence on the right-handed ehdigappears:

2

€ 2

€ €
* ] v
UPMNS m,‘fmg U}T)MNS =my = € 1 1 ﬁz (24)
e 1 1

Experiments requird/ ~ 5 x 10'* GeV. The features of neutrino masses and mixing are quitfazat
torily reproduced — the weak point being the tuning in thed28rminant [5, 6] that has to be imposed.
For later application, itis useful to introduce the unitargtrices which diaginaliz&), in the basis where
both Y, and Mpy, are diagonal:V,Y, Vi = Y9 ~diag(e"!, €2, €"5). Notice that, as a consequence
of the equal charges of the lepton doublétsand L3, the model predicts thdt; has a large mixing,

although not necessarily maximal, in the 2—3 sector as vbdénUp )/ ns.

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

2.2.2 Flavour symmetries - discrete examples
2.2.2.1 Finite groups

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

(Y -G

wherew” = 1, i.e. w = exp(2mi/n). SinceA? = 1 and B" = 1, this group containsZ, and Z,,.
Forn = 1,2, we obtainZ; and Z, x Z, respectively, which are Abelian. For = 3, the group
generated has 6 elements and is in fact the smallest nonaAlf&lite groupSs, the permutation group
of 3 objects. This particular representation is not the aumd in text books, but is related to it by a
unitary transformation [61], and was first used in 1990 foradei of quark mass matrices [62,63]. For
n = 4, the group generated has 8 elements which are inffact-io; » 3, whereo » 3 are the usual Pauli
spin matrices. This is the group of quaterni@pswhich has also been used [64] for quark and lepton
mass matrices. In general, the groups generated by Eq.na&pn elements and may be denoted as
A(2n).

Consider next the tw8 x 3 matrices:

010 w 0 0
A=|0 0 1| B=|0 «? 0 |. (2.6)
1 00 0 0 w

SinceA? = 1 and B" = 1, this group containgZs and Z,,. Forn = 1, we obtainZs;. Forn = 2, the
group generated has 12 elements andlisthe even permutation group of 4 objects, which was first used
in 2001 in a model of lepton mass matrices [32, 37]. It is almdymmetry group of the tetrahedron,
one of five perfect geometric solids, identified by Plato vilib element “fire” [65]. In general, the
groups generated by Eq. (2.6) hai&® elements and may be denoteds&n?) [66]. They are in fact
subgroups ofU(3). In particular,A(27) has also been used [53,67]. Generalizing ok matrices, we

“Notice, going to the basis of diagonal charged leptons willy change the)(1) coefficients, but not the power inof the
different entries.
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then have the serie&(kn*~1). However, since there are presumably only 3 families, 3 is probably
not of much interest.

Going back tak = 2, but using instead the following two matrices:

01 w 0
(1) B (20, &
Now againA? = 1 andB" = 1, but the group generated will hage? elements. Call it2(2n?). For

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

010
A={0 0 1|, B=
100

o O &

00
1 0], (2.8)
0 1

then the groups generated have’ elements and may be denoted®®$n?). They are in fact subgroups
of U(3). Forn = 1, itisjust Zs3. Forn = 2, itis Ay x Zy. Forn = 3, the groupX(81) has been
used [69] to understand the Koide formula [70] as well adephass matrices [71]. In general, we have
the series (kn*).

2.2.2.2  Model recipe

1. Choose a group, e.§s or A4, and write down its possible representations. For exarfipleas 1
1,2, Ay has 11, 1”, 3. Work out all product decompositions. For example 2 =1+ 1" +2
inS3,and3 x3=1+1"+1"+3+3in Ay.

2. Assign(v,1)12,3 andlf , 5 to the representations of choice. To have only renormdbzatter-
actions, it is necessary to add Higgs doublets (and perHapdriplets and singlets) and, if so
desired, neutrino singlets.

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

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

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

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

Some explicit examples will be now outlined.

2223 S3

Being the simplest, the non-Abelian discrete symmeiyywas used already [72] in the early days of
strong interactions. There are many recent applicatiohs/[B-81], some of which are discussed in [82].
Typically, such models often require extra symmetries heysx to reduce the number of parameters, or
assumptions of hows is spontaneously and softly broken. For illustration, édeisthe model of Kubo
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et al. [73] which has recently been updated by Felix et all.[BBe symmetry used is actually x 75,
with the assignments
(V7 l)? lc? N? (¢+7 ¢0) ~ l + 27 (29)

and equal vacuum expectation values for the two Higgs dtailbiansforming as 2nderSs;. The Z
symmetry serves to eliminate 4 Yukawa couplings otherwik®vad by S3, resulting in an inverted
ordering of neutrino masses with

093 ~ /4, 013 ~0.0034, me. ~ 0.05eV, (2.10)

wherem,, is the effective Majorana neutrino mass measured in nel#iss double beta decay. This
model relate®; to the ratiom./m,,.

2224 Ay

To understand why quarks and leptons have very differeningixatrices A4 turns out to be very useful.

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

2/3 1/V/3 0 L (111 0 1 0
UpMNs = (1/\/6 1/V3 1/\/5) \/_(1 w w2) (1/\/5 0 z‘/\/i), (2.11)
~1V6 1/V3 1/V2 S\ w2 w) vz 0 V2

whereUp s is the observed neutrino mixing matrix and= exp(27i/3) = —1/2 + i\/3/2. The
matrix involvingw has equal moduli for all its entries and was conjecturechdiyén 1978 [86,87] to be
a possible candidate for tl3ex 3 neutrino mixing matrix.

SinceUpyns = VJV,,, whereV,, V,, diagonalize matricememl, m,,m,t respectively, Eq. (2.11)

may be obtained if we have
1 1 1 1
Vie—|[1 w w? 2.12
7 3 (2.12)

w w

a+2b 0 0
my, = 0 a—>b d
0 d a—>b

0 1 0 a—b+d 0 0 0 1/V2 1/V2
=1/vV2 0 —i/V2 0 a+2b 0 1 0 0 |. (213)
1/vV2 0 i/V2 0 0 —a+b+d/ \0 —i/vV2 i/V2
It was discovered in Ref. [32] that Eq. (2.12) is naturallyasied withA4 if

and

(v,)123~3, {93 ~1+1"+1" (o7, ¢%)123~3 (2.14)

for (¢9) = (#9) = (¢9). This assignment also allows,, m,, m. to take on arbitrary values because
there are here exactly three independent Yukawa couplmgsiant underd,. If we use this also for
quarks [37], ther;] andVdT are also given by Eqg. (2.12), resultinglfp: k3 = 1, i.e. no mixing. This
should be considered as a good first approximation becaasgberved mixing angles are all small. In
the general case without any symmetry, we would have expégtandV/; to be very different.
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It was later discovered in Ref. [88] that Eq. (2.13) may als@btained with4d,, using two further
assumptions. Consider the most gen8ral 3 Majorana mass matrix in the form

a+b+c f e
my, = f a+ bw + cw? d , (2.15)
e d a+ bw? + cw

wherea comes from_1b from 1/, ¢ from 17, and (d, e, f) from 3 of A4. To get Eq. (2.13), we need

e = f =0, i.e. the effective scalad, triplet responsible for neutrino masses should have itsiwac
expectation value along the (1,0,0) direction, whereasrdgponsible for charged-lepton masses should
be (1,1,1) as | remarked earlier. This misalignment is artieethchallenge to all such models [46,89—-99].
The other requirement is that= ¢. Since they come from different representationsigf this is rather

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

\mye\z ~ \mee\z + Amztm/Q. (2.16)

Other applications [56, 100—115] df;, have also been considered. A natural (spinorial) extercfiohy
is the binary tetrahedral group [26, 30] which is under &ctiurrent discussion [60,116—118].

Other recent applications of non-Abelian discrete flavgunmetries include those db, [43, 68,
119], Q4 [64], D5 [120, 121], D¢ [122], Q¢ [123-125], D7 [126], Sy [57,127-130],A(27) [53, 67],
A(75) [11,131],%(81) [69, 71], andB3 x Z3 [132,133] which has 384 elements.

2.2.3 Accidental flavour symmetries

While flavour symmetries certainly represent one of theitepepproaches to understanding the pattern
of fermion masses and mixing, it was recently found that tleeanchical structure of charged fermion
masses and many other peculiar features of the fermionrspeat the SM (neutrinos included) do not
require a flavour symmetry to be understood, nor any othariapthorizontal” dynamics involving the
family indices of the SM fermions [59, 134]. Surprisinglyceigh, those features can in fact be recovered
in a model in which the couplings of the three SM families naliyare not governed by any symmetry,
but are essentially anarchical (uncorrela¢®d ) numbers) at a very high scale.

The idea is based on the hypothesis that the SM Yukawa c@spéfi arise from the exchange
of heavy degrees of freedom (messengers) at a scale nobfartfre unification scale. Examples of
diagrams contributing to the up and down quark Yukawa medrare shown below, whergis a SM
singlet field getting a VEV. As discussed in Section 2.2 ari12.the same exchange mechanism is
often assumed to be at work in models with flavour symmetriéste, however, the couplings of the
heavy messengers to the SM fields are not constrained by amyelyy?. An hierarchy among Yukawa
couplings still arises because a single set of left-handessenger fields (heavy quark doubléts- Q
in the quark sector and heavy lepton doublets L in the lepton sector) dominates the exchange at the
heavy scale. For example, the diagrams below represent®thimant contribution to the quark Yukawa
matrices. As only one field is exchanged, the Yukawa mattiee@e rank one. Therefore, whatever are
theO(1) couplings in the diagram, the top and bottom Yukawa couplarg generated (at tid¥(1) level,
giving largetan (3), but the first two families’ are not, which is a good startpajnt to obtain a hierarchy
of quark masses. This mechanism is similar to a the singh-Hgnded neutrino dominance mechanism,
used in neutrino model building to obtain a hierarchicalcspen of light neutrinos [135-138]. Note
that the diagonalization of the quark Yukawa matrices wesllarge rotations, as all the couplings are
supposed to b&(1). However, the rotations of the up and down left-handed cuéwkn out to be
the same (because they have same couplings to the leftdhalodiblet messenger). Therefore, the two
rotations cancel when combined in the CKM matrix, which emgsanishing at this level.

3A discreteZ, symmetry, under whichil the three SM families (and the fiels) are odd, is used for the sole purpose of
distinguishing the light SM fields from the heavy messengers

1A



Uy - qj d; - a;
Q Q Q Q

The Yukawa couplings of the second family, and a non-vangshi,; angle, are generated by the
subdominant exchange of heavier right-handed messenfjerfs®, £¢, N¢. Altogether, the messengers
form a heavy (vectorlike) replica of a SM family, with thetldfanded fields lighter than the right-handed
ones. The (inter-family) hierarchy between the massesefétond and the third SM family masses
arises from the (intra-family) hierarchy between left aigtht-handed fields in the single family of mes-
sengers. In turn, in a Pati-Salam or SO(10) unified model,hibearchy between right-handed and
left-handed fields can be easily obtained by giving mass @arnkssengers through a breaking of the
gauge group along th&; direction. This way, the hierarchy among different fansilise explained in
terms of the breaking of a gauge group acting on single familivith no need of flavour symmetries or
other dynamics acting on the family indexes of the SM ferraion

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

Surprisingly enough, a number of important features of #renfon spectrum can be obtained in
this simple and economical model. The relatjph,| ~ ms/my is a direct consequence of the principles
of this approach. The stronger mass hierarchy observeeiogguark sector is accounted for without
introducing a new scale (besides the left-handed and hightied messenger ones) or making the up
guark sector somehow different. In spite of the absence aflsioefficients, the CKM mixing angles
turn out to be small. At the same time, a large atmospheridéngigan be generated in a natural way
in the neutrino sector, together with normal hierarchieltrino masses. In fact, a see-saw mechanism
dominated by the single right-handed (messenger) neufyifigs at work. The bottom and tau mass
unify at the high scale, while 8 — L factor 3 enters the ratios of the muon and strange masses For
detailed illustration of the model, we refer the reader @[5

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

2.2.4 Flavour/CP symmetries and their violation from supersymmetry breaking

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

While in the SM the Yukawa matrices provide the only sourcélafour (U(3)) breaking, the
supersymmetric extensions of the SM are characterized byeafbally much richer flavour structure as-
sociated to the soft supersymmetry breaking Lagrangiamortimately, a generic flavour structure leads
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to FCNC and CPV processes that can exceed the experimentadi®©by up to two orders of magnitude
— the so-called supersymmetric flavour and CP problem. Theiso of the latter problem can lie in
the supersymmetry breaking and mediation mechanism @&hieeicase for example of gauge mediated
supersymmetry breaking) or in the constraints on the sofiggrovided by flavour symmetries.

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

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

— flavour symmetry breaking enters the soft terms (as for thk@Wa interactions) already at the tree
level, through non-renormalizable couplings to the flavetd§.

Let us consider them in greater detail.

The first possibility is that the supersymmetry breaking ina@ism takes care of the FCNC and
CPV problems. In the simplest case, the new sfermion massk4-germs do not introduce new flavour
structure at all. This is the case if

2 2
mj; = mydi;, A = Ao dij,

wherei, j are family indexes and the universal value$, A, can be different in the different sfermion
sectoré. The breaking of the flavour symmetry is felt at the tree lewdly by the Yukawa matrices.
Needless to say, the tree level universality of the soft sewill be spoiled byrenormalization effects
associated to interactions sensitive to Yukawa couplii@9,[140]. These effects can be enhanced by
large logarithms if the scale at which the soft terms and tlilea\a interactions appear in the observable
sector is sufficiently high. The radiative contributionsYafkawa couplings associated with neutrino
masses (or Yukawa couplings occurring in the context ofdjtanification) are particularly interesting in
this context because they offer new possibilities to tesbflaphysics by opening a window for physics
at very large scales. For example, in the minimal SUSY seesadel only the off-diagonal elements
for left-slepton soft supersymmetry breaking mass terragganerated while in supersymmetric GUTs
also the right-handed slepton masses get renormalizatthrced flavour non-diagonal contributions. In
any case, all the flavour effects induced by the soft termsbeaimaced back to the Yukawa couplings,
which remain the only source of flavour breaking. Such urdalde effects of flavour breaking on the
soft terms will be discussed in Section 5.2 and Section 5.3.

As we have just seen, the radiative contributions to softsesmsepresent an unavoidable but indi-
rect effect of the physics at the origin of fermion massesraixing. On the other hand, the mechanism
generating the soft terms might not be blind to flavour symynieteaking, in which case we might also
expect flavour breaking to enter the soft terms in a more thveg. If this is the case, the soft term pro-
vide a new independent source of flavour violation. Such rfrdependent‘tree level” effects of flavour
breaking on the soft terms add to the radiative effects afido@idiscussed in Section 2.2.4.1. The ac-
tual presence in the soft terms of flavour violating effedtedlly induced by the physics accounting for
Yukawa couplings depends on the interplay of the supersyimrbeeaking and the flavour generation
mechanisms.

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

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

5The fields of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (WG 8r its relevant extension.

1Q



supersymmetry breaking is communicated to the observabtersby some mediation mechanism. The
soft terms arise in fact from non-renormalizable operaitothe effective theory belowksysy obtained

by integrating out the supersymmetry breaking messendds fianalogously, in the context of a theory
addressing the origin of flavour, we can define a sdaleat which the flavour structure arises. Let us
consider for definiteness the case of flavour symmetries.ahlatogy with supersymmetry breaking is
in this case even more pronounced. Abdvg the theory is flavour symmetric. By this we mean that
we can at least define conserved family numbers, perhapsfoatarger flavour symmetry. The family
numbers are then spontaneously broken by the VEV of flavatsctiuple to observable fields through
non-renormalizable interactions suppressed by the dcale

We are now in the position to discuss the presence of “tregd*lélavour violating effects in the
soft terms. A first possibility is to hav&; < Asuysy, as for instance in the case of gravity mediation, in
which we expect\ ; < Mpjanck = Asusy. The soft breaking terms are already present beldwanck
However, the flavour symmetry is still exact at scales lathan A;. Therefore the soft terms must
respect the family symmetries. At the lower scalgthe effective Yukawa couplings are generated as
functions of the flavon VEVSs(#) /A ¢, and analogously the soft breaking terms will also be famstiof
(0)/As. Inthe Ay < Asysy case, we therefore expect new “tree-level” sources of flaboeaking in
the soft terms on top of the effects radiatively induced lgy/Ybkawa couplings.

On the other hand, iksysy < Ay, the soft terms are not present at the scale of flavour brgakin
The prototypical example in this case is gauge mediatedrsypenetry breaking (GMSB) (see [147]
and references therein). At; the flavour interactions are integrated and supersymmstsiili unbro-
ken. The only renormalizable remnant of the flavour physeew A ; are the Yukawa couplings. At the
scaleAsysy soft breaking terms feel flavour breaking only through th&a¥usa couplings. Strictly speak-
ing, there could also be non-renormalizable operatordvuing flavon fields suppressed by the heavier
A¢. The contributions of these terms to soft masses would bgoptional toAsysy/A s and therefore
negligible [147]. We are then only left with the radiativehyduced effects of Yukawa couplings. The
gualitative arguments above show that flavour physics cavige relevant information on the interplay
between the origin of supersymmetry and flavour breakinbénobservable sector.

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

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

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

We begin discussing the first case.

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

After the breaking of the flavour symmetry responsible fa $tructure of the Yukawa couplings, we
can expect to have non-universal contributions to the seftling terms atree level. Under certain
conditions, mainly related to the SUSY-breaking mediatioechanism, these tree-level contributions
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can be sizeable and have important phenomenological €ffétie main example among these models
where the tree level non-universality in the soft breakiegnis is relevant is provided by models of
supergravity mediation [148-152] (for a nice introducts®e the appendix in [153]).

The structure of the scalar mass matrices when SUSY bredkimgdiated by supergravity in-
teractions is determined by the Kahler potential. We ategomng to discuss here the supergravity La-
grangian, we refer the interested reader to Refs. [148453]., For our purposes, we only need to know
that the Kahler potential is a non-renormalizable, raad, @bviously gauge-invariant, function of the chi-
ral superfields with dimensions of mass squared. This noarnealizable function includes couplings
with the hidden sector fields suppressed by different poaeigpancr, ¢o* (1 + X X* /M, o +---)
with ¢ visible sector fields and” hidden sector fields. This Kahler potential gives rise t@SUreaking
scalar masses once a certain field of the hidden sector gets@anishing F-term. The important point
here is that these couplings with hidden sector fields thihieweéntually give rise to the soft masses are
present in the theory at any scale belbfs,.,.... Below this scale, we can basically consider the hidden
sector as frozen and renormalize these couplings only vistble sector interactions.

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

First we must notice that a mass ten;zb‘fubi is clearly invariant under gauge, flavour and global
symmetries and hence gives rise to a flavour diagonal coititib to the soft masses even before the
family symmetry breakint Then, after flavour symmetry breaking, any invariant caration of flavon
fields (VEVs) with a pair of sfermion fieldszﬁqﬁj, can also contribute to the sfermion mass matrix and
will break the universality of the soft masses.

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

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

L™ =m? @1+ m3 dd2 +m3 des. (2.17)

m2

Notice, however, that this situation is very dangerouseeigily in the case of squarks, given that the
rotation to the basis of diagonal Yukawa couplings from B will generate too large off-diagonal
entries [39]. In some cases, like dilaton domination, thelk®ved masses can be equal avoiding this
problem. In the following we assume? = m3 = m% = m2. However, even in this case, after the
breaking of the flavour symmetry we obtain new contributigmsportional to the flavon VEVs that
break this universality. All we have to do is to write all pifids combinations of two MSSM scalar fields
¢; and an arbitrary number of flavon VEVs invariant under the renatny:

2/ % * * <9> e * <9> s * <9> oz *
L2 = mo(¢1¢1+¢2¢2+¢3¢3+<ﬁﬁ> ¢1¢2+<ﬁﬁ> ¢1¢3+<ﬁﬁ> ¢3¢3+h.c.).
(2.18)

6As we will discuss in the following, these allowed contriloms may be universal, the same for the different genersition
as in the case of non-Abelian flavour symmetries, or they eadiifferent for the three generations in some cases withiatel
flavour symmetries.
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Therefore, the structure of the charged slepton mass magriwould have in this model at the scale of
flavour symmetry breaking would be (suppressing ) coefficients):

m

o

1 € ¢
~| e 1 1 mg . (2.19)
e 1 1

This structure has serious problems with the phenomerzabhbdunds coming from — e, etc. There
are otherU(1) examples that manage to alleviate, in part, these probl@8is However, large LFV
effects are a generic problem of these models due to thereghjoharge assignments to reproduce the
observed masses and mixing angles.

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

We begin analyzing a non-Abeliali(2) flavour symmetry. As stressed above, if the sfermions
mass matrices are only constrained by a U(1) flavour symntieéne is no reason why:? should be
close tom2 in Eq. (2.17). Unless an alignment mechanism between fesraod sfermions is available,
the family symmetry should then supprega? — m3)/m?. At the same time, in the fermion sector,
the family symmetry must suppress the Yukawa coupling offitse two families, mq,ms < ms.

If the small breaking of a flavour symmetry is responsible tfee smallness ofm? — m3)/m? on
one hand and ofn; /ms3, ma/ms on the other, the symmetric limit should corresponditp = 3
and tom; = me = 0. Interestingly enough, the largest family symmetry conigbatwith SO(10)
unification that forcesn; = my = 0 automatically also force;? = m3. This is a U(2) symmetry
under which the first two families transform as a doublet dredthird one, as well as the Higgs, as a
singlet [12, 14, 16, 20, 22].

=g D Ys3.

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

The rank 2 of U(2) allows a two step breaking pattern
U@ S U@ < o, (2.20)

controlled by two small parametetsande’ < ¢, to be at the origin of the generation mass hierarchies
mg > meo > my in the fermion spectrum. Although it is natural to view U(8)aasubgroup of U(3), the
maximal flavour group in the case of full intra-family gaugdfication, U(3) will be anyhow strongly
broken to U(2) by the large top Yukawa coupling.

A nice aspect of the U(2) setting is that there is little agbiness in the way the symmetry break-
ing fields couple to the SM fermions. This is unlike what happe.g. with the choice of fermion
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charges in the cases of U(1) symmetries. The Yukawa interectransform as(ys1s), (¥314), (Vats)
(a,b,c... = 1,2). Hence the only relevant U(2) representations for the i@inmass matrices arg
#?, S% and A?°, whereS and A are symmetric and antisymmetric tensors, and the uppeseéadienote

a U(1) charge opposite to that @f,. While ¢* and A% are both necessary, models with [16, 22] or
without [20] S% are both possible.

Let us first consider the case wifif*. Atleading order, the flavons couple to SM fermions through
D=5 operators suppressed by a flavour s¢al®lormalizing the flavons td, it is convenient to choose
a basis in whichy?> = O(¢) and¢! = 0, while A2 = — A2 = O(¢). If Sis present, it turns out to be
automatically aligned withp [23], in such a way that in the limi#’ — 0 a U(1) subgroup is unbroken.
More precisely,5?> = O(e¢) and all other components essentially vanish. We are thetol&dikawa
matrices of the form:

0 € 0
— € € |. (2.21)
0 € 1

All non vanishing entries have unknown coefficients of ondieity, while still keepingh1s = —Xo1. In

the context of SU(5) or SO(10) unification, the mass relation ~ my, m, ~ 3ms, 3m. ~ mq are
accounted for by the choice of the transformationsA6f, S2 under the unified group. The stronger
mass hierarchy in the up quark sector, a peculiar featureeofermion spectrum, is then predicted, due
to the interplay of the U(2) and the unified gauge symmetry.

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

Vi 7
‘/ts ‘/cb

mq

)
ms

= )T (2.22)

me

While the experimental determination &, /V;s| based on 1-loop observables might be affected by new
physics, the tree-level determination|®f,;, / V.| is less likely to be affected and at present is significantly
away from the prediction in Eqg. (2.22) [25, 35]. A better agrent can be obtained by i) relaxing the
condition A\;5 = — 91, ii) allowing for small contributions to the 11, 13, 31 essiin Eq. (2.21) or by

iii) allowing for asymmetric textures [35]. The latter pdsiity is realized in models in which th&?®
flavon is not present [16].

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

In the case of arbU(3) flavour symmetry, all three generations are grouped in desitmiplet
representationy;. In addition we have several new scalar fields (flavons) whigheither tripletsgs,
f23 and @y, or anti-triplets,f; and f3. SU(3) s is broken in two steps: the first step occurs wifign
andds get a large VEV breakingU (3) to SU(2), and defining the direction of the third generation.
Subsequently a smaller VEV @h; and f,3 breaks the remaining symmetry and defines the second
generation direction. To reproduce the Yukawa textureddige third generation Yukawa couplings
require &5 (andds) VEV of the order of the mediator scali&(, while f23 /Mg (andfy3 /Myq) have small
VEVs' of ordere. After this breaking chain we obtain the effective Yukawaigings at low energies
through the Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism [1] integratinglmavy fields. The resulting superpotential
invariant undetSU (3) would be:

Wy = Hyas [egeg + 053055 + %093 103,03, (02303) +

Eijk§237k (923%)2 + EiﬂCEg,k (9239_3) (923@) + .. :| . (223)

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

| @, (2.24)

with a = % anda, 3, v unknown coefficient(1).
Let us now analyze the structure of scalar soft masses. llo@navith the Abelian case, in
the unbroken limit diagonal soft masses are allowed. Howedhe three generations belong to the
same representation of the flavour symmetry and now thisiesphe mass is the same for the whole
triplet. After the breaking ofSU(3) symmetry the scalar soft masses deviate from exact unlitgrsa
[42,155-157]. Any invariant combination of flavon fields aso contribute to the sfermion masses,
although flavour symmetry indices can be contracted witmifen fields. Including these corrections the

leading contributions to the sfermion mass matrices arengby

. - 1 L 1 - _ o
(m%)7 = mi(s¥ + W{egjeg + 0550%.] + 271 (€M051023.) (73 m025.0)). (2.25)

! f
Notice that each term inside the parenthesis is triviallytraé under the symmetry because it contains
always a field together with its own complex conjugate fieldwdver, as the flavour indices of the flavon
fields are contracted with the external matter fields thiggji@ non-trivial contribution to the sfermion

mass matrices. Therefore in this model, suppressing &ofarrder 1 we have,

1 e 0 0
mfg ~ 1 m(z) +1 0 Z—z 2—2 azmg, (2.26)
1 0 = 1

with a = (03)/Mpy which is still O(1). In the model [33, 41, 42], the expansion parameter for fight
handed down quarks and charged leptoris4s0.15. Using Eqg. (2.24) and Eg. (2.26) we can obtain the
slepton mass matrix in the basis of diagonal charged leptdw@wa couplings:

1+82 & &
m2,, ~ -8 1+ 2 | md, (2.27)
&3 &2 1

where we have used; ~ O(Mjp). Therefore that generates the ordéentry in the(1, 2) element. The
modulo of this entry is ordes x 10~2 at M. These estimates at ;1 are slightly reduced through
renormalization group evolution to the electroweak scakia orderl x 10~2 at My. This value im-
plies that supersymmetric contribution to— e~ is very big and can even exceed the present bounds
for light slepton masses and largen 3 if we are not in the cancellation region [158—-160]. This nsake
this process perhaps the most promising one to find dev&afiom universality in flavour models. The
presence of théU (3) flavour symmetry controls the structure of the sfermion nmaasices and the su-
persymmetric flavour problem can be nicely solved. Howewnggresting signals of the supersymmetric
flavour structure can be found in the near future LFV expenisie
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3 Observables and their parameterization
3.1 Effective operators and low scale observables

In spite of the clear success of the SM in reproducing all th@nn phenomenology up to energies of
the order of the electroweak scale, nobody would doubt tleel ¢ a more complete theory beyond it.
There remain many fundamental problems such as the expgahwevidence for Dark Matter (DM) and
neutrino masses, as well as the theoretical puzzles posttmyrigin of flavour, the three generations,
etc, that a complete theory should address. Therefore, svearesider the SM as the low-energy effective
theory of some more complete model that explains all theselgs. Furthermore, we have strong reasons
(gauge hierarchy problem, unification of couplings, darkteracandidate, etc.) to expect the appearance
of new physics close to the electroweak scale. Supposehibise inew particles from the more complete
theory are to be found at the LHC. Experiments at lower ereiigi< myp are also sensitive to this NP.
Indeed the exchange of new patrticles can induce:

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

— the appearance akw observables or newi(> 4) operators, £.g. the flavour violating dipole
operators).

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

3.1.1 Effective Lagrangian approach: L.y

Considering the SM as an effective theory below the scale Rfidp, where the heavy fields have
been integrated out, we can describe the physics througffemtiee Lagrangianf. ;. This effective
Lagrangian contains all possible terms invariant undefStiegauge group and built with the SM fields.
Besides the usual SM fields, we could introduce new lightlstrfgrmions with renormalizable Yukawa
couplings to the lepton doublets (and possibly small Majareasses) to accommodate the observed
neutrino masses. In this case we would have more operatovgedl in the effective Lagrangian of the
SM + extra light sterile states. On the assumption that tjig kterile particles are weakly interacting,
if present, and therefore not relevant to the LHC, we focudgheneffective Lagrangian that can be
constructed only from the known SM fields. Then, the effectiagrangian at energids < myp can

be written as an expansion Ifimyp as,

1 1 1
M = Lo+ Li+—5 Lo+ —5 Ls+..., (3.1)
mNp myp myp

where L, is the renormalizable SM Lagrangian containing the kintgiens of theU (1), SU(2) and
SU(3) gauge bosonsl,,, the gauge interactions and kinetic terms of the SM fermi¢yi$, and Higgs,
and the Yukawa couplings of the Higgs and SM fermions. In otddix the notation, we list the SM

fermions as
4 = < UL > l = ( VLi > , URi, dRi; €Ri, (32)
dri €Li

wherei is a flavour/family/generation index. Note that, in the daling we use always four-component
Dirac spinors in the different Lagrangians. Explicit exgsiens, forZ, in similar notation, can be found
in [161].

The different(,, are Lagrangians of dimensieh= 4 + n invariant undetSU (3) x SU(2) x U(1)
and can be schematically written

Ln=) Ca-Ou(H{f}{Au}) + hec. (3.3)
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The local operator®,, are gauge invariant combinations of SM fields of dimendienn. Their coeffi-
cient, that in the full Lagrangian has mass dimensiar) is unknown in bottom-up effective field theory,
but calculable in NP models. We write this coefficient as aatisionless”,, divided by the n-th power
of the mass scale of the NP mediatory,, which for new physics relevant at LHC energies would be
mnp ~ /spac. We will later normalize ta - (see Eq. (3.20)).

We are mainly interested in dimension 5 and dimension 6 ¢peraWe assume that any particles
created at the LHC could generate dimension 6 operatorghandve can neglect higher dimension op-
erators contributing to the same physical processes. @pgiaf dimension 7 include the lepton number
violating operatoreabecdH%bia“”H ‘36;? F,,, which gives neutrino transition moments (flavour-changing
dipole moments) after electroweak symmetry breaking (EYW®B dimension 8 are two-Higgs-four-
fermion operators, which can give 4-fermion operatorsrd@/SB, with a different flavour structure
from the dimension 6 terms. We will not analyze these opesdtere, but they are studied in the context
of non-standard neutrino interactions [162]. Therefonethe following, we restrict our analysis 0,
andLs.

The unique operator allowed with the Standard Model field$ symmetries at dimension 5 is
Oy = eabecdHaF?H%;l (a,b, c,d are SU(2) indices). Thus we have,

1 .. —
L= ol eapeca HUTTHLY + hoc., (3.4)
where/(¢ is the charge conjugate of the lepton doublet. After eleatak symmetry breaking, this gives

rise to a Majorana mass matrixx})(H°)?0%v; + h.c.. In the neutrino mass eigenstate basis, the

masses are’,(H°)2/2. The coefficients;, = 2V}, M, 'Yy; is generated for instance after integrating
out heavy right-handed neutrinos of madg in a seesaw mechanism with Yukawa coupliig

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

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

O?B = Zio-lweRjI{B,um @ W — ZiO'MVTIGRjHW;{V. (35)

%

e

— four-lepton operators, with Lorenz structukd LL, RRRR or LRRL, singlet or triplet SU(2)
gauge contractions (described in the operator subscaipd)all possible inequivalent flavour index
combinations (see Section 3.1.2). THE (2) x U(1) invariant operators, with flavour indices in
the superscript, are:

Ohyee = ) Ty, Oy = Cr' 7)) (T ,0),
OUM = (ey" Pre;)(€xvuPrer), O = (Tiej) (@rty). (3.6)

Therefore the Lagrangiafi, involving leptons i§,

i i G i 1 ikl ikl ikl ikl
Ly = CF-Of + Chy Ogy + 156 <C({W “Oyee + Ciyee Oyee +
CM - O + 20 O ) + he, 3.7)

where we introduce the parameteto cancel possible factors of 2 that can arise from-thk.c.: it is
1 for 0% = [©%-]!, otherwise it is). The sums ovei, j, k, I run over inequivalent operators, taking
an operator to be inequivalent if neither it, nor its h.ce already in the list. The factor of 2 in the

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

0%, =10 epiHB,, = cos Oy (H) &0 Pre;Fo, (3.8)
Oy =lioleg,HWL, = —sinfy (H) 0" Pre; F", (3.9)
C’)ﬁfég = (") Olt) = (U Prvj + e Prey) Oy Pov + ey Prer),  (3.10)

Ogﬁz = (Lir"y") (e yulr) = 2 (Uiy! Prej)(eryuPrin) + 2(i' Prvj) (Try Prer)
+ [Ty Pryvy) Wiy Prv) + (€iv" Prej) (€xyuPrer)
— (@ Prvj) @ Pren) — (€9 Pre;) (e Prm)], (3.11)
OFF = 2 (Gej)(ert)) =2 [(WiPre;)(exPrur) + (e Pre;)(erPrer)]
= — [ Pov) @y Pre;) + (@0" Pre) (€xvuPre;)] - (3.12)
All these operators, together withZ* induce dipole moments and four-charged-lepton (4CL)

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

iy 1 iy
kl — — kl
OBp = 1375 @ Pep)@Per),  Ofr =

1

e;v" Pre;) (v, P 3.13
1+5(€7 re;) (@ vulrer), (3.13)
whereP = Pg or Pr, are listed in Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.

After electroweak symmetry breaking, the operatof$, and©”,, become the chirality-flipping
dipole moments as written in Egs. (3.8,3.9) (where we didincude theZ—lepton—lepton operators
[163]). These dipole which can be flavour conserving or itenmsdipole moments. The flavour diagonal
operators are specially interesting because they comesjpahe anomalous magnetic moments and the
electric dipole moments of the different fermions. Taki#g (¢*) = C%;(¢?) cos O — C,(¢?) sin Oy
as the Wilson coefficient with momentum transfer equaf’tove have forg? = 0,

Ce (4> =0)
Re{Cll (¢ =0 Im{C&(¢*> =0
Myp myp
Qe;, _ i _
e 47;61_ eiote; '+ 3 de, €io"vsei B, (3.14)

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

In a given model, the coefficients of the effective operattan be obtained by matching the
effective theory of Eq. (3.1) onto the model, at some matghkitale (for instance, the mass scale of new
particles). However, in particular models there can appadous pitfalls in constraining the generic
coefficientsC*!. This is illustrated, for example, in the model of [165] winicorresponds to adding a
singlet slepton&© of flavour k, in R-parity violating (RPV) SUSY. In this case, after intating out the
heavy slepton we obtain the following effective operator:

[ig]"mn] (T¢ YORRY ¢ ] mn] — _u -
T((VL)CZEL]') ((eL)n(VL)m) =gz @ Prej)@m L), (3.15)

®Note there will sometimes be other 2s for identical fermions
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where)\ﬁ. i Is anti-symmetric ir, j because the SU(2) contraction Gf; is antisymmetric. This is an
example of operato®,,(;), but since it is induced by singlet scalar exchange, thene fur-charged-
lepton operator (compare to Eq. (3.10)). This illustrates the bounds obtained here, by assuming that
CkL £ 0 for one choice ofjkl at a time, are not generic. Each process receives contnitsutiom a
sum of operators, and that sum could contain cancellatimagparticular model.

Many models of new physics introduce new TeV-scale padici@rying a conserved quantum
number é.g. R-parity, T-parity...). Such particles appear in pairs @ttices, so contribute via boxes
and penguins to the four-fermion and dipole moment opesatonsidered here. Generic formulae for
the one-loop contribution to a dipole moment can be foundlB6], and for boxes in [167]. Extra
Higgses [168,169] would contribute to the same operatanstoocted from SM fields, so are constrained
by the experimental limits on the coefficients of such ot

3.1.2 Constraints on low scale observables

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

3.1.2.1 Dipole transitions

After electroweak symmetry breaking, the operators of E88), (3.9) generate magnetic and electric
dipole moments for the charged leptons. Flavour-diagoparators give rise to anomalous magnetic
moments and electric dipole moments as shown in Eq. (3.149.ahomalous magnetic moment of the
electrona. = (g — 2)./2 is used to determina.,,. The current measurement of the muon anomalous
momenta,, = (g —2),/2 deviates from the (uncertain) SM expectation by@i&inge™ e~ —data [170],
and can be taken as a constraint, or indication on the presgméew Physics. Currently there is only an
upper bound on the magnetic moment of thigom the analysis oéTe~ — 77~ [164, 171]. Electric
dipole moments have not yet been observed, although we leayeenstraining bounds specially on the
electron dipole moment. In Table 3.1 we present the boundlsnadur-diagonal dipole moments. The
EDMs are discussed in detail in Section 5.

The bounds on off-diagonal dipole transitions are presemtdable 3.1. It is convenient to nor-
malize these coefﬁmenté?,éﬁ, =C {B cos Oy —C {V sin 0y, to the Fermi interactions given our ignorance
on the scale of new physieayp :

C8 _ AGr
mip V2 er

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

(3.16)

ALy = my, Aue;lio" q,(AY P+ A PR)le; + h.c. (3.17)

The radiative decay; — f; + v proceeds at the rafe = m562/(167r)(\A” 2 + \A 2) [172]. Bounds
on the dimensionless coefficientd’, andeZ, can be obtained by translating frcmﬁ andA” as:

ij o ci* o
Cg” (H) = 2241 S(H) = Al (3.18)
myp 2 myp 2

The experimental bounds on radiative lepton decays can dx tosset bounds on these off-diagonal
Wilson coefficients. The current experimental bounds aie B: ey) < 1.2 x 10~ [173], B(r —
wy) < 4.5 x 1078 [174], and BT — e) < 1.1 x 1077 [175].

For the off-shell photong? # 0, there exist additional form factors,

AL =myALe; [(gw, — %) Yy (B?PL + BgPR) e; + h.c., (3.19)
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which induce contributions to the four-fermion operatardé discussed in the next subsections. These
form factors may be enhanced by a large factor compared toribghell photon form factors [177],
In(mpyp/my,), depending on the nature of new physics. Therefore thoseatgperbecome relevant
for constraining new physics iR-parity violating SUSY [178] and in low-scale type-Il seesaodels
[177].

Table 3.1: Bounds on the different dipole coefficients. Flavour diagatipole coefficients are given in terms of
the corresponding anomalous magnetic moment,and the dipole momend,.,. Bounds on transition moments
are given in terms of the dimensionless coeﬁiciét@ﬂ (defined in Eq. (3.16)) from the bounds on the branching
ratios given in the last column. These bounds apply also tag#y | and|e’ |. See Section 3.1.2 for details.

(i5) a; = 42 edm (e cm) Ref.

ee 0.0011596521859(38) de < 1.6 x 10727 PDG [164], [179]

mp | 11659208.0(5.4)(3.3) x 10710 dy < 2.8 x1071 Muon g-2 Coll. [180, 181]
TT —0.052 < a, < 0.013 (—2.2 < d; < 4.5) x 10717 LEP2[182], BELLE [183]
(i) Lo ep Fon Ref.

e <11x10"1 MEGA Coll. [173]

er <43 %1077 BABAR [175]

T <28 x 1077 Belle, BABAR [174,184]

3.1.2.2  Four-charged-lepton operators

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

ijkl . 1kj
Clnye _ _A4GF ujm ot _ 4G g G’ 4GE Gkl (3.20)
mip V2 T mEy V2 T mdp V2

The current low-energy constraints on the dimensiond&ssare shown in Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5.
The rows of the tables are labeled by the flavour combinatiad,the column by the Lorentz structure.
The numbers given in this tables correspond to the bestriduerperimental bound on the coefficient of
each operator, assuming it is the only non-zero coefficiszggnt. The last column in the table lists the
experiment setting the bound. The compositeness searith lidd LEP are at 994 C.L., the decay rate
bounds at 90% C.L.

Regarding the definition of the different coefficients wedntymake some comments. First, note
the flavour index permutation betweéh, ande,, as,

ilkj (G N (= L ikl 5 _
Cie™ (Tier) (@rty) = —§€ejekl(€i’v” ) (Erype)- (3.21)
There are relations between the flavour indices of the diffeoperators. Fafr;, = (ev" Pre)(evy,Pre)
andOgrg = (ey* Pre)(€y,Pre) we have:
Ofp = Opd, OBp = OFp", Ofp = 0pj, (322)

by symmetry, Hermitian conjugation and Fiertz rearrangameespectively. Therefore the constraints
oneefir in the first two columns of Tables 3.2to 3.5 applwf@‘)” HTEE [ TECTH ITHES [ OTHE | eheeT

zx’ 6(n)mm’ (n)zz? 6(n):v:v’ (n)zz’ ~(n)zax’

e’(*;f;g ande; 4" with (n)zz equal to(3)¢¢, (1)¢¢, or (1)ee. Note, however that it is calculated assuming

only one of these is non-zero. Similarly, the operat6¥/ = (;y,, Pre;)(exy" Prer), with coefficient
ezjekl, is related by Hermitian conjugation:
ikl wjilk
Ok — otk (3.23)
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so again the bounds (1@7 apply tOe*’”k We can usually apply also these bounds'jﬁ@ because the

chirality of the fermion legs does not affect the matrix edgmsquared, bui; %7 is bounded separately
in the Tables.

The bounds fron¥ decays in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 are estimated from the one-kragun diagram
obtained closing two of the legs of the four fermion operatod coupling it with theZ [185]. These
bounds would be more correctly included by renormalizagooup mixing between the four fermion
operators and the Z -fermion-fermion operators discussefd83]. They are listed in the tables to
indicate the existence of a constraint. The bound can bme@ijl ande’gf"” but it does not apply to

ilki
Efe .
Contact interaction bounds are usually quoted on the scalhere

4G 1 4r

ukl Z7F 4 - % 3.24

‘b "5 T 146 AT (3.24)
andé = 1 for the operator€)¢7¢ and O%5° of Eq. (3.13), 0 otherwise. Since our normalization does
not have this factor of 2, we have a Feynman i€’ /+/2 for these operators, and correspondingly
stricter bounds on the's. The bounds are the same df** and ¢f?*. However, contact interaction
bounds are not quoted on operators of the fgem* Pye;)(€;7, Pre;), corresponding te,?’. Such
operators are generated by sneutrino exchange in R-paoigting SUSY, so we est|mate the bound
A2/m2 < 4/(9 TeV?) from the plotted constraints in [186], and impoge’™ |G /v/2 < X2/(2m32).

Table 3.2: Bounds on coefficients of flavour conserving 4-lepton omesatirom four-charged-lepton processes.
The number is the upper bound on the dimensionless opetitaente’/*! (defined in Eq. (3.20)), arising from
the measurement in the last column. The bound applies aléto The second column is the boundsa’gﬁfw,

ande/?¥ | [except in the case of the bracketed limits, which are theeuppund orté{’)“il andzel({’)“il]. The third

(1)¢
column is the bound ocf’” The bounds in these two columns apply also when the flavalices are permuted

to jilk andilkj. The fourth column is the bound @@ffl (which does not apply to the flavour permutatidhy, so
this is listed with a line of its own). The constraints in [bkats] apply to the 2-charged-lepton-2-neutrino operator
of the same flavour structure, and arise from lepton uniligrsa ~ decays. See Section 3.1.2 for detalils. .

(ijkl) | (ey"Pre)(eyuPre) (ey"Pre)(ey,Pre) (ey.Pre)(ey"Pre)  expt. limit Ref.
eeee | (-1.8—+2.8)-107° (-1.8— +2.8)-10% (-2.4— +4.9).10~2 AQLEP2 [187]
eefipp | (-7.2—+5.2)-107% (-7.8— +5.8)-107% (-9.0— +9.6)-10~2 AQLEP2 [186,188]
eumie | (-7.2—+5,2)-107% (-7.8— +5.8)-1073 1.3.1072 A, RPVQLEP2 [186,188]
eerr | (-7.3—+13)-107% (-8.0— +15)-10~% (-1.2— +1.8)-1072 AQLEP2 [186,188]
7eer | (-7.3—+13)-107% (-8.0— +15)-1073 1.3:.1072 A, RPVQLEP2 [186,188]
Fipfis ~1 ~1 ~1 B(Z — pp)

TpTT ~ 1 [0.0014] ~1 ~1 [0.01] B(Z — up)

AT ~ 1 [0.0014] ~1 B(Z — pj)

TTTT ~1 ~1 ~1 B(Z—71T)

Many of the 4CL operators involving twds are poorly constrained. In some cases, see Egs. (3.10,
3.11), new physics that generates 4CL operators also chﬂHpeXPej)(vaLyl). The coefficients of
operators of the fornziy? Pe)(TyyaLvy), (Tiy P1)(TrpyaLyy) or (v P7)(Tyy,Ly;), are constrained
from lepton universality measurements inand r decays [189]. The decay rate — ;v in the
presence of the operators of Eq. (3.13), divided by the SMigtien forr — e;v,7;, is

4my;

(1 — 204, ZlRe{e({“ﬁz”@H fm SuRe{efl"} + (Vs 1” + 4le@yil” + ™). (3.25)

Within the experimental accuracy, the wealandp decays verify lepton universality and agree with
LEP precision measurementsafi;>. Rough bounds on the€s can therefore be obtained by requiring
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Table 3.3: Bounds on coefficients of 4-lepton operators willL., = —ALz = 1. They apply also to flavour
index permutation&lij andilkj, except in the case afreu, where the bound onper in the fourth column is
from . decay and is listed separately. See the caption of Tablen8.Saction 3.1.2 for further details.

(ijkl) | (ev*Pre)(ey,Pre) (ey"Pre)(ey.Pre) (ey.Pre)(@y*Pre) expt. limit

ecell 7.1-1077 7.1-1077 7.1-1077 B(u — eee) < 10~12
eeer 7.8-107* 7.8-107% 781071 B(r — eee) <2-1077
EefiT 1.1-1073 1.1-1073 1.1-1073 B(r — eep) < 1.9-1077
e ~1 ~1 ~1 B(Z —efi) <1.7-1076
TIpET 1.1-1073 1.1-1073 1.1-1073 B(r — fiep) < 2.0-1077
TIUTT 7.8-1074 7.8-1074 7.8-1074 B(r — 3u) <1.9-1077
TTemu ~ 1 [0.05] ~ 1 ~ 1 [0.05] B(Z —epn) <1.7-107°
Tuer ~ 1 [0.05] ~ 1 [0.05] B(Z —epn) <1.7-107°
Trer ~ 3 [0.05] ~3 ~ 3 [0.05] B(Z —e7) <9.8-1076
TTTU ~ 3 [0.05] ~ 3 ~ 3 [0.05] B(Z — 7ji) <1.2-107°

Table 3.4: Bounds on coefficients of 4-lepton operators witfi,, = ALg = 2. See the caption of Table 3.2 and
Section 3.1.2 for details.

(ijkl) (ev*Pre)(ey,Pre) (ev* Pre)(ev, Pre) (eyuPre)(ey* Pre) expt. limit
elep 3.0-1073 3.0-1073 2.0-1073 (fie) — (en)
erer [0.05] [0.05]

ATHT [0.05] [0.05]

Table 3.5: Bounds on coefficients of 4-lepton operators Wi, = ALg = —%ALP. See the caption of
Table 3.2 and Section 3.1.2 for details. .

(ijkl) | (ey"Pre)(evy,Pre) (ey"Pre)(ey,Pre) (ey"Pre)(ey"Pre) expt. limit

ELET 2.3-107% 2.3-1071 2.3-107% B(t — fiee) < 1.1-1077
HenT 2.6-107% 2.6-107* 2.6-107* B(t —epp) < 1.3-1077
TeT [0.05] [0.05]

the new physics contribution to the decay rates to be Imsttltaerrors%g (1 — evw) = 0.05/17.84,
%(7 — pvv) = 0.05/17.36. These are listed in the tables in [brackets]. The brackitatlin the

second column applies ;),,,; the bound orejy , is 1/2 the quoted number. The limit off"™ is

from its contribution tqu — ev, ;.
Finally, we would like to remind the reader the various cévéa these 4-fermion vertex bounds.

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

- The coefficients of the 4CL operators, and twotwo-charged-lepton (2CL) operators may
differ by a factor of few, because they are induced by the axgh of different members of a
multiplet, whose masses differ [190].

- The list of operators is incomplete. Perhaps some of théeoegl operators give relevant con-

straints on New Physics. For instance, bounds from leptivetsality on the(H*¢)~*0,,(H()
operator [191] are relevant to extra-dimensional scerdfi®?2].

- Operators of dimensior 6 are neglected. If the mass scale of the New Physies TV, then
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higher dimension operators with Higgs VEVs [193], such&E ¢1)1) are not significantly sup-
pressed.

3.1.2.3  Two lepton—two quark operators

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

(e _ _4Gp gkl Co _ _acp gkl C _ aGp ikl

e V2 e mip T V2 Ced 0 mE, T V2 d o (3.26)
CaM _ _aGp gkl CpM _ _aGp ijkl  Cus _ _aGp ikl Cyae _ _ 4Gp ikl

mip vz e mip V2 Clu mip V2 “lqs- mip V2 “qde

The main bounds on the dimensionlessare given in Tables 3.6 and 3.7. These numbers correspond to
the best current experimental bound on the coefficient di egerator, assuming it is the only non-zero
coefficient present. The bounds ey in Table 3.6 apply both te(;),, andes),,. These bounds have
been obtained from the corresponding bounds on leptoqumailiags in references [194, 195] that can
be checked for further detalils.

Table 3.6: Bounds on coefficients of the left-handed vector 2 quarkpfle operators. Bound is the upper bound
on the dimensionless operator coefficient! (defined in Eq. (3.26)), arising from the experimental deiaation
of the observable in the next column. Bounds with) @re also valid under the exchange of the lepton indices.

(ey" Pre)(qvuPrLq)
(ijkl) | Bound one/™ observable ijkl) | Bound one/"" observable
1111 5110 ° R, 2211 5110 ° R,
1211 8.510~7  u—econversiononTi 12 12 2.9-1077 B(KY? — Tie)
ij 12 451076 T ij 22 1.0 Ves
ij 13 3.6-1073 Vb ij 23 4.2.1072 Ve
1123 6.6107° B(BT —ete"KT) | 1113 9.310* B(BT — ete 1)
2223 5410  B(B* —putu~KT) | 2213 1.4107%  B(BT — ptpnt)
2123) | 45.107° BBt —etp Kt) | 2113) 3.9:-10°  B(BY —etunT)
12 23) 121072 B(BY — ute) 3312 6.61072  K-K
2222 | 601072 Do 3322 | 601072 Do)
3223) | 1.2:10%  B(B* —putr X*t) | 3323 9.3103  B(B* - 7tr XT)

3.2 Phenomenological parameterizations of quark and lepton Yukawa couplings
3.2.1 Quark sector
The quark Yukawa sector is described by the following Lagizm

Equark URZ}/; Q]H+dRz Z]QJH +h C., (327)

wherei,j = 1,2,3 are generation indice€); = (dr;,ur;) are the left-handed quark doublets;
anddg, are the right-handed up and down quark singlets respegtiaeti [ is the Higgs field. On the
other handY® andY? are complex3 x 3 matrices, which can be cast by means of a singular value
decomposition as

Y = VDRV,

v = vipdvdl, (3.28)
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Table 3.7: Bounds on coefficients of the right-handed vector and s@atprark-2 lepton operators. Bound is the
upper bound on the dimensionless operator coeffieiétit (defined in Eq. (3.26)), arising from the experimental
determination of the observable in the next column. Bounitls &) are also valid under the exchange of the
lepton indices.

~ (&1 Pre) @y, Prq) B
(ijkl) Bound one""  observable (k) Bound one""  observable
1112 1.7.102 B | 2112) 1.3-1072 pLme
2212 9.01073 Bk ) | 3312 0.19 B(D"-D")

- ((Pre)(@PL) -
(ijkl) Bound one’/;’  observable (k) Bound one/;’  observable
1111 15107 R 2211 3.010 1 R,
1211 5.1.10~3 B(rt — ptv) | 1212) 2.1.10°% B(KY — jte”)
1112 2.71078 B(KY — eTe™) 2212 8.41077 B(KY — putp™)
2221 1.31072 B(DT — puty,) | 2222 1.21072 %
3322 0.2 B ) 3313 251075 B(BY —rtu)
1113 9.0107° B(BY — etem) 12 13) 1.2.107* B(BY — pte™)
1313) 2.5-1073 B(B® — 1Fe7) 2313) 3.3-1073 B(B® — 7tu™)
2213 7.5107° B(B° — putp”) 11 23 6.010~* B(BY — eten)
12 23) 2.1.107* B(BY — pte”) | 2223 1.21074 B(BY — )

Here, Dy = diag(y},v5,v%) is a diagonal matrix whose entries can be chosen real antiveosith

Yy < vy < y5, and similarly forD§l/. Vg’d and VL“’d are3 x 3 unitary matrices that depend on three
real parameters and six phases. The unitary matr\‘r(;k% can be absorbed in the definition of the
right-handed fields without any physical effect. In neutnairents the left rotations cancel out via the
Glashow-lliopoulos-Maiani (GIM) mechanism [196]. On th#ner hand, the redefinition of the left-

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

(1 —5)
Jee :ucLT

(Vvddy . (3.29)
The matrixV*TV can be generically written 8§V = ®,Ucx 1 @2, whered 5 are diagonal unitary
matrices (thus, containing only phases) that can be abddmpeappropriate redefinitions of the left
handed fields. Finallyi/cx s depends on three angles and one phase that cannot be renyofield b
redefinitions and accounts for the physical mixing betwagarkjgenerations and the CP-violation [197,
198]. Itis usually parameterized as:

0

C13C12 C13512 S13€
_ i i
Uckm = | —c23512 — 523513C12€"°  €23C12 — 523513512€" s23C13 | (3.30)
i i
593512 — €23513C12€"0  —823C12 — €23513512€"  €23C13

wheres;; = sinf;;, ¢;; = cosf;; andd is the CP-violating phase. Experiments show a hierarchical
structure in the off-diagonal entries of the CKM matrj¥,,;| < V., < Vi, that can be well described
by the following phenomenological parameterization of@&V matrix, proposed by Wolfenstein [199].

It reads:

1-% A AN (p —n)
Uckm = ~A -2 AN? + O\, (3.31)
AN(1 — p—in) —AN? 1
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where \ is determined with a very good precision in semileptoAicdecays, giving\ ~ 0.23, and
A is measured in semileptoniB decays, givingAd ~ 0.82. The parameterg andn are more poorly
measured, although a rough estimatg is 0.1, n ~ 0.3 [200]

3.2.2 Leptonic sector with Dirac neutrinos

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

Liep = eﬁ%iY;-j-LjF + g Yi;LiH + h.c., (3.32)

whereL; = (vr;,er;) are the left-handed lepton doublets atjd and v, are respectively the right-
handed charged lepton and neutrino singlets. Analogoashetquark sector, the Yukawa couplings can
be decomposed as:

Ve =VEDSVET, (3.33)
YV = VEDY VT, (3.34)

whereV;;” do not have any physical effect, wherdgs"” have an effect in the charged current, that in
the basis where the charged lepton and neutrino Yukawaiogspdre simultaneously diagonal reads:

n(1 —
g = o U0

VEW L . (3.35)

As in the case of the quark sector, the manJVL” depends on three angles and six phases and can
be expressed aB’L@TVL” = &1UpynsPo. The matricesb; and 5, can be absorbed by appropriate
redefinitions of the left-handed fields, yielding a physitéting matrixUp s ns [201,202] that depends

on three angles and one phase, and that can be parameteyitked $ame structure as for the quark
sector, Eq. (3.30). However, the values for the anglesrd#tdstantially from the quark sector. The
experimental values that result from the global fitgre 6,5 = 0.26 — 0.36, sin® f25 = 0.38 — 0.63 and

sin? A13 < 0.025 at 20 [203]. On the other hand, the CP-violating phase completely unconstrained

by present experiments.

3.2.3 Leptonic sector with Majorana neutrinos

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

— 1
Liep = €5 YisLiH + Zﬁij(LiH)(LjH) +h.c (3.36)

with k a3 x 3 complex symmetric matrix that breaks explicitly lepton rhenand that has dimensions
of mass!. Then, after the electroweak symmetry breaking, a Majoraaas term for neutrinos is

generated:
1

my, = 55(H0>2 . (3.37)
This term can be diagonalized ag, = V/*D,,, VL”T, so that the charged current reads as in Eq. (3.35),
with Vf*VL” = ®,;U P9, where the matribdU has the form of the CKM matrix, Eqg. (3.30). The matrix
®; containing three phases can be removed by a redefinitionediefithanded charged lepton fields.
However, due to the Majorana nature of the neutrinos, theixnét cannot be removed and is physical,
yielding a leptonic mixing matrix [201, 202} pa;nvs = U P, that is defined by three angles and three

phases, one associated’fpthe "Dirac phase”, and two associatedltg, the "Majorana phases”.
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In the leptonic Lagrangian given by Eq. (3.36) the origintwé tlimension five operator remains
open. In the rest of this Section, we will review the heavy dfana singlet (right-handed) neutrino mass
mechanism (type | seesaw) [205-209] and the triplet Higgssmeechanism (type Il seesaw) [210-214]
as the possible origins of this effective operator. Thedtfidl5] tree level realization of the operator
Eq. (3.36) via triplet fermion (type Ill seesaw) [216] isdlissed in Section 4.1.

3.2.3.1 Type I seesaw
In the presence of singlet right-handed neutrinos, the gerstral Lagrangian compatible with the Stan-
dard Model gauge symmetry reads
c e TT7 c v 1 c c
Liep = € YL H + v, YLy H — 5VRCQJWUVRJ. +h.c., (3.38)
where lepton number is explicitly broken by the Majorana srit@sm for the singlet right-handed neu-
trinos'®. The seesaw mechanism is implemented wign)/) > (HY). If this is the case, at low

energies the right-handed neutrinos are decoupled anti¢lbeytcan be well described by the effective
Lagrangian for Majorana neutrinos, Eq. (3.36), with [2089]2

k=2Y"T M yY . (3.39)

Working in the basis where the charged lepton Yukawa matmik the right-handed mass matrix are
simultaneously diagonal, it can be checked that the complagrangian, Eg. (3.38), contains fifteen
independent real parameters and six complex phases [2X3he€e, three correspond to the charged
lepton masses, three to the right-handed masses, and thanmegmine real parameters and six phases,
to the neutrino Yukawa coupling. The independent paramsetethe neutrino Yukawa coupling can be
expressed in several ways. The most straightforward pdegizegtion uses the singular value decompo-
sition of the neutrino Yukawa matrix:
Y, = ViDL VT, (3.40)

where Dy, = diag(yy,y5,y5), with 7 > 0 andy} < y5 < y5. On the other handy} andV} are

3 x 3 unitary matrices, that depend in general on three real pateasrand six phases. Both can be
generically written a® V' ®,, whereV has the form of the CKM matrix andt, » are diagonal unitary
matrices (thus, containing only phases). One can checkdhdfy the ®; matrix can be absorbed into
the definition ofl’}, so that

- R —7 R
'™ c§c§ cfsff shte 0
- R ;SR - SR
Vg = el —clisl — sRsBcleid™ Rl gRgBgReid sfelt 1 . (3.42)
-SSR -SSR
1 s{zszﬁ? — c{zsgche“S —s{zcé? — c{zsfszﬁ?el‘s cllqcé12

Similarly, for V;, the ®&; matrix can be absorbed into the definition bfand er, while keepingY,
diagonal and real. In consequence,

_isL L
cécg i c%sé i s%e 0 et .
Vi = | —cbsh - leséch,e’i chek — sbshske® . skek e'2 . (3.42)
le3§ — clLsZLcée“s —lec§ — clLsZLsge“s clLCZL 1

Therefore, in this parameterization the independent peiens in the Yukawa coupling can be
identified with the three Yukawa eigenvalugs, the three angles and three phase¥jinand the three
angles and three phaseslip [219—-221]. The requirement that the low energy phenomeyoi® suc-
cessfully reproduced imposes constraints among thesmp#ages. To be precise, the low energy leptonic

0Here we explicitly assume three generations of singletriveast. For the phenomenology of a large number of singlsts, a
predicted by string theories, see [217,218].

2A



Lagrangian depends just on the three charged lepton masdekeasix real parameters and three com-
plex phases of the effective neutrino mass matrix. In camsece, there are still six real parameters and
three complex phases that are not determined by low enenglyimz data; this information about the
high-energy Lagrangian is “lost” in the decoupling of theeth right-handed neutrinos and cannot be
recovered just from neutrino experiments.

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

R=D_ .Y, UpunsD . (H) (3.43)
so that the most general Yukawa coupling compatible witHdiveenergy data is given by:
YV =D 3 RD ULy ys(HY) (3.44)

It is straightforward to check that this equation indeedsfias the seesaw formula, Eq. (3.39). In this
expression) . andD ; are diagonal matrices whose entries are the square rodts gt neutrino
and the right-handed neutrino masses, respectively,l&ndys is the leptonic mixing matrix. It is
customary to parameterize in terms of three complex angle;
CoCs —C183 — §182C3 8183 — ¢182C3
R =¢85 ¢1¢3 — 818283 —8163 — 189283 | (3.45)
§2 §162 é162
up to reflections., where = cos6;, §; = sin6;.

Whereas the physical interpretation of the right-handedsesiis very transparent, the meaning
of R is more obscureR can be interpreted as a dominance matrix in the sense tHt:[22

— Ris an orthogonal transformation from the basis of the laftded leptons mass eigenstates to the
one of the right-handed neutrino mass eigenstates;

— if and only if an eigenvaluen; of m,, is dominated - in the sense already given before - by one
right-handed neutrino eigenstatg, then|R;;| ~ 1;

— if a light pseudo-Dirac pair is dominated by a heavy pselDdac pair, then the corresponding
2 x 2 sector inR is a boost.

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

R= 0 CO? HA 551119A (normal hierarchy), (3.46)
0 —sinf &cosh

R= ( CO,SHA §sm€ 0 > (inverted hierarchy), (3.47)
—sinf Ecosf 0

with 6 a complex parameter aigd= +1 a discrete parameter that accounts for a discrete indetaoyi

in R.

A third possible parameterization of the neutrino Yukawapimg uses the Gram-Schmidt de-
composition, in order to cast the Yukawa coupling as a prodiua unitary matrix and a lower triangular
matrix [230]:

yiu 0 0
YY=UAYA=Upn | y21 Y22 O : (3.48)
Y31 Y32 Y33
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where the diagonal elements B are real. Three of the six phaseslii can be absorbed into the
definition of the charged leptons. Therefore, the nine rashmeters and the six phases of the neutrino
Yukawa coupling are identified with the three angles andetipteases i/, and the six real parameters
and three phases .

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

1 vivw . Mx
(m%)” ~ —@(Bmg + A%)Y;-kTij log M (3.49)
(m%R)ij ~ 0, (3.50)
3 M
~ _ 2 viy v X

wheremg and Ay are the universal soft supersymmetry breaking parameterigla scaleM x. Note
that the diagonal elements of those mass matrices incle&dh level soft mass matrix, the radiative
corrections from gauge and charged lepton Yukawa intemastiand the mass contributions from F-
and D-terms (that are different for charged sleptons andtgnes). Therefore, the measurement at
low energies of rare lepton decays, electric dipole momantsslepton mass splittings would provide
information about the combination

Cij = Z vy, log . —k = (YTLY) , (3.52)

j

whereL;; = log 57%;;.

Interestlngly enoughC encodes precisely the additional information needed tonscuct the
complete seesaw Lagrangian from low energy observatiods, 32] (note in particular that' is a
Hermitian matrix that depends on six real parameters armkthhases, that together with the nine real
parameters and three phases of the neutrino mass matrixsimthe independent fifteen real parameters
and six complex phases ¥y, and M).

To determingy,, and M from the low energy observablésandm,, it is convenient to define

~ Mx M M
YV = diag(y/log — M, M)z( log M);

— M
M, = Mklogﬁi:, (3.53)

log Y,

so that the effective neutrino mass matrix @ndow read:
m,, = Yt diag(M; ', My ', My )Y (H?)?,
C=y"yv. (3.54)

whereHO is the neutral component of the up-type Higgs doublet. Ugiagingular value decomposition
YV =Vy DYVL” I, one finds tha’i/”’Jr andDY could be straightforwardly determined fram since

c=Y"y" =viDiv;. (3.55)
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On the other hand, fromn,, = Y**D;}'Y*(H?)? and the singular value decomposition¥of,
Dy Vim, VDYt = VgD VT, (3.56)

where the left hand side of this equation is known, (is one of our inputs, andT’L” and f); were
obtained from Eg. (3.55)). Therefof%’R andD,; can also be determined. This simple procedure shows
that starting from the low energy observables andC' it is possible to determine uniquely the matrices
Dy andY” = VI%’DYV”T Finally, inverting Eqg. (3.53), the actual parameters @f tlagrangiani/y
andY” can be computed.

This procedure is particularly powerful in the case of the tight-handed neutrino model, as
the number of independent parameters involved (eithemht émergies or at low energies) is drastically
reduced. The matrig’ defined in Eq. (3.52) depends in general on six moduli anéthinases. However,
since the Yukawa coupling depends in the 2RHN model on omgetiinknown moduli and one phase,
so doeg”, and consequently it is possible to obtain predictions emtloduli of three”-matrix elements
and the phases of tw@-matrix elements. Namely, from Eq. (3.44) one obtains that:

UTCU = U'Y"'Y"U = D /mR'DyRD /3:/(H). (3.57)

where we have writtelV = Upjsng. Sincem; = 0 in the 2RHN modéHt, it follows that(UTCU); =
0, fori = 1,2, 3, leading to three relations among the elementS'ir-or instance, one could derive the
diagonal elements i@ in terms of the off-diagonal elements:

C1oU3 + Ci3Us,

Ci = — ” ;
Uty

Coy — C12Uf; + O33U35,

22 = = U* )
21

Cop = -2t Cnla (3.58)
31

The observation of these correlations would be non-tri@ats of the 2RHN model.

The relations for the phases arise from the hermiticit¢’pgince the diagonal elements@hhave
to be real. Taking as the independent phase the argumeTif,pfone can derive from Eq. (3.58) the
arguments of the remaining elements:

—1 Im(CmUmUﬁ) + \/‘013’2’U11’2‘U31‘2 - [Im(CHU?lUfl)]Q
|C13|Us1 UTy ’
i Im(C12Un Uy) £ \/]|C23]2 U1 |2|Us1 [2 — Im(C12Ua1 U7y )2
|Ca3|Us1 U3, ’
where the+ sign has to be chosen so that the eigenvalueS afe positive. We conclude then that
the C-matrix parameter€',, |Cy3| and|Cy3| can be regarded as independent and can be used as an
alternative parameterization of the 2RHN model [233]. Togewith the five moduli and the two phases
of the neutrino mass matrix, sum up to the eight moduli andhtee phases necessary to reconstruct the
high-energy Lagrangian of the 2RHN model.

eiargC13

ezargng

(3.59)

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

70 _ L+
T={ 1. \/5++>. (3.60)
(‘WT -7

Here we are assuming a neutrino spectrum with normal hieyartn the case with inverted hierarchy, the analysis is
similar, usingms = 0.
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Then, the leptonic potential compatible with the SM gaugermsetry reads
Liep = €5, Y,5L;H + Y} LTLj + h.c. (3.61)

From this Lagrangian, it is apparent that the trigletarries lepton number2. If the neutral compo-
nent of the triplet acquires a VEV and breaks lepton numbentsmeously as happens in the Gelmini-
Roncadelli model [214], the associated massless Majolles aut the model. Therefore phenomenology
suggests to break lepton number explicitly via the tripapling to the SM Higgs boson [234]. The
most general scalar potential involving one Higgs doubtet @ne Higgs triplet reads

1 1
V=m%iHH+ 5Al(ler’fH)? + MAT'T + 5AQ(TTT)2 + X3(H'H)(T'T) + /H'TH', (3.62)

where the term proportional t@’ breaks lepton number explicitly. The type Il seesaw mecmaris
implemented whed/ >> (H°). Then, the minimization of the scalar potential yields:

_m2 ! HO 2
(02~ Moy o T (3.63)
)\1 - 2,uE/MT MT
that produce Majorana masses for the neutrinos given by
_N/<HO>2
m, =Ypr————"—. (3.64)
M7

The Yukawa matrixY’” has the same flavour structure as the non-renormalizablatope defined in
Eq. (3.36) for the effective Lagrangian of Majorana newtsin Therefore, the parameterization of the
type Il seesaw model is completely identical to that case.

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

BN S S
V2 V2 V2

where L; are theSU (2)y lepton doublets andi;(H>) is the Higgs doublet with hyperchargé =
—1/2(1/2). Decoupling the triplet at high scale at the electrowealtesttee Majorana neutrino mass
matrix is given by 2 = (H»)):

Vi LT Ly + —= M H THy + Mo HyTHy + MTT + pHyHy (3.65)

2

g U3 A2

m;) =Y, Ay

Note that in the supersymmetric case there is only one maaspéer,M 1, while the mass parameter
1/ of the non-supersymmetric version is absent.

(3.66)

The couplingsYr also induce LFV in the slepton mass mami»% through renormalization group
(RG) running fromM x to the decoupling scal&/r [239]. In the leading-logarithm approximation those

are given by { # j):

~1 My
(m%)ZJ ~ @(Qm% + 3A%)(Y7JEYT)M log s
(ng)i] ~ 07
-9 Mx
(A)ij =~ 167T2A0(Y;Y}YT)M log 5 (3.67)

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

To make connection between high scale parameters and Ider sloservables one needs to consider
renormalization effects on neutrino masses and mixingouB&he scale where the dimension five opera-
tor is generated, the running of the neutrino mass matrievemed by the renormalization group (RG)
equation of the coupling matrix,, given by [240—243]

d
() gy = (1) Ay - Ce (VY Ty YY) (3.68)
whereC, = —3/2 for the SM andC, = 1 for the MSSM. The first term does not affect the running
of the neutrino mixing angles and CP-violation phases, wewi affects of course the running of the
neutrino mass eigenvalues. The flavour universal fadfois given by

“3an (A7) + A + 2tr (3 VY, +3Y]v, + YJY6> SM

A, = ,
Y7 ) —20aq (47) — 6ag (47) + tr (YJYU) MSSM

(3.69)

where) denotes the Higgs self-coupling constant and= g2 /(4r), whereg; andg, are thel/(1)y and
SU(2) gauge coupling constants, respectively.

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

operator. However, if the neutrino mass matiiy = %mu is realized in the seesaw scenario (type 1),
running effects above and between the seesaw scales cdaaddo relevant running effects in the SM.

Note that in the MSSM case the running of the mixing angles @Reviolation phases can be large
even below the seesaw scales due to the possible enhanaatentau-Yukawa coupling by the factor

(1 + tan 32)1/2.

In order to understand generic properties of the RG evalwdiod to estimate the typical size of
the RG effects, it is useful to consider RGEs for the leptaniging angles, CP phases and neutrino
masses themselves, which can be derived from the RGE in E)(3-or example, below the seesaw
scales, up t@)(6;3) corrections, the evolution of the mixing angles in the MSSMiven by [244] (see
also [245, 246])

df12 —Y7 my €M 4mg|?
dnp ~ 3oq2 Sm200 533 % : (3.70)
21

db13 yr . ms
dlnpg 39,2 S0 2012 8in 2023 A (40 I(my,ma, o, B, 0) (3.71)
dfas —yz sin 2093 2 B ions 2 9 |’I’)’L1 eiﬁM—F ’I’)’Lg|2

- 3.72
dlnp 3272 Ami Cia [ma €M 4 mg M [T + s, T+¢ , ( )

where I(my, ma, ay, Bar, 6) = mycos(By — ) — (1 + ¢) x mgcos(ay — Bu + 0) — {mgcosd,

si; = sinbj, ¢;j = cos0;;, and¢ = Am3,/Am3,. y, denotes the tau-Yukawa coupling, and one can
safely neglect the contributions coming from the electramd muon-Yukawa couplings. For the matrix
P containing the Majorana phases, we use the conveitien diag(1, e?*™/2 ¢%1/2), In addition to
the above formulae, formulae for the running of the CP phbases been derived [244]. For example,
the running of the Dirac CP-violating phaseobservable neutrino oscillation experiments, is given by

dé Cy2 61

_ Cyz o)
dinp 3272 613 - 871'2(5 +0(01s) - 3.73)

The coefficientsy(—1) ands©) are omitted here and can be found in [244], where also forenidathe
running of the Majorana CP phases and for the neutrino mgsawalues (mass squared differences) can
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be found. From Eqg. (3.73), it can be seen that the Dirac CPephaserically becomes more unstable
under RG corrections for smalléys.

In the seesaw scenario (type I), the SM or MSSM are extenddteayy right-handed neutrinos
and their superpartners, which are SM gauge singlets. ritiag them out below their mass scalefs;
yields the dimension five operator for neutrino masses inSieor MSSM. AbovelM , the neutrino
Yukawa couplings are active, and the RGEs in the MSSM abavedhles\/ are

dky
(4ﬂ)2d1fm — {_g o (A7) — 6 o (A7) + 2t(Y)Y,) + 6tr(Yqu)} Koy
(YY) Tk + k(YY) + (VIY) TRy + w0 (VY] (3.74)
dMpg 1
() T = g | WY MR+ Me(V YT (3.75)
(47)? v,y |2, (47) + 3 (47) —tr(3Y, Y, + YY)
dln,u - v 5 1 2 wtu viv
31y, —YJYG} . (3.76)

For non-degenerate seesaw scales, a method for dealinghsitkffective theories, where the heavy
singlets are partly integrated out, can be found in [247].algtical formulae for the running of the
neutrino parameters above the seesaw scales are derivaBir29]. The two loop beta functions can
be found in Ref. [250].

The running correction to the neutrino mass matrix and fisce$ on the related issue have been
widely analyzed (seeg. [240-269]). We will summarize below some of the features GfliRnning of
the neutrino mixing parameters in the MSSM (c.f. Eq. (3.18)R)).

— The RG effects are enhanced for relatively large 3, because the tau-Yukawa coupling becomes
large.

— The mixing angles are comparatively stable with respetitédRG running in the case abrmal
hierarchical neutrino mass spectrunmy; < my < mg even whentan j is large [251-257].
Nevertheless, the running effects can have important aafiins facing the high precision of
future neutrino oscillation experiments.

— Formy 2 0.05 eV and the case afin 5 2 10, the RG running effects can be rather large and the
leptonic mixing angles can run significantly. Particulathe RGE effects can be very large for the
solar neutrino mixing anglé,, [251-257, 264, 265].

— The solar neutrino mixing angtg, at M i depends strongly on the Majorana phagg[244, 257,
258, 265], which is the relative phase between andm,, and plays very important role in the
predictions of the effective Majorana masgq i#i3),, —decay. The effect of RG running féi is
smallest for the CP-conserving odd casg = =+, while it is significant for the CP-conserving
even casey,, = 0. Fora, = 0 andtan ~ 50, for instance, we havean?0;5(Mp) <
0.5 x tan? 012(M) for my 2> 0.02 eV.

— The RG running effect ofl;» due to ther-Yukawa coupling always makekgo (M) larger than
012(Mp) [257]. This constrains the models which predict the valuesafr neutrino mixing
angle atMp, 612(Mg) > 612(Myz). For example, the bi-maximal models are strongly restlicte
However, the running effects due to the neutrino Yukawa togg are free from this feature [247].
Thus, bi-maximal models can predict the correct value ofnreumixing angles with the neutrino
Yukawa contributions [259-262].

— The RG corrections to neutrino mixing angles depend slyoag the deviation of the seesaw
parameter matrix? (3.43) from identity [264]. For hierarchical light neutas, m; < 0.01 eV,
tan # < 30 and R nontrivial, the correction t@-,3 and #,3 can be beyond their likely future
experimental errors whil@ is quite stable against the RG corrections [264].

A0



— The correction td),3 can be large whem; and/ortan 3 arelis relatively largee.g., (i) when
my 2 0.2 eVif tan 8 < 10, and (ii) for anym, anda,, if tan G 2 40 [264, 265].

— The RG corrections tsin 613 can be relatively small, even for the largen 3 if m; < 0.05 eV,
and for anym; = 0.30 eV, if 6135(Mz) = 0 anday,, = 0 (with By = § = 0). Fora,, =«
andtan 3 ~ 50 one can havein 0,3(Mpg) 2 0.10 for m; 2 0.08 eV even ifsin0y3(Mz) =
0 [264, 265].

— Fortan 3 > 30, the value ofAm3,(Mpz) depends strongly om; in the intervalm; > 0.05 eV,
and ona,,, B, ¢, andsi3 for mq = 0.1 eV. The dependence aﬁmgl(MR) onm; and the CP

~

phases is rather weak, unless. 5 = 40, m; = 0.10 eV, ands;3 > 0.05 [265].

— Some products of the neutrino mixing parameters, sucho@s,cas(my/ms —e'“M) are practi-
cally stable with respect to RG running if one neglects thst find second generation charged-
lepton Yukawa couplings and s [258, 263, 265].

3.2.4 Quark-lepton complementarity
3.2.4.1 Golden complementarity

Quark-lepton complementarity [270,271] is based on thewlagion that» + 6 is numerically close
to /4. Here#,5 is the solar neutrino mixing angle afg is the Cabibbo angle. For hierarchical light
neutrino masses this result is relatively stable agairstehormalization effects [264]. To illustrate the
idea we first review the model of exact golden complementarit

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

0 m O Ae 0 0
m,=| m m 0 , Y.,=10 )\u/\/i A/V2 . (3.77)
0 0 Matm 0 _)\M/\/5 AT/\/i
It just assumes some texture zeroes and some strict egsaitiong different entries. The mass eigen-
states of the neutrino mass matrix are giventhy = —m/p, ma = mp, ms = Mam, Where

o = (1++5)/2 =1+ 1/p ~ 1.62 is known as the golden ratio [273]. Thanks to its peculiar
mathematical properties this constant appears in variatiwal phenomena, possibly including solar
neutrinos. The three neutrino mixing angles obtained fram(B.77) ar&.i,, = /4, 613 = 0 and,
more importantly,

tan? 01y = 1/¢? = 0.382, ie.  sin?20p, =4/5, (3.78)
in terms of the parametain® 26, directly measured by vacuum oscillation experiments, sisckam-

LAND. This prediction forf,5 is 1.4 below the experimental best fit value. A positive measure¢raen
#13 might imply that the prediction fof,» suffers an uncertainty up 5.

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

~1/v5 2/V/5 0 10 0
R=1[2/V5 1/V/5 0], R=|01 0], (3.79)
0 0 1 00 —1

and the rotations satisffet R = —1, R- R = 1 andR - R = 1. The first 2 is a reflection along
the diagonal of the golden rectangle in tfie2) plane, see Fig. 3.1. The seconfli& theL; — —Ls
symmetry. Those symmetries allow contributions propaogldo the identity matrix to be added to,.
This property allows to extend this type symmetries to tharkjsector.

A seesaw model with singlet neutrinos satisfying th&eZ,, symmetry and giving rise to the mass
matrix (3.77) is presented in [272].
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Noticing that the golden prediction (3.78) satisfies witgrhaccuracy the quark-lepton comple-
mentarity motivates one to give a golden geometric explanatlso to the Cabibbo angle. SU(5) uni-
fication relates the down-quark Yukawa matkixto Y. and suggests that the up-quark Yukawa matrix
Y, is symmetric, likemm,,. One can therefore assume thatis diagonal in the two first generations and
thatY,, is invariant under a Zreflection described by a matrix analogousitin Eq. (3.79), but with the
factorsl < 2 exchanged. Figure 3.1 illustrates the geometrical meanfitgo reflection axis (dashed
lines): the up-quark reflection is along the diagonal of thkelgn rectangle tilted by /4; note also the
connection with the decomposition of the golden rectanglareinfinite sum of squares (‘golden spiral’).
Similarly to the neutrino case, this symmetry allows for tiwdependent terms that can be tuned such

thatm, < m.:

1 00 A\ -2
Yo=A[ 01 0 | +—5 1
0 01 V5 0

The second term fixes)t §c = >, as can be geometrically seen from Fig. 3.1. We therefore hav

1 0
2 0 1. (3.80)
0 ¢

sin200 =1/5 i.e. Op+0c=n/4 ie. Vy=sinfo=(1+¢)/2=022. (3.81)

This prediction isl.9¢c above the present best-fit valugn - = 0.2258 4+ 0.0021. However, as the
basic elements of flavour presented here follow by constnud¢tom the 2x2 submatrices, one naturally
expects that the golden prediction fofs has an uncertainty at least comparablgtg,| ~ |Viq| ~
few - 1073. Thus the numerical accuracy is amazing. Shouldithe discrepancy between the golden
prediction (3.78) and the experimental measurement hodd fihal SNO and KamLAND results, anal-
ogy with the quark sector would allow one to predict the omfemagnitude of neutrino mixing angle
013.

Interestingly, similar predictions on the mixing angles abtained if some suitably chosen as-
sumptions are made on the properties of neutral currentsavkg and leptons [274].

3.2.4.2 Correlation matrix from S3 flavor symmetry in GUT

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

V]\/[ _ UCKJ\/[QUPMNS7 (382)

Fig. 3.1: Geometrical illustration of the connection be-
tween the predictions fof;, and - and the golden
rectangle. The two dashed lines are the reflection axis
of the Z, symmetry for the neutrino mass matrix and
for the up-quark mass matrix.
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where() = diag(¢) is a diagonal matrix. In the singlet seesaw mechanism thelation matrixi
diagonalizes the symmetric matrix

, 1 ,
c = m%‘wvgfﬁvg*m%‘w, (3.83)

wherel is the heavy neutrino Majorana mass matrix &fiddiagonalizes the neutrino Dirac matrixp
from the right. In GUT models such &0)(10) or Es we have intriguing relations between the Yukawa
coupling of the quark sector and the one of the lepton se&twr.instance, in minimal renormalizable
SO(10) with Higgs in the10, 126, and120, we haveY, ~ YdT. In fact the flavor symmetry implies
the structure of the Yukawa matrices: the equivalent entsfd’, andY; are usually of the same order
of magnitude. In such a case one gets

UPMNS _ (UCKM)TVJV[.

As a consequence of thatSa flavor permutation symmetry, softly broken intg, gives us the prediction
of V;Af = 0 [275] and the correlations between CP-violating phasestanchixing angled;» [276].

The six generators of thgs flavor symmetry are the elements of the permutation groupreket
objects. The action of3 on the fields is to permute the family label of the fields. In tbkow-
ing we will introduce theS, symmetry with respect the 2nd and 3rd generations. Jheroup is
an Abelian one and swap the second fandily., (v,)r, S..crL, ir, (Vu) R, Sk, cr} With the third one
{TL, (I/T)L, br,tr, TR, (I/T)R, bR, tR}.

Let us assume that there is &p flavor symmetry at high energy, which is softly broken into
So [80]. In this case, before th&; breaking all the Yukawa matrices have the following streestu

b b

Y = b, (3.84)
a

o R

a
b
wherea andb independent. Thé&s symmetry implies thaf1/v/3,1/v/3,1/4/3) is an eigenvector of
our matrix in Eq. (3.84). Moreover these kind of matricesenwo equal eigenvalues. This gives us an
undetermined mixing angle in the diagonalizing mixing rices.

When.S; is softly broken intaSs, one gets

a b b
Y=|b ¢ d], (3.85)
b d c

with ¢ =~ a andd ~ b. WhenSj; is broken the degeneracy is removed. In generalStheymmetry
implies that(0,1/+/2, —1/4/2) is an exact eigenvector of our matrix (3.85). The fact thiais only
softly broken intoS, allows us to say thatl/v/3,1/v/3,1/4/3) is still in a good approximation an
eigenvector of Y in Eq. (3.85). Then the mixing matrix thaagbnalize from the right the Yukawa
mixing matrix in Eg. (3.85) is given in good approximation te tri-bi-maximal mixing matrix (2.11).

Let us now investigate thE in this model. The mass matrix » will have the general structure
in Eq. (3.85). To be more defined, let us assumed that thereagtea softly brokerZs symmetry under
which the 1st and the 2nd families are even, while the 3rdlfaimiodd. This extra softly brokew,
symmetry gives us a hierarchy between the off-diagonal aedltagonal elements ofp, i.e. b,d <<
a,c. In fact if Z, is exact bothh andd are zero. For simplicity, we assume also a quasi-degenerate
spectrum for the eigenvalues of the Dirac neutrino matrimd277].

The right-handed neutrino Majorana mass matrix is of thefor

a bV
M=1|b ¢ d). (3.86)
b od e
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BecauseSs is only softly broken intaS; we have that ~ ¢ ~ e, andb ~ V'’ = d. In this approximation
the M matrix is diagonalized by & of the form in Eq. (2.11). In this case we have that is near to be
S3 and S, symmetric, then it is diagonalized by a mixing matéiy near the tri-bi-maximal one given
in Eq. (2.11). The® matrix is diagonalized by the mixing matriX,;, = U, U. We obtain thatl; is a
rotation in the(1, 2) plane, i.e. it contains a zero in tlié, 3) entry. As shown in [277], it is possible to
fit the CKM and the PMNS mixing matrix within this model.

3.3 Leptogenesis and cosmological observables
3.3.1 Basic concepts and results

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

np

= (6.1703) x 1071°. (3.87)
nv ’

In the original framework a CP asymmetry is generated thnowmg-of-equilibrium L-violating decays
of heavy Majorana neutrinos [279] leading to a lepton asytnynke # 0. In the presence of sphaleron
processes [280], which af#® + L)-violating and(B — L)-conserving, the lepton asymmetry is partially
transformed to a baryon asymmetry.

The lepton-number asymmetry resulting from the decay ofyrééajorana neutrinoss y;, was
computed by several authors [281-283]. The evaluatianofinvolves the computation of the interfer-
ence between the tree level diagram and one loop diagrarntisfolecay of the heavy Majorana neutrino
N; into charged lepton" (o = €, i, 7). Summing the asymmetrieﬁvj over charged lepton flavour,
one obtains:

EN; = ]\4g 5 Z {Im ((mTD)ja(mD)ak(mEmD)jk) 16% (I(mk)—i- vk >] ( : L ,(3.88)

1—=z .
W o k) k Mpmp)j;

where M), denote the heavy neutrino masses, the variahlés defined asc, = ]J‘f[—k; and I(x) =
J

Var(1 + (1 + 2x) log(13£-)). From Eq. (3.88) it can be seen that, when one sums over afjetha
leptons, the lepton-number asymmetry is only sensitivlecdP-violating phases appearingviﬁ?mD
in the basis wher@/y is diagonal. Note that this combination is insensitive tiations of the left-hand

neutrinos.

If the lepton flavours are distinguishable in the final stiiis the flavoured asymmetries which are
relevant [284-287]. BeloW’ ~ 10'? GeV, ther Yukawa interactions are fast compared to the Hubble
rate, so at least one flavour may be distinguishable. Themmagym in familya, generated from the decay
of the kth heavy Majorana neutrino depends on the combination [IZﬁa]mTDmD)kk/ (mp)ak(mp)ak’)
as well as on Ir(‘(mTDmD)k/k(m*D)ak(mD)ak/). Summing over all leptonic flavours the second
term becomes real so that its imaginary part vanishes anfirtheerm gives rise to the combination
Im((m},ymp);r(ml,mp) ;i) that appears in Eq. (3.88). Clearly, when one works with sepdlavours
the matrixUp,sns does not cancel out and one is lead to the interesting pbigsii having viable
leptogenesis even in the casel®dbeing a real matrix [289—292].

The simplest leptogenesis scenario corresponds to theotasavy hierarchical neutrinos where
M is much smaller thad/s and M3. In this limit, the asymmetries generated by and N3 are fre-
quently ignored, because the productionNof and N3 can be suppressed by kinematics (for instance,
they are not produced thermally, if the re-heat temperadfter inflation is< M>, M3), and the asym-
metries from their decays are partially washed out [284,294]. In this hierarchical limit, the, can

be simplified into:
3 My My
A T (I?z i, s m) ’ (3.89)
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where
| (m )1 (mp)ai(mbmp)i]

I¢ = (3.90)
(mlymp)n

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

3 My >, milm (R}

. 3.91
8m v S my |Ryl? 59D

In this case, obviously, leptogenesis demands non-zergimag parts in thek matrix. It has an upper
bound|en, | < i’ where [295]
3 (mg —mq) M

edl = S—W(?’U%, (3.92)
which is proportional tal/;. So the requirement of generating a sufficient baryon asymngé/es a
lower bound oni/; [295, 296]. Depending on the cosmological scenario, thgeadonr minimal M
varies from orded0” GeV to10° GeV [297,298]. This bound does not move much with the inclusi
of flavour effects [285,299, 300]. In supersymmetric woHdre is an upper bourifizy < 108 GeV on
the re-heating temperature of the Universe from the passiérproduction of gravitinos, the so called
gravitino problem [301-304]. Together with the lower bowrd)M; the gravitino problem puts severe
constraints on supersymmetric thermal leptogenesis gosna

However, the upper bound (3.92) is based on the (naturaljrgsson that higher order corrections
suppressed by/, /M, M, /M3 in Eq. (3.88) are negligible. This may not be true as expjidemon-
strated in Ref. [305] in which neutrino mass model is premgénealizing: v, > <5’. In such a case low
scale standard thermal leptogenesis consistent with thetigio bound is possible also for hierarchical
heavy neutrinos.

Thermal leptogenesis is a rather involved thermodynammicatequilibrium process and depends
on additional parameters and on the proper treatment ahthlezffects [298]. In the simplest case, the
N; are hierarchical, and/; decays into a combination of flavours which are indistingaige?. In this
case, the baryon asymmetry only depends on four param@@ss97, 307, 308]: the madd; of the
lightest heavy neutrino, together with the correspondiffyaSymmetry: y, in its decay, as well as the
rescaledV; decay rate, or effective neutrino mags defined as

1 =Y (mh)1a(mp)ar /M, (3.93)
(0%
in the weak basis wher&ly is diagonal, real and positive. Finally, the baryon asynmynéépends also
on the sum of all light neutrino masses squared,= m? + m3 + m3, since it has been shown that this
sum controls an important class of washout processes. trefavours are distinguishable, the final
baryon asymmetry depends on partial decay ratgsind CP asymmetries'.

The Ny decays in the early Universe at temperatufes- M, producing asymmetries in the
distinguishable final states. A particular asymmetry wilhdve once washout by inverse decays go out
of equilibrium. In the unflavoured calculation (where lapftavours are indistinguishable), the fraction
of the asymmetry that survives is of ordein{1, H/T'}, where the Hubble ratd and theV; total decay
ratel” are evaluated & = M. This is usually written /T" = m* /m,, where [309-311]:

. — 1671'5/291/2 1)2
- 3v5 * Mpianck

and Mpjanckis the Planck massWpianck = 1.2 x 10 GeV),v = (¢°)/+/2 ~ 174 GeV is the weak scale
andg, is the effective number of relativistic degrees of freedonthie plasma and equals 106.75 in the

~ 103 eV, (3.94)

12This can occur above 10*2GeV, before ther Yukawa interaction becomes fast compared to the Hubble oate the
case where thé/; decay rate is faster than the charged lepton Yukawa interecf306].
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SM case. In a flavoured calculation, the fraction of a flavaymametry that survives can be estimated
in the same way, replacing by the partial decay rate.

3.3.2 Implications of flavour effects

For a long time the flavour effects in thermal leptogenesigevkaown [284] but their phenomenological
implications were considered only in specific neutrino flavmodels [225]. As discussed, in the single-
flavour calculation, the most important parameters fornterleptogenesis fromvV, decays are\ly,
m1, €n, and the light neutrino mass scale. Including flavour effgites this parameter space more
dimensions {/;, €, m{), but it can still be projected ontd/;, n space. For the readers convenience
we summarize here some general results on the implicatiftesvoured leptogenesis.

In the unflavoured calculation, leptogenesis does not worldégenerate light neutrinos with a
mass scale above 0.1eV [312—315]. This bound does not survive in the flavoureduation, where
models with a neutrino mass scale up to the cosmologicaldduhn, < 0.68eV [316], can be tuned
to work [285, 306].

Considering the scale of leptogenesis, flavoured leptaiemerks forM/; a factor of~ 3 smaller
in the “interesting” region ofn < Mgy, Butthe lower bound o/, in the optimizedn region, remains
~ 10 GeV [299,300]. A smallei/; could be possible for very degenerate light neutrinos [285]

An important, but disappointing, observation in singleiar leptogenesis was the lack of a
model-independent connection between CP-violation fotolgenesis and PMNS phases. It was shown
[317,318] that thermal leptogenesis can work with no CRation in Upys s, and conversely, that lep-
togenesis can fail in spite of phasedipy;vs. In the “flavoured” leptogenesis case, it is still true thms t
baryon asymmetry is not sensitive to PMNS phases [319, 320jogenesis can work for any value of the
PMNS phases). However, interesting observations can be mathsses of models [286,289, 291, 320].

3.3.3 Other scenarios

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

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

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

“Soft leptogenesis” [333, 334] can work in a one-generai@®USY seesaw model because CP-
violation in this scenario comes from complex supersymynateaking terms. If the soft SUSY-breaking
terms are of suitable size, there is enough CP-violatiaN in N* mixing to imply the observed asym-
metry. Unlike non-supersymmetric triplet Higgs leptogeag soft leptogenesis with a triplet scalar
[330, 335] can also work in the minimal supersymmetric madeype Il seesaw mechanism.
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A very predictive supersymmetric leptogenesis scenaridiained if the sneutrino is playing the
role of inflaton [296, 336—339]. In this scenario the Unieeisdominated byV. Relating/N properties
to neutrino masses via the seesaw mechanism implies a lavedd’z; > 10° GeV on the re-heating
temperature of the Universe [338]. A connection of this acierwith LFV is discussed in Section 5.2.

Dirac leptogenesis is another possibility considered enliterature. In this case neutrinos are
of Dirac type rather than Majorana. In the original paperO3#vo Higgs doublets were required and
their decays create the leptonic asymmetry. Recently sathes have studied the connection between
leptogenesis and low energy data with two Higgs doublet§][34

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

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

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

4.1.1 SU(5): the minimal theory

The 24 gauge bosons reduce to th2 ones of the SM plus a SU(2) doublet, color triplet pai,, Y,,)
(vector leptoquarks), with" = 5/6 (charges+4/3, +1/3) and their antiparticles. The fermions of
a single family in the SM fit in thér and 10 anomaly-free representations 8t/ (5), and the new
super-weak interactions of leptoquarks with fermions atej(and~ are colour indices):

LIX)Y) = %X};‘Vg)o‘ (éy“dg + doyte — eagvﬁﬁvuu“*) 4.1)
— %Yu(_l/g)a (D’y“dé + UayH e’ + eamﬁﬁfy“dv) + h.c.,

where all fermions above are explicitly left-handed arid= C)”.

The exchange of the heavy gauge bosons leads to the effau@ractions suppressed by two
powers of their massix (mx ~ my due toSU(2);, symmetry), which preserveB — L, but breaks
both B and L symmetries and leads tb=€ 6) proton decay [204, 352]. Fromp > 6 x 1033 yr [353],
my 2, 10175 GeV.

The Higgs sector consists of an adjdidt; and a fundamentdly;, the first break$U (5) — SM,
the latter completes the symmetry breaking a la Weinlsaigm. Now5 = (7', D), whereT' is a color
triplet and D the usual HiggsSU (2);, doublet of the SM and so the Yukawa interactions in the matrix
form
Ly = 10r yy 1OF5H+5Fyd 10F5}kg, 4.2)

give the quark and lepton mass matrices

My = Yu(D) , mg = mz = yqa(D) . (4.3)

Note the correlation between down quarks and charged Isp8&4], valid at the GUT scale, and
impossible to be true for all three generations. Actuatiythie SM it is wrong for all of them. It can be
corrected by an extra Higgss  [2], or higher dimensional non-renormalizable interact8].

From (4.2), one gets also the interactions of the tripletictviead to proton decay and thus the
triplet 7 must be superheavy, > 10'2GeV. The enormous split between; andmp ~ my, can be
achieved through the large scale of the breaking©@f5)

(24p7) = vxdiag(2,2,2,-3,-3) , (4.4)

with m% = m3. = 22 g2v%. This fine-tuning is known as the doublet-triplet problemhatéver solution

one may adopt, the huge hierarchy can be preserved in patitbmtiheory only by supersymmetry with
low scale breaking of order TeV.
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The consistency of grand unification requires that the gaogelings of the SM unify at a single
scale, in a tiny windowl0'®® GeV < Mqgyr < 10'8GeV (lower limit from proton decay, upper limit
from perturbativity, i.e. to stay below/p;). Here the minimal ordinansU (5) theory described above
fails badly, while the version with low energy supersymmaeaipbes great [355-358]. Actually, one
needed a heavy top quark [358], with; ~ 200 GeV in order for the theory to work. The same is
needed in order to achieve a radiative symmetry breakinhefSiM gauge symmetry, where only the
Higgs doublet becomes tachyonic [359, 360]. One can theneal&ie minimal supersymmetr€l (5)
GUT with the three families of fermions)» and5x, and with24 and5y and5y supermultiplets. It
predictsmy = m! at Mgy which works well for the 3rd generation; the first two can berected
by higher dimensional operators. Although this theory dgfly has a very fast = 5 [145, 361-364]
proton decay [365], the higher dimensional operators cailyemake it in accord with experiments
[366—368]. The main problem are massless neutrinos, unlesbreaks R-parity (whose approximate
or exact conservation must be assumed in supersymmetrib) Sti{ntrary to some supersymmetric
SO(10)). Other ways out include adding singlets, rightdeahneutrinos (type | see-saw [205-209]),
or al5y multiplet (type Il see-saw [210-213]). In both cases theikaiva are not connected to the
charged sector, so it is much more appealing to go to SO(Earyhwhich unifies all fermions (of a
single family) too, besides the interactions.

Before we move to SO(10), what about ordinary non-supersstmenSU(5)? In order to have
m, # 0 and to achieve the unification of gauge couplings one can ilder €a) 15 Higgs multiplet
[369] or (b)24r fermionic multiplet [370]. The latter one is particularyteéresting, since it leads to the
mixing of the type | and type Ill see-saw [215, 216], with tleemarkable prediction of a lighfU (2)
fermionic triplet below TeV and/qyr < 10'6 GeV, which offers hope both for the observable see-saw
at LHC and a detectable proton decay in a future generatiexpdriments now planned [371].

These fermionic tripletd’» would be produced in pairs through a Drell-Yan process. Thdyz-
tion cross section for the sum of all three possible finakestdt; 7}, T T2 and T, 75, can be read
from Fig.2 of Ref. [372]: it is approximately 20 pb for 100 GéNplet mass, and around 40 fb for 500
GeV triplets. The triplets then decay intB or Z and a light lepton through the same Yukawa couplings
that enter into the seesaw.

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

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

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

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

(f)L = 072 residing in the same representatitfy;

- in the supersymmetric version, the matter parity = (—1)3(B‘L), equivalent to the R-parity
R = M(-1)%%, is a gauge transformation [377—379], a part of the cefftenf SO(10). In
the renormalizable version of the theory it remains exactlatnergies [380-382]. The lightest
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supersymmetric partner (LSP) is then stable and is a nataralidate for the dark matter of the
universe;

- its other maximal subgroup, besid&#/(5) x U(1), is Gps = SU(2)r, x SU(2)g x SU(4)c
quark-lepton symmetry of Pati and Salam, which plays an iapo role in relating quark and
lepton masses and mixings;

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

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

16 x 16 = 10 + 120 + 126 , (4.5)

the most general Yukawa sector in general containg, 1205 and126y, respectively the fundamental
vector representation, the three-index antisymmetricessmtation and the five-index antisymmetric
and anti-self-dual representatioh26 5 is necessarily complex, supersymmetric or not; and 126 4
Yukawa matrices are symmetric in generation space, whilé2b;; one is antisymmetric.

The decomposition of the relevant representations uGger gives

16 = (27174)+(17274)7

10 = (27271)+(17176)7

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

126 = (3,1,10) + (1,3,10) + (2,2,15) + (1, 1,6). (4.6)

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

126 = 1+ 5+ 15 + 45 + 50. 4.7

The 1 of SU(5) belongs to thél, 3,10) of Gpg and gives a mass farg, while 15 corresponds to the
(3,1,10) and gives the direct masstg.

126 can be a fundamental field, or a composite of Mg fields (for some realistic examples see
for example [390-392]), or can even be induced as a two-lffeptive representation built out ofld
and two gaugd5s-dim representations [393—395].

Normally the light Higgs is chosen to be the smallest ditlg;. Since(10x) = ((2,2,1)) is a
SU(4)¢ singlet,my = m, follows immediately, independently of the numberlof;. Thus we must
add eitherl20 or 126 or both in order to correct the bad mass relations. Both cfettiilds contain
(2,2, 15), which VEV alone gives the relatiom, = —3m?.

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

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

In this case there are just two ways of giving masgo by a nonzero VEV of the Higg$26,
or generate an effective non-renormalizable operatoatiadly [393]. We will consider in turn both of
them.

4.1.2.1 Elementary 126

It is rather appealing thaz and126 ; may be sufficient for all the fermion masses, with only tweset
of symmetric Yukawa coupling matrices. The mass matricédat are

mg = vV + vieYi26 (4.8)
my = VigY10 + Ul96Y126 , 4.9
Me = 'U?OYIO — 3”?26}/126 s (410)
m, = —mDM}glmD +my, , (4.12)
where

mp = ’U%Ylo — 31}%26}/126 s (412)

Mgr = vgrY12 , (4.13)
”ITLVL = ’ULY126 . (414)

These relations are valid &fyr, so it is there that their validity must be tested. The anglgilsne so
far used the results of renormalization group running frtafn to Mg from [397, 398].

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

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

My, X Mg — Me (4.15)

which follows directly from (4.8), (4.10) and (4.14), if gnthe second term (type 1) in (4.11) is consid-
ered. Considering only the heaviest two generations asam@e and taking the usually good approx-
imation of small second generation masses and small mixigtes, one finds all the elements of the
right-hand-side small except tR€ element, which is proportional to the difference of two bignbers,
my — m,. Thus, a large neutrino atmospheric mixing angle is linkethe smallness of thi&2 matrix
element, and so tb — 7 unification. Note that in these types of modeéls- 7 unification is no more
automatic due to the presence of i, which breaks SU(4). It is however quite a good prediction of
the RGE running in the case of low-energy supersymmetry.

The numerical fitting was able to reproduce also a large sniging angle both in case of type
[1 [407,408] or mixed seesaw [409], predicting also a quatgié|U.3| ~ 0.16 mixing element, close to
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the experimental upper bound. The difficulty in fitting the KCP-violating phase in the first quadrant
was overcome by new solutions found in [410, 411], maintgjrthe prediction of largéU.s| > 0.1
matrix element.

All these fittings were done assuming no constraints conmog fthe Higgs sector. Regarding it,
it was found that the minimal supersymmetric model [412}4B4 only 26 model parameters [415], on
top of the usual supersymmetry breaking soft terms, as iMBEM. When one considers this minimal
model, the VEVs in the mass formulae (4.8)-(4.14) are notgetaly arbitrary, but are connected by the
restrictions of the Higgs sector. This has been first notindd16—418] showing a possible clash with
the positive results of the unconstrained Yukawa sectaliestiuin [410,411]. The issue has been pursued
in [419], showing that in the region of parameter space wliteeefermion mass fitting is successful,
there are necessarily intermediate scale thresholds wpwihperturbativity of the RGE evolution of the
gauge couplings.

To definitely settle the issue two further checks should beeda@) they? analysis used in the
fitting procedure should be implementedid};, not atMqr. The point is in fact that while the errors
at M are uncorrelated, they become strongly correlated aftering toM 7, due to the large Yukawa
coupling of top and possibly also of bottom, tau and neutrimpAnother issue is to consider also the
effect of the possible increased gauge couplings on thewaka Only after these two checks will be
done, this minimal model could be ruled out.

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

Some topics have to be still mentioned in connection withaheve: the important calculation
of the mass spectrum and Clebsch-Gordan coefficients in (889, 421-429], the doublet-triplet
splitting problem [430,431], the Higgs doublet mass md889,423], the running of the gauge couplings
at two loops together with threshold corrections [424], Hrastudy of proton decay [425,432,433].

What if this model turns out to be wrong? There are other nsodalthe market. The easiest
idea is to add a20 dimensional Higgs, that may also appear as a natural chb&ag the last of
the three allowed representations that couple with fermidrhere are three different ways of doing it
considered in the literature: a) take0 as a small, non-leading, contribution, i.e. a perturbatmthe
previous formulae [434—436]; b) considiEx0 on an equal footing al) and126, but assume some extra
discrete symmetry or real parameters in the superpotebtiedking CP spontaneously [437—-440] (and
suppressing in the first two references the dangedioas5 proton decay modes); ¢) assume smab
contributions to the charged fermion masses [441-444].

Another limit is to forget the 0y altogether, as has been proposed for non-supersymmegoe th
ries [445]. The two generation study predicts a too smaibrat,/m, ~ 0.3, instead of the valué.6
that one gets by straight running. The idea is that this cgatdarge corrections due to Dirac neutrino
Yukawas [446] and the effect of finite second generation sgmsss well as the inclusion of the first gen-
eration and CP-violating phases. This is worth pursuingtforovides an alternative minimal version of
SO(10), and after all, supersymmetry may not be there.

4.1.2.2 Radiative 126

The original idea [393] is that there is 1@6y representation in the theory, but the same operator is
generated by loop corrections. The representation thakbrthe rank of SO(10) is now6;, which
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VEV let us callM,. Generically there is a contribution to the righthandedtmeo mass at two loops:

2 M?
O‘) A Msusyy, (4.16)

MR ~ <—
dr/) Maur Mgur

which is too small in low-energy supersymmetry (low breglkscaleM ;7 sy) as well as non-supersymmetric
theories /sy sy = Maur, but low intermediate scalkl, required by gauge coupling unification). The
only exception, proposed in [394], could be split superswatmyn[447, 448].

In the absence af26, the charged fermion masses must be given by o}y and120 [394],
together with radiative corrections. The simplest analygdithe tree order two generation case gives
three interesting predictions-relations [395, 449]: Madt exach — 7 unification; 2) large atmospheric
mixing angle related to the small quafk. mixing angle; 3) somewhat degenerate neutrinos. For a
serious numerical analysis one needs to use the RGE for feeofaplit supersymmetry, taking a very
smalltan 3 < 1 to get an approximate — 7 unification [448]. One needs also some fine-tuning of the
parameters to account for the small radifs; sy /Maur < 10~ required in realistic models to
have gluinos decay fast enough [450].

4.2 Higher-dimensional approaches

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

4.2.1 Large extra dimensions

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

In such a framework, the SM fermions can be localized at wiffe positions along this extra
dimensionL. Then the relative displacements of quark/lepton wavetiangeaks produce suppression
factors in the effective 4-dimensional Yukawa couplingfie3e suppression factors being determined
by the overlaps of fermion wave functions (getting smalkettee distance between wave function peaks
increases), they can vary with the fermion flavours and thdade a mass hierarchy. This mechanism
was first suggested in [457] and its variations have beenestun [464—-474].

Let us describe this mechanism more precisely. The fernoicalization can be achieved through
either non-perturbative effects in string/M theory or figh@oretical methods. One field-theoretical pos-
sibility is to couple the SM fermion field$;(x,, z5) [i = 1, ..., 3 being the family index ang = 1, ...,4
the usual coordinate indexes] to 5-dimensional scalarsfeith VEV ®;(z5) depending on the extra di-

13The constraint from electroweak precision measurementsis> 2 — 5 TeV, the one from direct search at LEP collider
is L' > 5 TeV and the expected LHC sensitivity is abdut! ~ 10 TeV.
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mension (parameterized hy) 1. Indeed, chiral fermions are confined in solitonic backgasi[475].

If the scalar field profile behaves as a linear function of tenf®; (x5) = 2u%x5 — m; around its zero-
crossing point:) = m; /22, the zero-mode of 5-dimensional fermion acquires a Gausgiae function
of typical width .~ and centered at? along thex; direction: U (z,, 25) = Ae=@=2)%y,(z,),
¥i(z,) being the 4-dimensional fermion field and= (2,2 /7)'/* a normalization factor. Then the 4-
dimensional Yukawa couplings between the 5-dimensionaHidds bosonH and zero-mode fermions,
obtained by integration ons over the wall widthZ 1°;

Svukawa = / Py IrH (2, 25) 0 (2,1, 25) U (2, 25) = / d*2Yiih ()i ()05 (2,), (4.17)

are modulated by the following effective coupling constant

2

Yij = /61:135/@426_“2(:”"_I?)Qe_”z(:[”"’_l’?)2 = ke 2 BT (4.18)

It can be considered as natural to have a 5-dimensional Yalkawpling constant equal tdL«, where
the dimensionless parameteris universal (in flavour and nature of fermions) and of ordeity so
that the flavour structure is mainly generated by the fieldlimation effect through the exponential
suppression factor in Eq. (4.18). The remarkable featutbat due to this exponential factor, large
hierarchies can be created among the physical fermion sasaen for all fundamental parametets

of order of the same energy scale

This mechanism can effectively accommodate all the datavamkgand charged lepton masses
and mixings [476—-478]. In case where right-handed newrare added to the SM so that neutrinos ac-
quire Dirac masses (as those originating from Yukawa cogpl{4.17)), neutrino oscillation experiment
results can also be reproduced [462]. The fine-tuning,rayiiere on relative parameters, turns out
to be improved when neutrinos get Majorana masses inst@&{ (gdee also [225, 480]).

4.2.2 Small extra dimensions

An other type of higher-dimensional scenario solving thaggahierarchy problem was suggested by
Randall and Sundrum (RS) [481, 482]. There, the unique ekinension is warped and has a size of
orderMp;' (Mp; being the reduced Planck masdi; = 2.44 10'%GeV) leading to an effective gravity
scale around the TeV. In the initial version, gravity progi®g in the bulk and SM particles are all stuck
on the TeV-brane. An extension of the original RS model wagym@ssively proposed [483]- [487],
motivated by its interesting features with respect to theggacoupling unification [488]- [493] and dark
matter problem [494, 495]. This new set-up is charactertzgdhe presence of SM fields, except the
Higgs boson (to ensure that the gauge hierarchy problemrdges-emerge), in the bulk.

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

More precisely, the fermions can acquire different loailans if each fieldl;(x,, x5 ) is coupled
to a distinct 5-dimensional mass;: fd4xfdx5 VG m;¥,;V;, G being the determinant of the RS

HAlthough we concentrate here on the case with only one extnartsion, for simplicity, the mechanism can be directly
extended to more extra dimensions.
SHere, the factor/L compensates with the Higgs component aleggsince the Higgs boson is not localized.
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metric. To modify the location of fermions, the masses must have a non-trivial dependence on
x5, like m; = sign(zs)c;k, wherec; are dimensionless parameters drié is the curvature radius of
Anti-de-Sitter space. Then the fields decomposela&”, z5) = >, ¢§"> (x") fi(xs5) [n labeling
the tower of Kaluza-Klein (KK) excitations], admitting thellowing solution for the zero-mode wave
function, fi(z5) = e=c)klesl /NI whereN¢ is a normalization factor.

The Yukawa interactions with the Higgs bosfihread here as,

SYukawa = / &Pz VG (Yif) HU_ ,U_; + h.c.> / d*z M;; ¢ zz) ) { he +. (4.19)

The Yig.5) are the 5-dimensional Yukawa coupling constants and tresiahd for KK mass terms. The
fermion mass matrix is obtained after integrating:

M;; = / drs VG sgg@ H fi(xs) fl(xs5). (4.20)

The Yig.S) can be chosen almost universal so that the quark/lepton mersschies are mainly governed
by the overlap mechanism. Large fermion mass hierarchiasbeaproduced for fundamental mass
parametersn; all of order of the unique scale of the thedry~ Mp;.

With this mechanism, the quark masses and CKM mixing angesbe effectively accommo-
dated [496-498], as well as the lepton masses and PMNS naxiglgs in both cases where neutrinos
acquire Majorana masses (via either dimension five operf488] or the see-saw mechanism [500]) and
Dirac masses (see [501], and, [502, 503] for order unity WMukaouplings leading to mass hierarchies
essentially generated by the geometrical mechanism).

4.2.3 Sources of FCNC in extra dimension scenarios

GIM-violating FCNC effects in extra dimension scenarios/rappear both from tree level and from loop
effects.

At tree level FCNC processes can be induced by exchanges ax€Kations of neutral gauge
bosons. The neutral current action of the effective 4-dsm@ral coupling, between SM fermions
wi(o) (z#) and KK excitations of any neutral gauge bos@ﬁ) (z*), reads in the interaction basis as,

Snc = g§ / d4xZw 7 ey v AR+ {L < R}, (4.21)

Therefore, FCNC interactions can be induced by the noneusality of the effective coupling constants
g2 x Gy ™ petween KK modes of the gauge fields and the three SM fermioiiiés (which have
different locations along:).

At the loop level, KK fermion excitations may invalidate t#M cancellation, as discussed e.g.
in [501, 504] for/= — @57. Indeed, these excitations have KK masses which are noigit#gl(and
thus not quasi-degenerate in family space) compared;{o-.. The GIM mechanism is also invalidated
by the loop contributions of the KiK7*(") modes which couple (KK level by level), e.g. to leptons in
the 4-dimensional theory, via an effective mixing matrixyje Vz\efzés = UQCE")UZ being non-unitary
due to the non-universality of

¢\ = diag(CLM, C2 ™ c3 M), (4.22)
In this diagonal matrixC}n guantifies the wave function overlap along the extra dinmmbietween

the W= [n > 1] and exchanged (m-th level KK) fermioff, (z5) [i = {1, 2,3} being the generation
index] (see later for more details).
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The GIM mechanism for leptons can be clearly restored if tbeé?ficientscin(") as well as the
3 KK fermion massem’K(}?) are equal to each other, i.e are universal with respecttd 1, 2, 3} (KK
level by level) [505]. Within the quark sector, on the othantl, the top quark mass cannot be totally
neglected relatively to the KK up-type quark excitationlssaleading to a mass shift of the KK top
quark mode from the rest of the KK up-type quark modes and vergdhe degeneracy among 3 family
masses of the up quark excitations at fixed KK level (with rédam,;;+(»)). Moreover, this means that
the Yukawa interaction with the Higgs boson induces a saliatamixing of the top quark KK tower
members among themselves [471,506].

For example, the data oh — sy (receiving a contribution from the exchange ofiia*(™)
[n = 0,1...] gauge field and an up quark, or its KK excitations, at one {®swel) can be accom-
modated in the RS model with,(W+(1)) ~ 1 TeV, as shown in [505] using numerical methods for the
diagonalization of a large dimensional mass matrix anchtpkato account the top quark mass effects
described previously.

4.2.4 Mass bounds on Kaluza-Klein excitations

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

4.2.4.1 Large extra dimensions

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

as well as gauge bosons propagate. The SM fermions aredadatéferent points of the fifth dimension,
so that their mass hierarchy can be interpreted in term ajéloenetrical mechanism described in details
in Section 4.2.1. In such a framework the exchange of the Kittatkons of the gluon can bring important
contributions to théd® — K% mixing (AF = 2) at tree level. Indeed, the KK gluon can couple the d quark
with the s quark, if these light down-quarks are displacet@lthe extra dimension. The obtained KK
contribution to the mass splittinggm x in the kaon system depends on the KK gluon coupling between
the s and d quarks (which is fixed by quark locations) and mainl the mass of the first KK gluon
M1(<11)K Assuming that the s,d quark locations are such thatthen, mass values are reproduced, the
obtainedAm and alsge k| are smaller than the associated experimental values gpectvely,

M) > 25Tev, and M) > 300TeV, (4.23)

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

In the lepton sector the experimental upper limit on the tinarg ratio B(u — eee) imposes
typically the constraint [507]

MY > 30TeV, (4.24)
since the exchange of the KK excitations of the electroweaktral gauge bosons contributes to the
decayu — ece.

To conclude, we stress that if the extra dimensions treatliésmn a non-universal way (which
could explain the fermion mass hierarchy), the indirectrssufrom FCNC physics like the ones in
Eq.(4.23)-(4.24) force the mass of the KK gauge bosons taibiedm the collider reach. As a matter of
fact, the LHC will be able to probe the KK excitations of galogpsons only up t6 — 7 TeV [508-511]
in the present context.

4.2.4.2  Small extra dimensions

In the context of the RS model with SM fields in the bulk, ddsed in Section 4.2.2, the exchange of
KK excitations of neutral gauge bosons (like e.g. the fif$excitation: Z(1)) also contributes to FCNC
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processes at tree level [458, 497, 512-516] since these &iKsspossess FC couplings if the different
families of fermions are displaced along the warped extnaedision. There exist some configurations
of fermion locations, pointed out in [503], which simultausly reproduce all quark/lepton masses and
mixing angles via the wave function effecisd lead to amplitudes of FCNC reactions, [— (gl 1,
Z°% — lylg, P° — PY mixing of a generic mesoR, i — e conversion,K? — l,lg and K+ — 7t vy
compatible with the corresponding experimental constsagmen for light neutral KK gauge bosons:

MY > 1TeV. (4.25)

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

typically close to the Planck-brane, they have quasi-uswecouplingscé (n) [c.f EQ.(4.21)] with the
KK gauge bosons which have a wave function almost constangahe fifth dimension near the Planck-
brane. Therefore, small FC couplings are generated in tysigad basis for these fermions leading to the
weak bound (4.25). The fermions from the third family, assied to heavy flavours, cannot be localized
extremely close to the Planck-brane since their wave fanaiverlap with the Higgs boson [confined on
the TeV-brane] must be large in order to generate high éffedtukawa couplings. Nevertheless, this
is compensated by the fact that phenomenological FCNC i@onist are usually less severe in the third
generation sector.

As a result, the order of lower limits ojh{[%)K coming from the considerations on both fermion
mass data and FCNC processes can be as low as TeV. From tie theetical point of view, the
favored order of magnitude fay/ };}( is O(1)TeV which corresponds to a satisfactory solution for the
gauge hierarchy problem. From the model building point eawione has to rely on an appropriate
extension of the RS model insuring that, for light KK mass$kes,deviations of the electroweak precision
observables do not conflict with the experimental resultge @xisting RS extensions, like the scenarios
with brane-localized kinetic terms for fermions [517] analuge bosons [518] (see [519, 520] for the
localized gauge boson kinetic terms and [521] for the femunes), or the scenarios with an extended
gauge symmetry (see [522], [523] and [524] for differentriean charges under this broken symmetry),
allow M}{lk to be as low as- 3 TeV. In such a case, one can expect a direct detection of thex¢Ked
gauge bosons at LHC.

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

Within the SM the dynamics of flavour-changing transitioascontrolled by the structure of fermion
mass matrices. In the quark sector, up and down quarks hass eigenvalues which are up 16°
times smaller than the electroweak scale, and mass matsice$h are approximately aligned. This
results in the effective CKM and GIM suppressions of chamed neutral flavour-violating interactions,
respectively. Forcing this connection between the lowggnéermion mass matrices and the flavour-
changing couplings to be valid also beyond the SM, leads tapig/sics scenarios with a high level
of predictivity (in the flavour sector) and a natural suppi@s of flavour-changing transitions. The
latter achievement is a key ingredient to maintain a goodexgent with experiments in models where
flavoured degrees of freedom are expected around the Te¥. scal

This is precisely the idea behind the Minimal Flavour Viaatprinciple [525-527]. It is a fairly
general hypothesis that can be implemented in stronggracting theories [525], low-energy supersym-
metry [526,527], multi Higgs [527,528] and GUT [529] models a model-independent formulation,
the MFV construction consists in identifying the flavour syetry and symmetry-breaking structure
of the SM and enforce it in a more general effective theoryit(gm in terms of SM fields and valid
above the electroweak scale). In the quark sector this gusees unambiguous: the largest group of
flavour-changing field transformations commuting with thege group i§j, = SU(3)g, x SU(3)u, X
SU(3)ay,, and this group is broken only by the Yukawa couplings. Tkariance of the SM Lagrangian
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underg, can be formally recovered elevating the Yukawa matricesptoisn fields with appropriate
transformation properties und@y. The hypothesis of MFV states that these are the only spsibogak-

ing G, also beyond the SM. Within the effective theory formulafidhis implies that all the higher
dimensional operators constructed from SM and Yukawa figldst be (formally) invariant undeg,.
The consequences of this hypothesis in the quark sectorlesm extensively analyzed in the litera-
ture (see e.g. Refs. [530,531]). Without entering into tatils, we can state that the MFV hypothesis
provides a plausible explanation of why no new-physicsadf@ave been observed so far in the quark
sector.

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

RL

A;J HY&40°P L)y, (4.26)
LFV

whereéfj.L are the generic flavour-changing couplings angy denotes the cut-off of the effective
theory. In absence of a specific flavour structure, it is radtiar expectﬁf}L = O(1). In this case the
experimental limit fory, — ey implies ALpy > 10° TeV, in clear tension with the expectation of new
degrees of freedom close to the TeV scale in order to statiltie Higgs sector of the SM.

The implementation of a MFV principle in the lepton sectanas as simple as in the quark sector.
The problem is that the neutrino mass matrix itself cannadmmmodated within the renormalizable
part of the SM Lagrangian. The most natural way to descrihgrim® masses, explaining their strong
suppression, is to assume they are Majorana mass term&ssegiby the heavy scale of lepton number
violation (LNV). In other words, neutrino masses are ddmatiby a non-renormalizable interaction of
the type Eq. (3.4) suppressed by the sdalgy > v = |[(H)|. This implies that we have to face a
two scale problem (presumably with the hierarchyyw > Airv) and that we need some additional
hypothesis to identify the irreducible flavour-symmetrediding structures. As we will illustrate in the
following, we can choose whether to extend or not the fieldenof the SM. The construction of the
effective theory based on one of these realizations of th&Wlhypothesis can be viewed as a general
tool to exploit the observable consequences of a specifigifmalistic) hypothesis about the irreducible
sources of lepton-flavour symmetry breaking.

4.3.2 MLFYV with minimal field content

The lepton field content is the SM one: three left-handed s} and three right-handed charged
lepton singletse’,. The flavour symmetry group i§; = SU(3)z, x SU(3)., and we assume the
following flavour-symmetry-breaking Lagrangian

ﬁSym.Br. = _Yeij é%(HTLJL) - ’{ij( 7CLiT2H)(HT7_2LJL) +h.c.
2Ainy
.. . . 2 .. . .
oY ehel — i gl 4, (4.27)
2Ainy

Here the two irreducible sources of LFV are the coefficierttiofension-five LNV operaton«(ij) and the
charged-lepton Yukawa couplinyy), transforming respectively &6, 1) and(3, 3) underg;. An explicit
realization of this scenario is provided by the so-callgéoldt see-saw mechanism (or see-saw of type
II). This approach has the advantage of being highly predicbut it differs in an essential way from the
MFV hypothesis in the quark sector since one of the basid@puariginates from a non-renormalizable
coupling.

5Q



Having identified the irreducible sources of flavour symméireaking and their transformation
properties, we can classify the non-renormalizable opesaguppressed by inverse powersAgky
which contribute to flavour-violating processes. Thesaaipes must be invariant combinations of SM
fields and the spurions, andx,,. The complete list of the leading operators contributing & decays
of charged leptons is given in Refs. [532,533]. The case efrédliative decayg — [, is particu-
larly simple since there are only two dimension-six opesatoperators with a structure as in Eq. (3.4),
with F,,, replaced by the stress tensors of #i¢l), and SU(2);, gauge groups, respectively). The
MLFV hypothesis forces the flavour-changing couplings efsthoperators to be a spurion combination
transforming a$3, 3) underg;:

(0R5),; o< (Yerbm) +... (4.28)
j
where the dots denote terms with higher powers’ofor «,. Up to the overall normalization, this

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

my, (Afny 2 77t
Yewbw,) = — U U
( il )wéj v < iV PMNST ZPMNS it
my, A} N N
— TZ % [(Upmns)iz (Upmns)f2 Aoy = (Upmns)is (Upmns)js Amam| » (4.29)

where Am2,,, and Am2, denote the squared mass differences deduced from atmispéwed solar-
neutrino data, angt /— correspond to normal/inverted hierarchy, respectivehe verall facton\?y, /v?
implies that the absolute normalization of LFV rates suffef a large uncertainty. Nonetheless, a few
interesting conclusions can still be drawn [532]:

— The LFV decay rates are proportional Ay, /A{'r, and could be detected only in presence of
a large hierarchy between these two scales. In particlar, — ey) > 1073 only if Ay >
107 ALpy.

— Ratios of similar LFV decay rates, such8g: — ev)/B(r — u~), are free from the normaliza-
tion ambiguity and can be predicted in terms of neutrino massd PMNS angles: violations of
these predictions would unambiguously signal the presehadditional sources of lepton-flavour
symmetry breaking. One of these prediction is the2-10~3 enhancement oB(7 — ) Vs
B(u — evy) shown in Fig. 4.1. Given the present and near-future experiah prospects on these
modes, this modest enhancement implies thajthe e~ search is much more promising within
this framework.

— Ratios of LFV transitions among the same two families (sa&h — ey vspu — 3e or 7 — pury
vsT — 3u andT — pee) are determined by known phase space factors and ratiosriotisa
Wilson coefficients. As data will become available on diierlepton flavor violating processes,
if the flavour patter is consistent with the MLFV hypothesism these ratios it will be possible
to disentangle the contributions of different operators.

— A definite prediction of the MLFV hypothesis is that the sater decays involving light hadrons
(7 — pe, Kp — pe, 7 — pn? . ..) are exceedingly small.

4.3.3 MLFYV with extended field content

In this scenario we assume three heavy right-handed Majarauatrinos in addition to the SM fields. As
a consequence, the maximal flavour group becogies SU(3),,,. In order to minimize the number of
free parameters (or to maximize the predictivity of the mMpaee assume that the Majorana mass term
for the right-handed neutrinos is proportional to the idgmhatrix in flavour space(Mg);j = Mg x d;;.
This mass term breakslU(3),,, to O(3),,,, and is assumed to be the only source of LNW# < A ny).
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Fig. 4.1: By, .;,, = B(l; — l;7v)/B(l; — lv;v;) for p — ey andr — py as a function ofin 6,3 in the MLFV
framework with minimal field content [532]. The normalizatiof the vertical axis correspondsAony /ALpy =
1019, The shading is due to different values of the phaiaad the normal/inverted spectrum.

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

The classification of the higher-dimensional operatorshandffective theory proceeds as in the
minimal field content case. The only difference is that th&dspurions are now,, andY~, transforming
as(3,1,3) and(3,3,1) underg; x O(3),,,, respectively. The determination of the spurion structure
in terms of observable quantities is more involved than @ rfinimal field content case. In general,
inverting the see-saw relation allows us to exprEssn terms of neutrino masses, PMNS angles and
an arbitrary complex-orthogonal matriX of Eq. (3.43) [222]. Exploiting th€(3),,, symmetry of the
MLFV Lagrangian, the real orthogonal part Bfcan be rotated away. We are then left with a Hermitian-
orthogonal matrixH [535] which can be parameterized in terms of three real patams ¢;) which
control the amount of CP-violation in the right-handed sect

1/2
Y,,:MR/

H () m2 Ubuns- (4.30)
With this parameterization fadr, the flavour changing coupling relevantlto— [;y decays reads

5B Y, <Yle,) - mT <%UPMNSmé{ng%é{ng,lMNS). (4.31)
In the CP-conserving limitf — I and the phenomenological predictions turns out to be gintéss to
the minimal field content scenario [532]. In particular,thk general observations listed in the previous
section remain valid. In the general case, i.e. Bz I, the predictivity of the model is substantially
weakened. However, in principle some information aboutrtfagrix H can be extracted by studying
baryogenesis through leptogenesis in the MLFV framewoB6]5

4.3.4 Leptogenesis

On general grounds, we expect that the tree-level deggnefdrweavy neutrinos is lifted by radiative
corrections. This allows the generation of a lepton asymymetthe interference between tree-level and
one-loop decays of right-handed neutrinos. Following tlaadard leptogenesis scenario, we assume
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Fig. 4.2: Baryon asymmetryr(g) as a function of the right-handed neutrino mass scalg)(for ¢,; = 0 (dots)
andc,; # 0 (crosses) in the MLFV framework with extended field cont&3d].

that this lepton asymmetry is later communicated to thedrasgector through sphaleron effects and that
saturates the observed value of the baryon asymmetry ofiikierse.

The most general form of ther mass-splittings allowed within the MLFV framework has the
following form:

AMp
Mg
+eld) (WX 0¥ + e [TV + e [VYIVYS + 00IYYHT] +

vv

= o [V + )]+ ) Ry + v

v

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

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

— The right amount of leptogenesis can be generated everYwith0, if all the ¢; are non vanishing.
However, sinc&’, ~ /Mg, for low values of My (< 10'2 GeV) the asymmetry generated by the
¢, term dominates. In this casg; is typically too small to match the observed value and has a
flat dependence of/r. At Mp > 10'2 GeV the quadratic terma’) dominate, determining an
approximate linear growth ofp with M. These two regimes are illustrated in Fig. 4.2.

As demonstrated in Ref. [536], baryogenesis through legtesis is viable in MLFV models. In partic-
ular, assuming a loop hierarchy between théas expected in a perturbative scenario) and neglecting
flavour-dependent effects in the Boltzmann equations {laveur approximation of Ref. [537]), the right
size ofnp is naturally reached foMr > 10'2 GeV. As discussed in Ref. [290] (see also [292]), this
lower bound can be weakened by the inclusion of flavour-dégetneffects in the Boltzmann equations
and/or by thean S-enhancement df, occurring in two-Higgs doublet models.

From the phenomenological point of view, an important défece with respect to the CP-conser-
ving case is the fact that non-vanishiggchange the predictions of the LFV decays, typically prodgci
an enhancement of th&( — evy)/B(r — wy) ratio. ForMp > 1012 GeV their effect is moderate
and the CP-conserving predictions are recovered. The atiprtant information following from the
leptogenesis analysis is the fact that the lakgg regime is favored. Assuming,_ry to be close to the
TeV scale, theVii regime favored by leptogenesis favorg a— e+ rate within the reach of the MEG
experiment [538].
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4.3.5 GUT implementation

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

Within SU(5)gauge, the down-type singlet quarkg,) and the lepton doubletd{;) belong to
the 5 representation; the quark doubl€};( ), the up-type ¢{;) and lepton singletsef,) belong to the
10 representation, and finally the right-handed neutringg)(are singlet. In this framework the largest
group of flavour transformation commuting with the gaugeugris Gour = SU(3)5 x SU(3)10 X
SU(3)1, which is smaller than the direct product of the quark antblegroups discussed befoi&, (x
G;). We should therefore expect some violations of the MFV+MUdtedictions either in the quark or
in the lepton sector or in both.

A phenomenologically acceptable description of the lowrggp fermion mass matrices requires
the introduction of at least four irreducible sourcesgefi;r breaking. From this point of view the
situation is apparently similar to the non-unified case:fthe G, spurions can be put in one-to-one
correspondence with the low-energy spuriofisYy, Ye, andY,. However, the smaller flavour group
does not allow the diagonalization &f; and Y, (which transform in the same way und@gy) in
the same basis. As a result, two additional mixing matri@es appear in the expressions for flavour
changing ratesC' = VeﬂVdL andG = VETQVdR. The hierarchical texture of the new mixing matrices
is known since they reduce to the identity matrix in the lifjt = Y. Taking into account this fact,
and analyzing the structure of the allowed higher-dimerai@perators, a number of reasonably firm
phenomenological consequences can be deduced [529]:

— There is a well defined limit in which the standard MFV scemndor the quark sector is fully
recovered: M < 10'2 GeV and smalkan 3 (in a two-Higgs doublet case). Fdfr ~ 10'2
GeV and smaltan 3, deviations from the standard MFV pattern can be expectear@¥< decays
but not in B physics. Ignoring fine-tuned scenariddg > 10'2 GeV is excluded by the present
constraints on quark FCNC transitions. Independently fioevalue ofM g, deviations from the
standard MFV pattern can appear bothirand in B physics fortan 5 2 my /my,.

— Contrary to the non-GUT MFV framework, the rate jor— ey (and other LFV decays) cannot
be arbitrarily suppressed by lowering the average mdgsof the heavyvr. This fact can easily
be understood by looking at the flavour structure of the ealeeffective couplings, which now
assume the following form:

Bhr= a Y.YY, + e V,YIY, + Y, YIYE + ... (4.32)

In addition to the terms involving, ~ /Mp already present in the non-unified case, the GUT
group allows alsal/r-independent terms involving the quark Yukawa couplingbe Tatter be-
come competitive fon/z < 10'2 GeV and their contribution is such that faf py < 10 TeV the
p — ey rate is above 03 (i.e. within the reach of MEG [538]).

— Improved experimental information en— py andr — ey would be a powerful tool in discrim-
inating the relative size of the standard MFV contributioessus the characteristic GUT-MFV
contributions due to the different hierarchy pattern among p, 7 — e, andu — e transitions.
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5 Phenomenology of theories beyond the Standard Model
5.1 Flavour violation in non-SUSY models directly testable at LHC
5.1.1 Multi-Higgs doublet models

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Extensions of the SM with extra Higgs doublets are very @étsince they keep the parameter
at tree level equal to one [545]. In multi-Higgs systemseéhae in general, additional sources of CP-
violation in the Higgs sector [546]. The most general reredirable polynomial consistent with the
SU(2) x U(1) x SU(3). model withn, Higgs doubletsg;, may be written as:

Ly =Yap 050+ Zabed (@52%) (ﬁbiﬁbd) ; (5.1)
where repeated indices are summed. Hermiticitg gimplies:
Yoo =Yea 5 Zopeq = Zbade - (5.2)
Furthermore, by construction it is obvious that:
Zabed = Ledab - (5.3)

In models with more than one Higgs doublet, one has the freeddanake Higgs-basis transfor-
mations (HBT) that do not change the physical content of tbeeh but do change both the quadratic
and the quartic coefficients. Coefficients that are complete Higgs basis may become real in another
basis. Furthermore, a given model may have complex quaréfficients in one Higgs basis, while they
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may all become real in another basis, with only the quadcat@sficients now complex, thus indicating
that in that particular model CP is only softly broken. Sudbd4-basis transformations leave the Higgs
kinetic energy term invariant and are of the form:

HBT

G T8 W= Vi b, b (¢ =V (o)) (5.4)

whereV is anng x ng unitary matrix acting in the space of Higgs doublets. In [5d@nditions for
a given Higgs potential to violate CP at the Lagrangian leegpressed in terms of CP-odd Higgs-
basis invariants, were derived. These conditions are sgptein terms of couplings of the unbroken
Lagrangian, therefore they are relevant even at high eegrgihere theSU (2) x U(1) symmetry is
restored. This feature renders them potentially usefulttierstudy of baryogenesis. The derivation
of these conditions follows the general method proposed4] and already mentioned in previous
sections. The method consists of imposing invariance ofLémgrangian under the most general CP
transformation of the Higgs doublets, which is a combimatid a simple CP transformation for each
Higgs field with a Higgs-basis transformation:

bo 0 Wai &) 3 b= Wi o] (5.5)

1)

herelV is anng x ng unitary matrix operating in Higgs doublets space.

A set of necessary and sufficient conditions for CP invagaincthe case of two Higgs doublets
have been derived [547]: L
L=T]YZy Z—-ZZy Y] =0
(5.6)
L=T]Y Zo Z—22,Y]=0,

where all matrices inside the parenthesis2ax@ matrices. In the general case theserare n, matrices,
and are defined by:

(ZY)Z‘J' = ZijmnYmn§ /Z\ij = Zijmm? (ZQ)Z'J' = Zipanmnpj§ Zij = Zimmj (57)

CP-odd HBT invariants are also useful [547] to find out whetimea given model, there is hard or soft CP
breaking. One may also construct CP-odd weak basis intariavolvingv; =< 0|¢Y|0 >, i.e., after
spontaneous gauge symmetry breaking has occurred [54]]. [3-urther discussions on Higgs-basis
independent methods for the two-Higgs-doublet model caiolned in [551], [552], [553], [554].

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

T ¢; T~' = Ujpor, (5.8)

whereU is a unitary matrix which may mix the scalar doublets. If nb@symmetries beyonfU (2) x
U(1) are present in the Lagrangiali, reduces to a diagonal matrix possibly with phases. Inveeiaf
the vacuum under T leads to the following condition:

< 0]¢910 >= U}y, < 0]pp|0 >* . (5.9)

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

Most of the previous discussion dealt with the general caseHiggs doublets. We analyze now
the case of two Higgs doublets, where the most general gauggant Higgs potential can be explicitly
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written as:
Vi, = mi1dlg1+p e ¢loo+pe ¥ ¢lor +my phoat
tar (61601) +az (662) +b (6]0n) (6h6n) +1/ (6]02) (6her) +
e e® (0lon) (ohor) + e e (qﬂqm) (#l0) +cx e (oho2) (0hon )+

2
e (8l ) (0l62) +d e (8l6n) +de (ohon) .

(5.10)
wherem;, p, a; , b, U, ¢;, andd are real and all phases are explicitly displayed. It is cthat this
potential contains an excess of parameters. With the apptephoice of Higgs basis some of these
may be eliminated, without loss of generality, leaving eleindependent parameters [559-561]. The
Higgs sector contains five spinless particles: three nieaticha pair of charged ones, usually denoted by
h, H (CP-even) A (CP-odd) (or if CP is violated, » 3) and H*.

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

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

P — O b2 — — P2 drp — dr ~ up — —ug, (5.11)

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

It is clear from Eq. (5.10) that this symmetry eliminates lexpCP-violation in the Higgs sec-
tor, since the only term of the Higgs potential with a phas# Hurvives is the one with coefficietit
moreover a HBT of the formp; — ¢9/2¢1, ¢ — ¢o, eliminates the phase from the Higgs potential.
Furthermore, it can be shown that this symmetry also eliteaséhe possibility of having spontaneous
CP violation.

In conclusion, models with two Higgs doublets and exact NB@Gnot give rise to spontaneous
CP-violation. Explicit CP-violation in this case requireemplex Yukawa couplings leading to the
Kobayashi-Maskawa mechanism with no additional sourcePiBlation through neutral scalar Higgs
boson exchange. An interesting alternative scenario ircélse of two Higgs doublets was considered
in [558] with no NFC. Here CP violating Higgs FCNC are natlyauppressed through a permutation
symmetry which is softly broken, still allowing for spont&ous CP violation.

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

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

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

In the Type-lI 2HDM theZ, discrete symmetry imposed on the Lagrangian is such thgtard
of the Higgs doublets couples to quarks and leptons. A very kimewn fermiophobic Higgs boson
may arise in such model [579-581] . Another example is the IDeublet Model, with an unbroken
discreteZ, symmetry which forbids one Higgs doublet to couple to femsi@nd to get a non-zero
VEV [582, 583]. Physical particles related to such doub#ts called "inert” particles, the lightest is
stable and contributes to the Dark Matter density. In [58%8, naturalness problem has been addressed
in the framework of an Inert Doublet Model with a heavy (SMel Higgs boson. In this context Dark
Matter may be composed of neutral inert Higgs bosons. Riedgcare given for multilepton events with
missing transverse energy at the LHC, and for the directteteof dark matter.

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

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

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

CLEO submitted recently a paper [593] where the ratio of #ughic and muonic branching
fractions is examined for the thré&(15, 2S5, 35) states. Agreement with expectations from lepton uni-
versality is found. The conclusion is that lepton univetgas respected within the current experimental
accuracy which is roughly0%. However there is tendency for the tauonic branching foadib turn out
systematically larger than the muonic at a few per cent level

5.1.2 Low scale singlet neutrino scenarios

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

Furthermore, even within the usual see-saw scenario, theredd nearly maximal mixing pattern
of the light neutrinos requires further explanation. Flaveymmetries are often invoked as possible
reasons for the almost tri-bi-maximal structure of the PMNIRing matrix [596]. It is also possible
that the small magnitude of the light neutrino masses is dwntapproximate symmetry, allowing the
right-handed neutrinos to be as light@§&00 GeV) [326].

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

5.1.2.1 Heavy neutrinos accessible to the LHC

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

ters,Q;, defined as
(3+nr

3 )
Qu =6w — > BuBj;= Y BB, (5.12)
=1 =4
wherel, !’ = e, u, 7 and By; is the full 3 x (3 4+ ng) neutrino mixing matrix taking into account all (3
light andngr heavy) neutrinos. Thex&83 matrix B;; wherei = 1...3 is a good approximation to the

usual PMNS matrix an€l; essentially measures the deviation from unitarity of theNSvnatrix.

The () are constrained by precision electroweak data [600] anéollmving upper limits have
been set at 90% C.L.

Qe <0012, €, <0009, Q. <0.016. (5.13)

In addition, the off-diagonal elements 8f;, are constrained by limits on lepton flavour violating pro-
cesses such asu — ey andr, u — eee andu — e conversion in nuclei [504, 601]. These limits are
rather model dependent but fdf > My andmp < My, (wheremp is the Dirac component of the
neutrino mass matrix), the present upper bounds are [175]

Q| < 0.0001, |Qer| <0.02, Q- <0.02. (5.14)

It has been pointed out that a heavy Majorana neutrivip rhay be produced via a DY type of
mechanism at hadron colliders [597, 602—-6Q%],—~ W* — (TN, whereN — (TW—, leading to
lepton number violation by 2. Most of the previous studieseneoncentrated on thee mode, which
would result in a too week signal to be appreciable due toabent very stringent bour(d, v7|? /mx <
5 x 1078 GeV!, from the absence of the neutrinoless double beta decags Ibéen recently proposed
to search for the unique and clean signpat; ™42 jets at the LHC [606]. It was concluded that a search
at the LHC with an integrated luminosity of 100fbcan be sensitive to a mass rangeo§ ~ 10 — 400
GeV at a 2 level, and up to 250 GeV at arHevel. If this type of signal could be established, it would
be even feasible to consider the search for CP-violatiohaermeavy Majorana sector [607].
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A recent analysis [608] studied more background process#sding some fast detector simu-
lations. In particular, the authors claimed a large baakgdodue to the faked leptori® — ptpu™.
The search sensitivity is thus reduced to 175 GeV at &8el. However, the background estimate for
processes such ab+n-jet has large uncertainties due to QCD perturbative tatioms and kinematical
acceptance. More studies remain to be done for a definitinelasion.

5.1.2.2 Low scale model with successful baryogenesis

As a more detailed example satisfying the constraints of5E) we consider a model potentially
accessible to colliders, whendr ~ 250 GeV which has been shown to successfully explain the baryon
asymmetry of the Universe [326].

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

We will consider a model with right-handed neutrinos whicdnsform under an SO(3) flavour
symmetry. Ignoring effects from the neutrino Yukawa coogdi this symmetry is assumed to be exact
at some high scale, e.g. the GUT scale,yr. This restricts the form of the heavy Majorana neutrino
mass matrix al/qyr

Mpr =1mpy + 6Mg, (5.15)

whered Mg = 0 at Mqyr. This form has also been considered in a class of “minimabélaviolating”
models of the lepton sector [532] and naturally providesipefegenerate heavy neutrinos compatible
with resonant leptogenesis.

All other fields are singlets under this SO(3) flavour symmgeind so the neutrino Yukawa cou-
plings will break SO(3) explicitly. We can still choose hgaveutrino Yukawa coupling$™ so that
a subgroup of the SO(@U(1)L, x U(1)L, xU(1)., flavour symmetry present without the neutrino
Yukawa couplings remains unbroken. In this case a partifiaour direction can be singled out leaving
SO(2)~~ U(1) unbroken. This residual U(1) symmetry acts to previeatlight Majorana neutrinos from
acquiring a mass. The form of the neutrino Yukawa coupliragstze written

0 ae—iﬂ/4 aeiﬂ/4
Yy = [0 be /4 peim/t | 4+ 5YV. (5.16)

—im/4 im/4

0 ce ce

The residual U(1) symmetry is broken both by small SO(3) kirepeffects in the heavy Majorana mass
matrix, d Mg, and by small effects parameterizedddy” in the Yukawa couplings. Although we will not
consider the specific origin of these effect8/s could arise through renormalization group running for
example.

In [326], a specific model was considered wheter = 250 GeV and which successfully ex-
plained the baryon asymmetry of the Universe. One of eithér or ¢ was constrained to be small
to allow a single lepton flavour asymmetry (and subsequentharyon asymmetry) to be generated at
T ~ 250 GeV. The other two parameters could be as larg€@€)~2). This scenario has the features
necessary for a model to be visible at the LHC; heavy neignimith masses arour@@(1 TeV) and suffi-
cient mixing between these neutrinos and the light newrinallow them to be produced from a vector
boson. Specifically

2,2 2,2 2,2
al®v bl*v clfv

Qee = ’ ‘ 5 Quu = ‘ ‘ 2 Q77 = ’ ’ 5 (517)
mN mN mN

wherev = 246 GeV is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field.
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It should be noted that in this model the heavy neutrinos yed at the LHC would be linked
indirectly with the mechanism providing light neutrinostivismall masses. The light neutrinos ac-
quire masses directly through the mechanism responsibledaking the flavour symmetries. However,
studying the properties of the heavy neutrinos accessititeetLHC would allow us to better understand
the underlying symmetry protecting light neutrinos frongkamasses and may give us insight into the
observed pattern of large mixing. In addition, further kitextge of heavy neutrinos seen at the LHC, for
example small couplings with one or more lepton flavours mydaresonantly enhanced CP-violation,
would provide us with further information on possible ex@#ons for the baryon asymmetry of the
Universe.

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

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

Now, it is well known that in the SM the FCNC processes in thda sector, like¢/; — ¢;+ and
1 — eee, are very strongly suppressed due to tiny neutrino massgmrticular, the branching ratio for
i — ey in the SM amounts to at mosb—>*, to be compared with the present experimental upper bound,
1.2 - 10~ [173], and with the one that will be available within the nexb years,~ 10~'3 [623, 624].
Results close to the SM predictions are expected within thenodel without T-parity, where the lepton
sector is identical to the one of the SM and the additi@®@l? / f2) corrections have only minor impact
on this result. Similarly the new effects ¢n — 2),, turn out to be small [625, 626].

A very different situation is to be expected in the LHT modehere the presence of new flavour
violating interactions and of mirror leptons with massesmfer1 TeV can change the SM expectations
by up to 45 orders of magnitude, bringing the relevant brangchatios for lepton flavour violating (LFV)
processes close to the bounds available presently or iretefuture.

5.1.3.1 The model

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

The T-odd gauge boson sector consists of three heavy “psitokthe SM gauge bosons
Wi, Zw, A, (5.18)
with masses given to lowest orderainif by

_9f
.

The T-even fermion sector contains, in addition to the Svhiens, the heavy top partnér,.. On
the other hand, the T-odd fermion sector [620] consistsrektlyenerations of mirror quarks and leptons

MWH = gf7 MZH = gfa MAH (519)
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with vectorial couplings unde$U (2);, x U(1)y, that are denoted by

<ZZ> (ZZ> (i=1,2,3). (5.20)

To first order inv/ f the masses of up- and down-type mirror fermions are equdurbly, their masses
are of orderf. In the analysis of LFV decays, except fiil, s — e, K1 5 — 7°pue, Bjs — {i¢; and
T — U, n, ¢n, only mirror leptons are relevant.

As discussed in detail in [621], one of the important ingeed$ of the mirror sector is the existence
of four CKM-like unitary mixing matrices, two for mirror quies (V.,, Viz4) and two for mirror leptons
(Viw, Vie), that are related via

Vi Vi = Verm Vi Vire = Viuns- (5.21)
An explicit parameterization o, and Vi, in terms of three mixing angles and three complex (non-

Majorana) phases can be found in [622].

The mirror mixing matrices parameterize flavour violatintgractions between SM fermions and
mirror fermions that are mediated by the heavy gauge boﬁéﬁs Z and Ag. The matrix notation
indicates which of the light fermions of a given electric if@participates in the interaction.

In the course of the analysis of charged LFV decays it is isefatroduce the following quantities
(1=1,2,3)[628]:

e = e He > T = Vv, XZ(-TM)_V*WVHu (5.22)

that goverrnu — e, 7 — e andr — p transitions, respectively. Analogous quantities in theraniquark
sector(i = 1,2, 3) [627,629],

e =vsvid gD =vitvid e = vt (5.23)

are needed for the analysis of the dec&Yyss — pe, K g — e andBg s — L.

As an example, the branching ratio for the— e~ decay contains thgg“e) factors introduced in
(5.22) via the short distance function [628]

—~/ e 1 2 e / 7 /
Dl =15 3 (W05 ~ §Es(w) ~ 1o ) (5.20

wherey; = (mY,/Mw,)?%, vy, = ay; with a = 5/ tan? 0y, and explicit expressions for the functions
Dy, E|, can be found in [630].

The new parameters of the LHT model, relevant for the studyrf decays, are

I m§117 qug, m§{37 9127 9137 9537 512, 513, 553 (5.25)

and the ones in the mirror quark sector that can be probed WNCF@rocesses i and B meson
systems, as discussed in detail in [627,629]. Once the nawytgauge bosons and mirror fermions will
be discovered and their masses measured at the LHC, thereslpdrameters of the LHT model will
be the mixing angleé and the complex phasé% of the matrixVyy, that can be determined with the
help of LFV processes Analogous comments apply to the m@tation of V', parameters in the quark
sector (see [627,629] for details @éhand B physics in the LHT model).

70



Br (u e e‘e ) R(uTi »eTi )

1. x10°° S
1. x10°
1. x10°™ Lot -
. X
po W)
1. x10°13 < .
e 8 ° - 1. x10°%
L]
g
1. x1071® ° Br (u-evy)

c
15. .14 13. 12 ?E (u-ey)
1. x 1071, x1071. x 107131, x10721. x 10

1. x10%%1. x10*% 1. x107* 1. x10°°

Fig. 5.1: Correlation betwee (. — ey) andB(u —  Fig. 5.2: R(uTi — €Ti) as a function ofB(1 — ey),
ece) in the LHT model (upper dots) [628]. The lower after imposing the existing constraints pn— ey and
dots represent the dipole contributionte— ece sepa- u — eee [628]. The grey region is allowed by the
rately, which, unlike in the LHT model, is the dominant present experimental bounds.

contribution in the MSSM. The grey region is allowed

by the present experimental bounds.

5.1.3.2 Results

LFV processes in the LHT model have for the first time beenutdised in [631], where the decays
¢; — (;~ have been considered. Further, the new contributiong te 2), in the LHT model have
been calculated by these authors. In [628] the analysis ¥fibEhe LHT model has been considerably
extended, and includes the decdys- /;v, 1 — eee, the six three body leptonic decays — E;Eﬂ‘,
the semi-leptonic decays — ¢, ¢n, {n' and the decay®; s — pe, Ki s — m™ue and By s — £il;
that are flavour violating both in the quark and lepton sedttwreover,.. — e conversion in nuclei and
the flavour conservingg — 2),, have been studied. Furthermore, a detailed phenomenalamialysis
has been performed in that paper, paying particular atiert various ratios of LFV branching ratios
that will be useful for a clear distinction of the LHT modebfn the MSSM.

In contrast toX” and B physics in the LHT model, where the SM contributions conggiia sizable
and often the dominant part, the T-even contributions to ldB8ervables are completely negligible due
to the smallness of neutrino masses and the LFV decays evedidre entirely governed by mirror
fermion contributions.

In order to see how large these contributions can possihlyt e useful to consider first those
decays for which the strongest constraints exist. Theeeffag. 5.1 showsB3( — eee) as a function
of B(u — ev), obtained from a general scan over the mirror lepton parmnsgace, withf = 1 TeV.
It is found that in order to fulfill the present bounds, eitkiee mirror lepton spectrum has to be quasi-
degenerate or th&y, matrix must be very hierarchical. Moreover, as shown in Big, even after
imposing the constraints gn — ey andu — eee, the u — e conversion rate in Ti is very likely to be
found close to its current bound, and for some regions of tinemepton parameter space even violates
this bound.

The existing constraints on LFY decays are still relatively weak, so that they presently alo n
provide a useful constraint on the LHT parameter space. Mexvas seen in Table 5.1, most branching
ratios in the LHT model can reach the present experimengapounds, in particular for low values of
f, and are very interesting in view of new experiments takilag@in this and the coming decade.

The situation is different in the case &f; — e, K — 7%ue and Bgs — {;ly, due to the
double GIM suppression in the quark and lepton sectors. B(&;, — pe) can reach values of at most
3 - 10~ '3 which is still one order of magnitude below the current bquanad K;, — 7°ue is even by
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Table 5.1: Upper bounds on LF\f+ decay branching ratios in the LHT model, for two differentues of the
scalef, after imposing the constraints gn— ey andu — eee [628]. For f = 500 GeV, also the bounds on
7 — um, er have been included. The current experimental upper bourddso given. The bounds in [176] have
been obtained by combining Belle [634, 635] and BaBar [136] Gesults.

decay f =1000GeV f =500 GeV exp. upper bound
T — ey 810710 1-10-8 9.4-107%[176]
T — Wy 81010 21078 1.6 - 1078 [176]
T~ —eete” 7-10710 2.1078 2.0-1077 [632]
T =t 7-10710 3-1078 1.9-1077[632]
T = e putu” 5.10710 2.1078 2.0-1077 [633]
T~ — pete 5-10710 21078 1.9-1077 [633]
T = petu” 5.-10~1 2.1071 1.3-1077[632]
T~ — e pute 5-1074 21071 1.1-1077[632]
T — pm 2.107° 5.8-1078 5.8-1078 [176]
T —em 2.107° 4.4-1078 4.4-1078 [176]
T — un 61010 2.1078 5.1-1078 [176]
T —en 6-10"10 21078 4.5-1078 [176]
T — un 710710 3-1078 5.3-1078 [176]
T —en 710710 3.1078 9.0-107% [176]

two orders of magnitude smaller. Still, measuring the réves<; — pe andK; — 7%ue would be

desirable, as, due to their sensitivity to(@é{)) and Irr(gi(K)) respectively, these decays can shed light
on the complex phases present in the mirror quark sector.

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

Table 5.2: Comparison of various ratios of branching ratios in the LHdd®l and in the MSSM without and with
significant Higgs contributions [628].

ratio LHT MSSM (dipole) MSSM (Higgs)
B(u~ — e ete™)/B(u — ey) 0.4-25 ~6-1073 ~6-1073
B(t~ — e ete”)/B(T — e7) 0.4-23 ~1-1072 ~1-1072
B(rm = u ptu™)/B(t — wy) 04-23 ~2-1073 0.06 -0.1
B(t™ — e utu7)/B(t — ey) 0.3-1.6 ~2-1073 0.02-0.04
B(r~™ — p~eTe)/B(1t — uy) 0.3-1.6 ~1-1072 ~1-1072
B(tm —eete”)/B(tm — e putp) 1.3-1.7 ~5 0.3-0.5
B(rm = pu ptuT) /Bt — uete) 1.2-1.6 ~ 0.2 5-10
R(uTi — €Ti)/B(u — ev) 0.01-100 ~5-1073 0.08-0.15

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

On the other hand, the contribution of mirror leptons(go— 2),, being a flavour conserving
observable, is negligible [628,631], so that the possilderdpancy between SM prediction and experi-
mental data [641] can not be cured. This should also be iattavith the MSSM with largean 3 and
not too heavy scalars, where those corrections could béisegmt, thus allowing to solve the possible
discrepancy between SM prediction and experimental data.

5.1.3.3 Conclusions

We have seen that LFV decays open up an exciting playgrounte$ting the LHT model. Indeed,
they could offer a very clear distinction between this maaladl supersymmetry. Of particular interest
are the ratiosB(¢; — eee)/B({; — e7) that areO(1) in the LHT model but strongly suppressed in
supersymmetric models even in the presence of significaggdicontributions. Similarly, finding the
i — e conversion rate in nuclei at the same levelg: — ev) would point into the direction of LHT
physics rather than supersymmetry.

5.1.4 Low scale triplet Higgs neutrino mass scenarios in Little Higgs models

An important open issue to address in the context of Littiggdimodels is the origin of non-zero neutrino
masses [642—646]. The neutrino mass mechanism which Hgtocaurs in these models is the triplet
Higgs mechanism [234] which employs a scalar with$8&(2);, x U (1)y quantum numberg ~ (3,2).
The existence of such a multiplet in some versions of théelitiggs models is a direct consequence of
global symmetry breaking which makes the SM Higgs light. &ample, in the minimal Littlest Higgs
model [614], the triplet Higgs with non-zero hyperchargews from the breaking of globefU (5)
down to SO(5) symmetry as one of the Goldstone bosons. Its mdgs~ g, f, wheregs < 47 is a
model dependent coupling constant in the weak couplingmedb47], is therefore predicted to be below
the cut-off scale\, and could be within the mass reach of LHC. The present loeend for the invariant
mass ofl" is set by Tevatron td/ > 136 GeV [648, 649].

Although the triplet mass scale is of ord@(1) TeV, the observed neutrino masses can be obtained
naturally. Due to the specific quantum numbers the triplgigliboson couples only to the left-chiral
lepton doubletd.; ~ (2,—1), i = e, u, 7, via the Yukawa interactions of Eq. (3.61) and to the SM Higgs
bosons via Eq. (3.62). Those interactions induce leptoodiaviolating decays of charged leptons which
have not been observed. The most stringent constraint oviutkeeva couplings comes from the upper
limit on the tree-level decay — ece and ig® YeeY# < 3. 1075(M/TeV)? [650, 651]. Experimental
bounds on the tau Yukawa couplings are much less stringeimé hierarchical light neutrino masses
imply Y5, Y2 < Y™ consistently with the direct experimental bounds.

Non-zero neutrino masses and mixing is presently the orgemxentally verified signal of new
physics beyond the SM. In the triplet neutrino mass mechafizg84] presented in Section 3.2.3.2 the
neutrino masses are given by -

(my,)" = Y v, (5.26)

wherevr is the induced triplet VEV of Eq. (3.63). It is natural thaetbmallness of neutrino masses is
explained by the smallness of. In the little Higgs models this can be achieved by requirimg tiggs
mixing parametep. < M7, which can be explained, for example, via shining of explapton number
violation from extra dimensions as shown in Ref. [652, 658]f the triplet is related to the Dark Energy

¥ Little Higgs models with'-parity there exist additional sources of flavour violatfosm the mirror fermion sector [628,
631] discussed in the previous subsection.
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of the Universe [654, 655]. Models with additional (approgite)7'-parity [615] make the smallness of
vp technically natural (if th&-parity is exactpr must vanish). In that casérvr ~ O(0.1) eV while
the Yukawa couplingd” can be of order charged lepton Yukawa couplings of the SM. Aesalt, the
branching ratio of the deca§y — W W is negligible. We also remind that, contributes to the SM
oblique corrections, and the precision datd fit 2 - 10~ [656] sets an upper bound- < 1.2 GeV on
that parameter.

Notice the particularly simple connection between the flangiructure of light neutrinos and the
Yukawa couplings of the triplet via Eq. (5.26). Thereforalépendently of the overall size of the Yukawa
couplings, one can predict the leptonic branching ratiahefriplet from neutrino oscillations. For the
normally hierarchical light neutrino masses neutrino datplies negligibleT" branching fractions to
electrons an®B(T+ — ptut) =~ B(Tt" — 7t7t) =~ B(T*" — u7) ~ 1/3. Those are the final
state signatures predicted by the triplet neutrino mas$areésm for collider experiments.

At LHC T can be produced singly and in pairs. The cross section ofrigeed™+ production
via the WW fusion process [650§q — ¢'¢'T" scales asv vZ. In the context of the littlest Higgs
model this process, followed by the decags™ — WTW ™, was studied in Refs. [657-659]. The
detailed ATLAS simulation of this channel shows [659] thrabider to observe anTeV T+, one must
havevr > 29 GeV. This is in conflict with the precision physics boung < 1.2 GeV as well as with
the neutrino data. Therefore thE11 fusion channel is not experimentally promising for the disary
of doubly charged Higgs.

On the other hand, the Drell-Yan pair production proces$[660—666]
pp— T7TT™~

is not suppressed by any small coupling and its cross sestikimown up to next to leading order [662]
(possible additional contributions from new physics sue¥a are strongly suppressed and we neglect
those effects here). Followed by the lepton number viaddptiacaysr*++ — ¢+¢*, this process allows
to reconstruct’** invariant mass from the same charged leptons renderinghhbagkground to be
very small in the signal region. If one also assumes thatrimeutnasses come from the triplet Higgs
interactions, one fixes tHE** leptonic branching ratios. This allows to test the tripletittino mass
model at LHC. The pure Monte Carlo study of this scenario shf85] that7 " up to the mass 300
GeV is reachable in the first year of LHT (= 1 fo—') and7** up to the mass 800 GeV is reachable
for the luminosity = 30 fb~!. Including the Gaussian measurement errors to the Monteo Grael
corresponding mass reaches become [665] 250 GeV and 700r&péctively. The errors of those
estimates of the required luminosity for discovery depdnohgly on the size of statistical Monte Carlo
sample of the background processes.

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

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

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

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

5.2.1 Mass insertion approximation and phenomenology

In the low energy supersymmetric extensions of the SM theflaand CP-violating interactions would
originate from the misalignment between fermion and sfermihass eigenstates. Understanding why
all these processes are strongly suppressed is one of tioe pnaplems of low energy supersymmetry,
thesupersymmetric flavour and CP problem. The absence of deviations from the SM predictions in LFV
and CPV (and other flavour changing processes in the quatérsegperiments suggests the presence
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of a quite small amount of fermion-sfermion misalignmentor the phenomenological point of view
those effects are most easily described by the mass insegioroximation.

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

They are of four typess“Z, 571, 5% ands™%, according to the chiralities of the corresponding partner
fermions. We shall adopt here the usual convention for tepteh mass matrix in the basis where the
lepton mass matrixuy, is diagonal:

( it ) m7 (1+6%) (A* — ptan B)my + mpmpstt lr
L R (A_,u* tanﬁ)mg—kmLmR(sLRT m%(l-F(SRR) ZR

wheremy, ,mp , are respectively the average real masses of the left-haamtkdght-handed sleptons
and A contains only the diagonal entries the trilinear matrideb@electroweak scale. Notice that these
flavour diagonal left—right mixing are always present in &$SM and play a very important role in
LFV processes. In this way, odf*® contain only the off-diagonal elements of the trilinear rivas.
This definition is then slightly different from the origindkfinition in Refs [140, 668]. The deviations
from universality are then all gathered in the differémbatrices.

Each element in thesematrices can be tested by experiment. Searches for the deeay/;y
provide bounds on the absolute values of the off-diagonaVdtir violating) |5/, |6/:%, |6 and
\5§L , While measurements of the lepton EDM (MDM), parameterstaed CP-violating phases, also
provide limits on the imaginary (real) part of combinatiafsflavour violatingd's, 6;5"65;%, 516117,
o1:LoFR and 65 sER. Many authors have addressed the issue of the bounds onritigalignment
parameters and phases in the sleptonic sector [668]. Halpj&58] we present the current limits on
1 — ey and we analyze the impact of the planned experimental ingonents on- — . In the basis
whereY; is diagonal, and in the mass insertion approximation, thadring ratio of the process reads

_ _ My,

B(t; — £;y) = 107° B(4; — L;0;v;) m—YEV tan’ 8]6,5" > Fsusy , (5.27)
where Fsysy = O(1) is a function of supersymmetric masses including both ¢hargnd neutralino
exchange (see e.g., [158], and references therein). We focuefiniteness on the mSUGRA scenario,
also assuming gaugino and scalar universality at the gaogjgliog unification scale and fixing as
required by the radiative electroweak symmetry breaking.

As for LFV, Figs. 5.3 and 5.4 display the upper bounds ondhig in the (M, mg) plane, where
M, andmp are the bino and right-slepton masses, respectively. Dengafrom the mSUGRA assump-
tions can be estimated by means of relatively simple amalyé&xpressions. In Figs. 5.3 and 5.4 we can
see that the bounds mﬁﬁ depend strongly and are practically absent for some valu@$,candmp.
This fact is due to a destructive interference between the &nd bino-Higgsino amplitudes [158]. On
the contrary, the limits orszLZ.L are robust because of a constructive interference betwesenhiargino
and bino amplitudes. A weaker bound &#* on the cancellation regions can be obtained combining the
experimental information from the decays— ev, 1 — eee and u—e conversion in nuclei [160, 669].
The present limits om — ey provide interesting constraints on the relatési As will be discussed in
the following, the present sensitivity already allow tottdgesed’s at the level of the radiative effects.
Such a sensitivity could hopefully be reached also in fuexgeriments omn — .

Another issue is the origin of the CP-violating phases inléptonic EDMs. Unless the spatrticle
masses are increased above several TeVs, the phases ivthe-titagonal elements of the slepton left—
right mass matrices (in the lepton flavour basis), in thempatarsy;, and A; of supersymmetric models,
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Fig. 5.3: Upper limits ond;>’s in mMSUGRA. HerelM; andm g are the bino and right-slepton masses, respectively.
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Fig. 5.4: Upper limits ondo3’s in mMSUGRA. HerelM; andm g are the bino and right-slepton masses, respectively.

have to be quite small, and this constitutes the so-callpdrsymmetric CP problem. For the bounds on
the sources of CPV also associated to FV, like e{.@(éiLjLéﬁR)ee and so on, we refer to the plots in
Ref. [158].

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

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

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

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

all the entries in the Yukawa matrices are very small and daéatively induced misalignment in the
sfermion mass matrices turns out to be negligible. The Yakiteractions of heavy states beyond the
SM coupling to the SM fermions induce misalignments prdpael to a proper combination of their
Yukawa couplings timetnmp/A, wheremp represents the heavy state mass scale. This is the case
for the seesaw interactions of the right-handed neutrii89,[140] and/or the GUT interactions of the
heavy colored triplets [670,671] (those eventually exgeahin diagrams inducing proton decay). Notice
that the observation of large mixing in light neutrino masseay suggest the possibility that also the
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Fig. 5.5: Upper limit onC3, andCy; for the experimental sensitivities displayed [34].

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

For instance, in a type | seesaw model in the low-energy basise charged leptons are diagonal,
theij element of the left-handed slepton mass matrix providegltiminant contribution in the decay
¢; — €. Assuming, for the sake of simplicity, an mMSUGRA spectrum at Mp;, one obtains at the
leading log [172]:

mz) 2 2 M

i 1 3ms+ A Pl
5L.L:@:__M =Y Yii Yoy = 5.28
) m? 8m2  m? Cij Cij - ki tvkj M’ ( )

wherem, and Ay are respectively the universal scalar masses and trilioeaplings atMp), m? is

an average left-handed slepton mass afidthe mass of the right-handed neutrino with k=1,2,3. An
experimental limit onB(¢; — ¢;-) corresponds to an upper bound |6r);| [34,223]. Fory — ey and

T — py this bound is shown in Fig. 5.5 as a function of the right-rehdelectron mass.

The seesaw model dependence resides;jn Notice that in thefundamental theory at high en-
ergy, the size of’;; is determined both by the Yukawa eigenvalues and the lasgeothe mixing
angles ofVg, V7, the unitary matrices which diagonalizé (in the basis wherd/r andY, are diago-
nal): VrY, Vi = l,(dmg). The left-handed misalignment between neutrino and cldalegon Yukawa’s
is given byV;, and, due to the mild effect of the logarithmds;, in first approximationy;, itself diago-
nalizesC;;. If we consider hierarchical, eigenvaluesys > Y5 > Yi, the contributions fronk = 1,2
in Eq. (5.28) can in first approximation be neglected wittpess to the contribution from the heaviest
eigenvalue = 3):

|Cijl = [VeiVijal Y3 log(Mp1/Ms) (5.29)
Taking supersymmetric particle masses around the TeV,sthés been shown that many seesaw models
predict|C,.| and/or|C;,| close to the experimentally accessible range. Let us cengig predictions

for the seesaw-RGE induced contributionto— py andu — ey in the flavour models discussed
previously.
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The present experimental bound en— vy is not very strong but nevertheless promising. In
models with “lopsided’Y;,, one has/; 3, V32 ~ 1/2, hencelC,,| = O(4 x Y2), for M3 ~ 4 x 10%
GeV. This is precisely the case for the 1) flavor model discussed in Section 2.2, wh&e~ "3 with
e ~ 0.22 (the Cabibbo angle). For this model, planned- u~y searches could thus be successful if
the heaviest right handed neutrino has null charges= 0. On the contrary, in models with smal}, o3
mixing, like in the non-abelian models discussed previguke seesaw-RGE induced effect is below the
experimental sensitivity.

The present experimental bound pn— ey is already very severe in constraining,.|. For
instance, ifV, = Vo, one obtaing,, = 0(1073 x Y32). As can be seen from Fig. 5.%7, could
in future be tested at a CKM-level 5 = O(1) [159]. The predictions fop, — e~ are however very
model dependent. For the sim@dlg1) flavour model of Section 2.2, the mixings B}, are of the same
order of magnitude as those©fy,vs and one expect€’,.| = O(8 x ¢2"5T1): if n§ = 0 the prediction
exceeds the experimental limit, which is respected onljawit > 1 [672]. On the contrary, the non-
abelian models discussed previously h&ye- 1, but thel/z-mixings are sufficiently small to suppress
the seesaw-RGE induced effect below the present expemtrienel [159].

5.2.2.2 Parameter dependence for degenerate heavy neutrinos

Eq. (5.28) indicates that LFV in the minimal supersymmetgesaw model depends on soft supersym-
metry breaking masses as well as on the seesaw parametetatt€hcan be parameterized via the heavy
and light neutrino masses, the light neutrino mixing maanid the orthogonal matrik of Eq. (3.43).
The three complex mixing angles parameterizidtgan be written aéj =z, +1yj,7 = 1,2,3. For the
following numerical examples we use the mSUGRA point SP8T8][for SUSY breaking masses.

In the case of degenerate heavy neutrino maskgs= Mg (i = 1,2,3), and realR, the R
dependence in Eq. (5.28) and hence alsB{y — [;) drops out. However, if? is complex, the LFV
observables have more freedom since the dependengecan be as significant as tiiér dependence,
as Fig. 5.6 shows. For smai);|, the change iy, is approximately

Ar(Y}Y,) ~ Upnysdiag(y/mi) (R R — 1)diag(v/mi)Ubyyn g (5.30)
while the renormalization effects on the soft supersymyneteaking masses can be estimated via [263]
my =~ 0.5mg M7y (m§+0.6 M7)y)* (5.31)

wherel, /, is the universal gaugino mass at high scale. In certain ctieeteading logarithmic approx-
imation fails, as pointed out in [228, 263, 265, 674].

Eq. (5.30) implies three features seen in Fig. 5.6:
() Compared to the case of degenerate light neutrino masseg dependence in the hierarchical case
is weaker. (ii) Observables like (5.27) are larger in theegaiscomplexR than in the case of re&. For
a givenM g, even small values af can enhance a process by orders of magnitude. (iii) In cstrtivahe
real R case, wheré3(l; — ;) for degenerate light neutrinos is always larger than foran@hical light
neutrinos, the relative magnitude can be reversed for caxipl

To examine the parameter dependence of rare decays at/igrge 0.1, we extend the above
analysis to the case where theare independent of one another. For random values of alirgeas in
their full ranges, the typical behavior

M2 C 2 C 2 C 2 deg.
(YILY,) k] o { r(Ciyi + Cayy + Cay3)  deg.vy
M2

hier. vy (J # k), (5.32)
2 :

is found, withC; = O(1), slightly dependent o k. This behavior can be seen in Fig. 5.7 for degenerate
light neutrinos. Thus for larggy;| all rare decays may be of a similar order of magnitude. Foahihical

light neutrinos, a similar behavior is observed, but verM%only.
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Fig. 5.6: Degenerate heavy neutrinos: LFV branching ratio vefgys= y for fixed M; = Mr = 10'? GeV in

MSUGRA scenario SPS1a for hierarchical (dark red) and d=gén(light green) light neutrino masses. The
are scattered ovér < x; < 2.
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Fig. 5.7: Degenerate heavy neutrinos: LFV branching ratios veidus,/y? + y5 + y3, for light neutrinos. The
y; are scattered logarithmically in the rant& > < |y;| < 1 (independently of one another) and, is scattered
logarithmically in the rang&0'® < Mgr < Mgyr. Thez; are scattered ovér< x; < 2.

5.2.2.3  Parameter dependence for hierarchical heavy neutrinos

Hierarchical spectrum of heavy Majorana neutrinbg, < M, < Ms, is well motivated by the argu-
ments of light neutrino mass and mixing generation and tggtesis. Requiring successful thermal lep-
togenesis puts additional constraints on the seesaw paremaad constrains the LFV observables [318].
This is the approach we take in this subsection. In particthe relation (3.91) implies a lower bound
on M, [295], e.g., ife; > 1076, thenM; > 5-10° GeV. Furthermore, to allow for thermal production of
right-handed neutrinos after inflation, one has to exclitie> 10!! GeV, at least in simple scenarios.
Otherwise a too high re-heating temperature would lead tivarabundance of gravitinos, whose decays
into energetic photons can spoil big bang nucleosynth&setails of leptogenesis have been described
in Section 3.3.1.

Assuming hierarchical light neutrinos wiul&f Am?, < mg < \/Am?2,,, the condition to repro-

duce the experimental baryon asymmetry, = (6.3 & 0.3) - 1070, puts constraints on/; and theR
matrix [675]. This is illustrated in Fig. 5.8 in the/; — 5 plane. ForM; < 10'! GeV,z, has to approach
the valued), 7, 2. A similar behavior is observed in the; — x5 plane.

Taking M; = 10'° GeV andry ~ 3 ~ n - 7, experimental bounds afi(1 — ev) can be used to
constrain the heavy neutrino scale, here represented bethdest right handed neutrino masf, as
shown in the right plot of Fig. 5.8. Quantitatively, the prasbound onB(;. — e7y) already constrains
M3 to be smaller thar: 102 GeV, while the MEG experiment at PSl is sensitivélfg < O(10'?) GeV.

If no signal is observed it will be difficult to test the type éesaw model considered here at future
colliders.
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SPSia, folM; = 10'° GeV andz; ~ z3 ~ n - w. All other seesaw parameters are scattered in their allowed
ranges for hierarchical light and heavy neutrinos. Theds@ashed) line indicates the present (expected future)
experimental sensitivity.

10710 Tanp=10 T T T T 10710 Tanp=10 T T T T
mo=100GeV, my,=250GeV, Ay=-100GeY , , my=100GeV, m,,=250GeV, Ay=-100GeV

102 F o g A0 Haddih i 1072 = 2 5 odd BEE ShY

1074 Pyl 1014 L s piay
= I = : ‘1 .
100 Tt S -]
= - N4 LT T 5 . -
@ o8 | . . - i @ 418 L . i

0y 0" el ) —— || 10 TP ey ]

22 o=1/2(real R) oo | |a=T1/2(real R)
107 . . °le=m frealR) - N 107 la=n_(realR) -------- . . . 7
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
my[eV] m;[eV]

Fig. 5.9: The branching ratios of the LFV decays— e + ~ andr — p + 7 versusm; in the cases of complex
and real matrix® with o = 0; w/2; . The three parameters describing the maRif65, 535] are generated
randomly. The SUSY parameters aem 3 = 10, mo = 100 GeV,m,/,, = 250 GeV, 4o = —100 GeV, and
the neutrino mixing parameters aten? = 8.0 x 107° eV?, Am2, | = 2.2 x 107 eV?, tan?0, = 0.4,
tan? f.m = 1, andsinf3 = 0.0. The neutrino mass spectrum/af; is assumed to be with normal hierarchy,
my(Mz) < me(Mz) < ms(Mz). The right-handed neutrino mass spectrum is taken to bendegte as\/; =
My = M3 =2 x 10'2 GeV [265].

5.2.2.4  Effects of renormalization of light neutrino masses on LFV

The RG running of the neutrino parameters can have an imydrtgpact on lepton flavour violating
processes in MSSM extended by right-handed neutrinosidexample we assume universal soft SUSY
breaking terms at GUT scale and degenerate heavy neutrittosnass)M r. The running effects below
Mp, are relatively small wheman 3 is smaller than 10 and/en; is much smaller thaf.05 eV. Because
the combinationsiaciacos(my — maoe’®™), where we use the notation of Section 3.2.3.3, is pradicall
stable against the RG running, and this combination is tmeimnt term Of(YJY,/)Ql whena,, = 0,

f13 = 0 and R* = R are satisfied, the running effect on LFV can be neglectedindhase [265]. In
general,(YJYl,)gl andB(u — e + ) can depend strongly ahs and RG running has to be taken into
account [674,676]. Note that due to RG running, the valug &t My differs from0, even ifg13 = 0

is assumed at low energy [265].

In many cases, the running of the neutrino parameters caifisantly affect the prediction of
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Fig. 5.10: B(t — pvy) versusB(p — evy), in mMSUGRA scenario SPSl1a with neutrino parameters sedtter
within their experimentally allowed ranges [677]. For gudsgenerate heavy neutrino masses, both hierarchical
(triangles) and quasi-degenerate (diamonds) light neutmasses are considered with r&abnd 10! GeV <
Mpr < 10'5 GeV. In the case of hierarchical heavy and light neutrino magstess), ther; are scattered over
their full ranged) < z; < 27 and they, and M; are scattered within the bounds demanded by leptogenesis an
perturbativity. Also indicated are the present experimmoundsB(y — ey) < 1.2 x 10~ andB(7 — pvy) <
6.8 x 108 [184,678].

the LFV branching ratios. In particular, for05 < m; < 0.30 eV, 30 < tan 8 < 50, the predicted
uw— e+ yandr — e + v decay branching ratiof}(x — e + v) andB(r — e + ), can be enhanced
by the effects of the RG running 6f; andm; by 1 to 3 orders of magnitude if/4 < o, < 7, while
B(t — pu+ ) can be enhanced by up to a factor of 10 [265]. The effects afutheing of the neutrino

mixing parameters oB(u — e + v) and B(1 — e + «) are illustrated in Fig. 5.9.

5.2.3 Correlations between LFV observables and collider physics
5.2.3.1 Correlations of LFV rare decays

Eq. (5.27) and Eq. (5.28) imply correlations between d#ifelFV observables. In addition to the corre-
lations between different classes of LFV observables irsttmee flavour mixing channels, the assumed
LFV mechanism induces also correlations among](heL)?j\2 and hence among observables of dif-
ferent flavour mixing channels. In this framework, the ratid the branching ratios are approximately
independent of SUSY parameters:

B(r — ) |(WLY,)ss”

. 33
B(p—e7)  |(VLY,)12]? (5:33)

Thus the measurement of the ratio between the decay ratbe different LFV channels can provide
unique information on the flavour structure of the leptort@ed he ratios of interest, such as Eq. (5.33),
can exhibit, for instance, strong dependence on CP-uiglgiarameters in neutrino Yukawa couplings
[679] especially in the case of quasi-degenerate heavy RHines. As a consequence such correlations
have been widely studied (seeg., [34,172, 228, 232, 239, 318, 323,637,679, 680] and theeetes
qguoted therein). Consequently, bounds on one LFV decaynghdprocess) will limit the parameter
space of the LFV mechanism and thus lead to bounds on theldfedecay channels (processes). In
Fig. 5.10, the correlation induced by the type | seesaw nrésirebetweerB (i — ey) andB(T — py)

is shown, and the bounds induced by the former on the latterbeaeasily read off. Interestingly,
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Fig. 5.11: The correlation betweeB (1 — ey) and B(r — wy) for quasi-degenerate heavy neutrinos and light
neutrino mass spectrum of normal hierarchical (left paaet) inverted hierarchical (right panel) type.

these bounds do not depend on whether hierarchical or gegsinerate heavy and light neutrinos are
assumed. The present and future prospective bounds aressimadin Table 5.3. Note that the present
upper bound oB (1 — ey) implies a stronger constraint dd(m — py) than its expected future bound.

Table 5.3: Present and expected future bounddxim — e~y) from experiment, and bounds @7 — pv) from
(i) experiment (i) the bound oB (1. — ev) together with correlations from the SUSY type | seesaw meisha

B(p — ey) (exp.) B(r — pv) (exp.) B(r — py) ¢
Present 1.2 x 1071 6.8 x 1078 107
Future 10~ 1079 10712

“from B(u — e7y) (exp.) and SUSY seesaw

The above results were derived in the simplifying case ofah Rematrix. For complexR with
ly;| < 1 there is no significant change with respect to the result@bi€l5.3 in the case of hierarchical
heavy and hierarchical light neutrinos due to the wéaklependence oB(n — ey) and B(t —
uy). However, for quasi-degenerate light neutrindg; — ) is lowered by roughly one order of
magnitude, somewhat spoiling the overlap of all scenars®ved in Fig. 5.10.

In Fig. 5.11, we display the correlation betweBfy — ey) and B(r — py) for complexR and
some fixed values af/y in the case of quasi-degenerate RH neutrino masses and alrarchinverted
hierarchical light neutrino mass spectrum. We note thagigs5.11 suggests3(r — uy) is almost
independent of the CP violating parameters and phasescteghe in R andU, while the dependence
of B(u — ey) on the CP-violating quantities is much stronger. This iseéd, in particular, in the fact
that for a fixedM g, B(T — ) is practically constant whilé&(x — ) can change by 2-3 orders of
magnitude.

If the . — ey andT — py decays will be observed, the ratio of interest can give umigtorma-
tion on the origin of the lepton flavour violation.

5.2.3.2 LFV rare decays and linear collider processes

At high energies, feasible tests of LFV are provided by thecpsses e~ — I — 171+ 2xY.
Analogously to (5.27), one can derive the approximate esgioa [682]

|(6m)7; |

To(ete” — 171+ 2%, (5.34)

olete” —I71F +2¢)) ~ 7
L1
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Fig. 5.12: Correlation of LFV LC processes and rare decays inelrehannel (left) and ther-channel (right).
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Fig. 5.13: Contours of the polarized cross sectiofe e~ — pTe™ + 2x9) (solid) andB(u — ev) (dashed) in
themg —m; /o plane. The remaining MSUGRA parametersdge= 0 GeV,tan § = 5, signu) = +. The energy
and beam polarizations ar¢/s,, = 1.5 TeV, P,- = +0.9, P.+ = +0.7. The neutrino oscillation parameters are
fixed at their central values as given in [677], the lightesitnino massn; = 0 and all complex phases are set to
zero, and the degenerate right handed neutrino mass sddlg is 10'4 GeV. The shaded (red) areas are already
excluded by mass bounds from various experimental spag@arches.

for the production cross section in the limit of small sleptoass corrections. By comparing Eq. (5.27)
with Eq. (5.34), itis immediately apparent that the LC pssas are flavor-correlated with the rare decays
considered previously. These correlations are shown in5i for the two most important channels.

This observation implies that once the SUSY parameters aogvik, a measurement of, e.g.,
B(p — ey) will lead to a prediction forr(ete™ — pe + 2%Y). Quite obviously, this prediction will
be independent of the specific LFV mechanism (seesaw or)otRegure 5.12 also demonstrates that

the uncertainties in the neutrino parameters nicely drdgxrcept at large cross sections and branching
ratios.
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In the previous results we have assumed a specific choiceeagtyet unknown mSUGRA pa-
rameters. The results of a more systematic study of the nuegieindence are visualized in Fig. 5.13 by
contour plots fow (ete™ — pte™ +2x7) andB(u — ev) in themg — m, /» plane with the remaining
MSUGRA parameters fixed.

5.2.3.3 LFV rare decays and LHC processes

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

PP —  GaQb,99a; 99;
@(d) — X34a(9),
X5 = lalg,
ln — g, (5.35)

wherea, b run over all squark mass eigenstates, including antipesti@anda, 5 are slepton (lepton)
mass (flavour) eigenstates, including antiparticles. LY occur in the decay of the second lightest
neutralino and/or the slepton, resulting in different teptlavors,«. £ 5. The total cross section for the
signatureljglﬁ‘ + X can then be written as

olpp =I5l +X) = > o(pp = Guds) * B(Ga — X94a)
a,b
+> 0(pp — Gud) X (B(Ga — X34a) + B(§ — ¥39))
+o(pp — §9) x B(§ — X39)]

X B(xy — IF15XY), (5.36)
where X can involve jets, leptons and LSPs produced by lepton flawaserving decays of squarks
and gluinos, as well as low energy proton remnants. The LRviditing ratioB (x5 — léglg;g?) is for
example calculated in [685] in the framework of model-ineleglent MSSM slepton mixing. In general,
it involves a coherent summation over all intermediatetsiestates.

Just as for the linear collider discussed in the previous@gaove can correlate the expected LFV
event rates at the LHC with LFV rare decays. This is shown @ 5il4 for the event rate¥ (v —
pre X)) and N(xy — 7Hu~xY), respectively, originating from the cascade reaction35)6. Both
are correlated witlB(u — ev), yielding maximum rates of arounth?—3 per year for an integrated
luminosity of (100fb—!) in the mMSUGRA scenario C’, consistent with the currenttioni By — ev).

As in the linear collider case, the correlation is approxehaindependent of the neutrino pa-
rameters, but highly dependent on the mSUGRA parameteis.ig bontemplated further in Fig. 5.15,
comparing the sensitivity of the signaturé(yy — pTe x!}) at the LHC with B(u — ev) in the
mo — my, plane. As for the linear collider, LHC searches can be coityetvith the rare decay ex-
periments for smaling ~ 200 GeV. Tests in the largezq region are again severely limited by collider
kinematics.

Up to now we have considered LFV in the class of type | SUSY ageawmodel described in
Section 3.2.3.1, which is representative of models of flavoting in the left-handed slepton sector
only. However, it is instructive to analyze general miximgthe left- and right-handed slepton sector,
independent of any underlying model for slepton flavor \tiola The easiest way to achieve this is
by assuming mixing between two flavors only, which can be rpatarized by a mixing anglé;
and a mass differendgdm ), r between the sleptons, in the case of left-/right-handeptatemixing,
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Fig. 5.14: Correlation of the number of3 — e~ x{ events per year at the LHC ai#{;z — ey) in mMSUGRA
scenario C’ fng = 85 GeV,m,,, = 400 GeV, 4y = 0 GeV,tan 8 = 10 GeV, sign: = +) for the case of hier.
vgr, 1 (blue stars), deg:r/hier.v;, (red boxes) and degy//;, (green triangles). The respective neutrino parameter
scattering ranges are as in Fig. 5.10. An integrated LHCrosity of 100fb™~! is assumed. The current limit on

B(u — ev) is displayed by the vertical line.
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Fig. 5.15: Contours of the number of) — ute~x? events at the LHC with an integrated luminositylobfb—*
(solid) and of B(yx — ev) in themgy — m; /, plane . The remaining mSUGRA and neutrino oscillation patans
are asin Fig. 5.13. The shaded (red) areas are already exidhydnass bounds from various experimental sparticle

searches.

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

lo RrL/R —sinfp/;p cosbr g

and a mass differencey;, — m; = (Am)r,r between the slepton mass eigenvalBesThe LFV
branching ratioB (v — e~ x?) can then be written in terms of the mixing parameters and éveffl

"Note that this is different to the approach in [685], wher $tepton mass matrix elements are scattered randomly.
8In case of left-handed mixing, the mixing angle and the mass differende\m) ;. are also used to describe the sneutrino

sector.
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Fig. 5.16: Contours of the events per yesi( 9 — ute~x?) atthe LHC with an integrated luminosity of0fb~*
in themg — m4 5 plane (solid lines). The remaining MSUGRA parameters die= —100 GeV, tan 3 = 10,
sign(i) = +. The left and right panels are for maxingl i, andégir mixing (@ = 7/4, Am = 1 GeV),
respectively. For comparisoB,(;. — ev) is shown by dashed lines. The shaded (red) areas are forbliydaass
bounds from various experimental sparticle searches.

conserving branching ratiB (x5 — ete=x?) as
(Am)%/R

T te Y 5.38
(Am)%/R+Flg € X1)> ( )

B(x9 — pte™{Y) = 2sin* 0y g cos® O/ B(xs — e
wherel’; is the average width of the two sleptons involved. MaximaVli& thus achieved by choosing
Or/r = /4 and(Am) /g > I';. For definiteness, we ugém);,r = 0.5 GeV. The results of this
calculation can be seen in Fig. 5.16, which shows contous@oN (x§ — ute x?) in the mg —
my/, plane for maximal left- and right-handed slepton mixingspectively. Also displayed are the
corresponding contours & (. — ev). We see that the present bouBdu — evy) = 10~ still permits
sizeable LFV signal rates at the LHC. HowevBKu — ey) < 10~'* would exclude the observation of
such an LFV signal at the LHC.

5.2.4 Impact of 013 on LFV in SUSY seesaw

In this subsection we present the results of the LFV tau anohndecays within the SUSY singlet-seesaw
context. Specifically, we consider the Constrained MiniB@bersymmetric Standard Model (CMSSM)
extended by three right handed neutringg, and their corresponding SUSY partnersg,, (i = 1,2, 3),
and use the seesaw mechanism for the neutrino mass genersti® include the predictions for the
branching ratios (BRs) of two types of LFV channdls— [,y andl; — 3I;, and compare them with
the present bounds and future experimental sensitivitigs.first analyze the dependence of the BRs
with the most relevant SUSY-seesaw parameters, and we dlces bn the particular sensitivity &3,
which we find specially interesting on the light of its poiahfuture measurement. We further study
the constraints from the requirement of successfully pcodputhe Baryon Asymmetry of the Universe
via thermal leptogenesis, which is another appealing feaifithe SUSY-seesaw scenario. We conclude
with the impact that a potential measurement of the leptomigng anglef;3 can have on LFV physics.

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

— Itis a full one-loop computation of BRs, i.e., we includéantributing one-loop diagrams with
the SUSY particles flowing in the loops. For the casé;of- [;y the analytical formulas can be
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Fig. 5.17: On the left, B(n — e~) as a function ofmy, for SPS 1a, withm,, = 107° eV andm,, =
1072 eV (times, dots, respectively), afigs = 0°, 5° (blue/darker, green/lighter lines). Baryogenesis is &thb
by the choiced, = 0.05¢%2% (6, = 03 = 0). On the upper horizontal axis we display the associategevaf
(Y,)ss. A dashed (dotted) horizontal line denotes the presentrarpatal bound (future sensitivity). On the right,
B(r — p+y) as a function ofny, for SPS5, withm,,, = 1072 eV andf, = 0.05¢%2¢ (§; = 63 = 0°). The
predictions ford;3 = 0°,5° are superimposed one on the top of the other. The upper cuntgained using the
LLog approximation and the lower one is the full RGE prediotiThe dashed (dotted) horizontal line denotes the
present experimental bound (future sensitivity).

found in [172,172,637]. For the casge— 3I; the complete set of diagrams (including photon-
penguin, Z-penguin, Higgs-penguin and box diagrams) amddtae are given in [637].

— The computation is performed in the physical basis for diES particles entering in the loops. In
other words, we do not use the Mass Insertion Approximati@iij.

— The running of the CMSSM-seesaw parameters from the wgalecaleM x down to the elec-
troweak scale is performed by numerically solving the fukkdoop Renormalization Group Equa-
tions (RGESs) (including the extended neutrino sector) andhbans of the public Fortran Code
SPheno2.2.2. [686]. More concretely, we do not use the bbgdddbg Approximation (LLog).

— The light neutrino sector parameters that are usedjin= \/my"8R\/my U] - are those
evaluated at the seesaw scalg. That is, we start with their low energy values (taken frortajla
and then apply the RGESs to run them upn@.

— We have added to the SPheno code extra subroutines thatieothp LFV rates for all thé; —
l;v andl; — 3l; channels. We have also included additional subroutinedriglement the
requirement of successful baryogenesis (which we defin@dsdn/n, € [1071°,1079]) via
thermal leptogenesis in the presence of upper bounds orelleat temperature; Implement the
requirement of compatibility with present bounds on lepébectric dipole moments: EDM-
< (6.9 x 107237 x 10719,4.5 x 10~'7) e.cm

In what follows we present the main results for the case ofahihical heavy neutrinos. We
also include a comparison with present bounds on LFV raté3, [lI75, 184, 632, 687] and their future
sensitivities [681,688—692]. For hierarchical heavy rinos, the BRs are mostly sensitive to the heaviest
massmy,, tan 3, 6; andfy (using theR parameterization of [222]). The other input seesaw pararset
my,, mn, andfs play a secondary role since the BRs do not strongly dependemn.tThe dependence
onmy, andéds appears only indirectly, once the requirement of a sucaeB#U is imposed. We will
comment more on this later.

We display in Fig. 5.17 the predictions fét(x — evy) and B(t — py) as a function ofny,,
for a specific choice of the other input parameters. This éigiearly shows the strong sensitivity of
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the BRs tomy,. In fact, the BRs vary by as much as six orders of magnitudaerekplored range of

5 x 101 GeV < my, <5 x 10 GeV. Notice also that for the largest valuesrofy, considered, the
predicted rates fgr — e+ enter into the present experimental reach and only intautued experimental
sensitivity forr — pu~. Itis also worth mentioning that by comparing our full resulith the LLog
predictions, we find that the LLog approximation dramatic#hils in some cases. In particular, for
the SPS5 point, the LLog predictions overestimate the BRatmut four orders of magnitude. For the
other points SPS4, SPS1la,b and SPS2 the LLog estimate isiveitsr to the full result, whereas for
SPS3 it underestimates the full computation by a factor i@fethin general, the divergence of the LLog
and the full computation occurs for lowl, and largeM, ,, [228, 263] and/or largel, values [674].
The failure of the LLog is more dramatic for SUSY scenariothvarge Ag. Fig. 5.17 also shows that
while in some cases (as for instance SPS1a) the behaviole &R withm , does follow the expected
LLog approximation (BR~ (mx, log mx,)?), there are other scenarios where this is not the case. A
good example is SPS5. It is also worth commenting on the deéejmia of B(n — evy) appearing in
Fig. 5.17 for the lines associated withy = 0°. These minima are induced by the effect of the running
of 63, shifting it from zero to a negative value (or equivalenily; > 0 andd = =). In the LLog
approximation, they can be understood as a cancellatiomidaeg in the relevant quantityl,T LY, with

Li; = log(Mx/mn;,)d;;. Most explicitly, the cancellation occurs between the &iproportional to
mp, L3z andmy, Lao in the limit 613(mpg) — 0~ (with 6, = 65 = 0). The depth of these minima is
larger for smallern,,, as is visible in Fig. 5.17.

Regarding thean 5 dependence of the BRs we obtain that, similar to what wasdidanthe
degenerate case, the BR growtas? 3. The hierarchy of the BR predictions for the several SPStpdin
dictated by the correspondingn (5 value, with a secondary role being played by the given SUS%¥tsa.
We find again the foIIowing generic hierarchﬁsps4 > Bspsib 2 Bgpsia > Bspss Z Bgspgo > Bspss.

In what concerns to the, dependence of the BRs, we have found that they are mostlitigerie
61 andfy. The BRs are nearly constant with. As has been shown in [637], the predictions & —
evy), B(p — 3e), B(t — wy) and B(t — e7y) are above their corresponding experimental bound for
specific values of;. Particularly, the LFV muon decay rates are well above theisent experimental
bounds for most of thé, explored values. Notice also for SPS4 that the prediétéd — nv) rates are
very close to the present experimental reach evéh at 0 (that is, R = 1). We have also explored the
dependence with, and found similar results (not shown here), with the appese®f pronounced dips
at particular real values @, with the B(u — e7y), B(u — 3e) andB(T — py) predictions being above
the experimental bounds for sorfigvalues.

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

For R = 1, the predictions of the BRs as functionsée$ in the experimentally allowed range of
013, 0° < 013 < 10° are illustrated in Fig. 5.18. In this figure we also include gresent and future
experimental sensitivities for all channels. We clearlg 8®t the BRS ofi — ey, p — 3e, 7 — ey
andT — 3e are extremely sensitive # 3, with their predicted rates varying many orders of magratud
along the explored, s interval. In the case gf. — e this strong sensitivity was previously pointed out
in Ref. [693]. The other LFV channels,— u~y andr — 3 (not displayed here), are nearly insensitive
to this parameter. The most important conclusion from Fi$j85s that, for this choice of parameters,
the predicted BRs for both muon decay channglsy ey andu — 3e, are clearly within the present
experimental reach for several of the studied SPS pointse mibst stringent channel is manifestly
1 — ey where the predicted BRs for all the SPS points are clearlyabw present experimental bound
for 13 = 5°. With the expected improvement in the experimental seitgitio this channel, this would
happen folf,5 = 1°.

In addition to the small neutrino mass generation, the se@sachanism offers the interesting
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Fig. 5.18: B(n — e~) andB(u — 3e) as a function of);3 (in degrees), for SPS 1a (dots), 1b (crosses), 2 (as-
terisks), 3 (triangles), 4 (circles) and 5 (times). A dastaatted) horizontal line denotes the present experimental
bound (future sensitivity).

possibility of baryogenesis via leptogenesis [279]. Tharlaptogenesis is an attractive and minimal
mechanism to produce a successful BAU with rates which amgpatible with present datag/n, ~
(6.10 & 0.21) x 1071° [316]. In the supersymmetric version of the seesaw mechmriiscan be
successfully implemented if provided that the followinghdiiions can be satisfied. Firstly, Big Bang
Nucleosynthesis gravitino problems have to be avoidedchvis possible, for instance, for sufficiently
heavy gravitinos. Since we consider the gravitino mass aseagfarameter, this condition can be easily
achieved. In any case, further bounds on the reheat tempefaf;; still arise from decays of gravitinos
into Lightest Supersymmetric Particles (LSPs). In the aafskeavy gravitinos and neutralino LSPs
masses into the range 100-150 GeV (which is the case of tisemqrevork), one obtain®ry < 2 x
10'° GeV. In the presence of these constraintsZam;, the favoured region by thermal leptogenesis
corresponds to small (but non-vanishing) complexnatrix angles);. For vanishingU;;xs CP phases
the constraints o are basicallyfs|, |#3| < 1rad (modr). Thermal leptogenesis also constraing, to

be roughly in the rangg 0° GeV, 10 x Try] (see also [298,300]). In the present work we have explicitly
calculated the produced BAU in the presence of upper boundseoreheat temperatufle;;;. We have
furthermore set as “favoured BAU values” those that areiwithe interval[10~1°, 10~%], which contains
the WMAP value, and choose the valuenf;, = 10'° GeV in some of our plots. Similar studies of the
constraints from leptogenesis on LFV rates have been doj22j.

Concerning the EDMs, which are clearly non-vanishing inghesence of comple#;, we have
checked that all the predicted values for the electron, nammahtau EDMs are well below the experimen-
tal bounds. In the following we therefore focus on complek $mall 6, values, leading to favourable
BAU, and study its effects on the sensitivity@g;. Similar results are obtained fég, but for shortness
are not shown here.
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Fig. 5.19: B(i — e~) as a function offs|, for argfy = {n/8, /4, 3w/8} (dots, times, diamonds, respec-
tively) andé;3 = 0°, 5° (blue/darker, green/lighter lines). We takg, = 10~° (10~3) eV, on the left (right)
panel. In all cases black dots represent points associatedwlisfavoured BAU scenario and a dashed (dotted)
horizontal line denotes the present experimental bouridr@lsensitivity).

Fig. 5.19 shows the dependence of the most sensitive BR 1@ (1. — e+y), on|fz|. We consider
two particular values of;3, #1353 = 0°,5° and choose SPS la. Motivated from the thermal leptogenesis
favouredds-regions [674], we tak® < |62| < w/4, withargby = {r/8, /4, 37/8}. We display
the numerical results, considering,, = 10~° eV andm,, = 1072 eV, while for the heavy neutrino
masses we takery = (10'°, 10!, 10'4) GeV. There are several important conclusions to be drawn
from Fig. 5.19. Let us first discuss the casg, = 10~° eV. We note that one can obtain a baryon
asymmetry in the rang&0~'% to 10~? for a considerable region of the analyz@d| range. Notice
also that there is a clear separation between the predictibfhs = 0° andf;3 = 5°, with the latter
well above the present experimental bound. This would inglyexperimental impact df;3, in the
sense that the BR predictions become potentially detexfablthis non-vanishing;s value. With the
planned MEG sensitivity [688], both cases would be withipesxmental reach. However, this statement
is strongly dependent on the assumed parameters, in gartiey),. For instance, a larger value of
m,, = 1072 eV, illustrated on the right panel of Fig. 5.19, leads to ay\distinct situation regarding
the sensitivity tof15. While for smaller values off;| the branching ratio displays a clear sensitivity to
having#f;3 equal or different from zero (a separation larger than tvdes of magnitude fap;| < 0.05),
the effect off; 3 is diluted for increasing values ¢s|. For|6s| = 0.3 the B( — e~y) associated with
013 = 5° can be even smaller than fér; = 0°. This implies that in this case, a potential measurement
of B(u — e~y) would not be sensitive t63. Whether or not a SPS 1a scenario would be disfavoured by
current experimental data ds(u — e+y) requires a careful weighting of several aspects. Even thoug
Fig. 5.19 suggests that for this particular choice of patarmseonly very small values df, and 6,3
would be in agreement with current experimental data, @ndisthoice ofm y, (e.g.my, = 10> GeV)
would lead to a rescaling of the estimated BRs by a factor pfapmately10~—2. Although we do not
display the associated plots here, in the latter case n#@lgntire|d-| range would be in agreement
with experimental data (in fact the points which are belog/ghesent MEGA bound on Fig. 5.19 would
then lie below the projected MEG sensitivity). Regarding tdther SPS points, which are not shown
here, we find BRs for SPS 1b comparable to those of SPS la. @matlbs are associated with SPS 2,
3 and 5, while larger (more than one order of magnitude) BRamior SPS 4.

Let us now address the question of whether a joint measuteofighe BRs and¥,3 can shed
some light on experimentally unreachable parametersylike. The expected improvement in the ex-
perimental sensitivity to the LFV ratios supports the ploiisy that a BR could be measured in the future,
thus providing the first experimental evidence for new ptg;seven before its discovery at the LHC. The
prospects are especially encouraging regardirg e v, where the experimental sensitivity will improve
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Fig. 5.20: Correlation betweeB(u — ev) and B(r — p+y) as a function ofny,, for SPS l1a. The areas
displayed represent the scan odeas given in Eq. (5.39). From bottom to top, the coloured negicorrespond

to 013 = 1°, 3°,5° and10° (red, green, blue and pink, respectively). Horizontal aadiwal dashed (dotted) lines
denote the experimental bounds (future sensitivities).

by at least two orders of magnitude. Moreover, and givenriméssive effort on experimental neutrino
physics, a measurement &f; will likely also occur in the future [694—702]. Given thas previously
emphasizedy — ey is very sensitive t@;3, whereas this is not the case B8(r — 1), and that both
BRs display the same approximate behaviour with, andtan 3, we now propose to study the corre-
lation between these two observables. This optimizes tipadtnof ad,3 measurement, since it allows
to minimize the uncertainty introduced from not knowitigr 3 andmy,, and at the same time offers
a better illustration of the uncertainty associated with Himatrix angles. In this case, the correlation
of the BRs with respect toyy, means that, for a fixed set of parameters, varying, implies that the
predicted point B(r — u~), B(u — e-y))) moves along a line with approximately constant slope in
the B(t — u~y) — B(p — e) plane. On the other hand, varyifigs leads to a displacement of the
point along the vertical axis.

In Fig. 5.20, we illustrate this correlation for SPS la, aiog distinct values of the heaviest
neutrino mass, and we scan over the BAU-enabRamatrix angles (settings to zero) as

05101 S /4, —m/4 S argty < /4,
05 |02 S /4, 0 S argly < /4,
my, = 10", 10" 10 GeV. (5.39)

We consider the following value8;; = 1°, 3°, 5° and10°, and only include in the plot the BR predic-
tions which allow for a favourable BAU. Other SPS points haiso been considered but they are not
shown here for brevity (see [674]). We clearly observe in Big0 that for a fixed value ofy,, and
for a given value of)3, the dispersion arising from & and#, variation produces a small area rather
than a point in theB(r — u~vy — B(u — e~y) plane. The dispersion along thi&r — ) axis is of
approximately one order of magnitude for &}. In contrast, the dispersion along tB¢u — e ) axis
increases with decreasiiigs, ranging from an order of magnitude féy; = 10°, to over three orders of
magnitude for the case of sméll; (1°). From Fig. 5.20 we can also infer that other choices:af, (for

613 € [1°,10°]) would lead to BR predictions which would roughly lie wittime diagonal lines depicted
in the plot. Comparing these predictions for the shadedsaatang the expected diagonal “corridor”,
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with the allowed experimental region, allows to concludeidlihe impact of &3 measurement on the
allowed/excludedn y, values. The most important conclusion from Fig. 5.20 is thatSPS 1a, and
for the parameter space defined in Eq. (5.39), an hypothétiganeasurement larger thdf, together
with the present experimental bound on tBéu — e~), will have the impact of excluding values of
mpy, = 1014 GeV. Moreover, with the planned MEG sensitivity, the safnemeasurement can further
constrainmy, < 3 x 10'2 GeV. The impact of any othek; measurement can be analogously extracted

~

from Fig. 5.20.

As a final comment let us add that, remarkably, within a paldicSUSY scenario and scanning
over specifidd; andf, BAU-enabling ranges for various valuesésf, the comparison of the theoretical
predictions forB(u — e~) and B(t — py) with the present experimental bounds allows tofset
dependent upper bounds emy,. Together with the indirect lower bound arising from leogsis
considerations, this clearly provides interesting hintsle value of the seesaw parametet;,. With
the planned future sensitivities, these bounds would éurttmprove by approximately one order of
magnitude. Ultimately, a joint measurement of the LFV brang ratios,f,3 and the sparticle spectrum
would be a powerful tool for shedding some light on otherwiseeachable SUSY seesaw parameters. It
is clear from all this study that the interplay between LFdgasses and future improvement in neutrino
data is challenging for the searches of new physics.

5.2.5 LFVinthe CMSSM with constrained sequential dominance

Sequential Dominance (SD) [135,136,136,138] represémsses of neutrino models where large lepton
mixing angles and small hierarchical neutrino masses cardilily explained within the seesaw mech-
anism. To understand how Sequential Dominance works, wia lbggnriting the right-handed neutrino
Majorana mass matrix/gg in a diagonal basis aélrr = diag(M 4, Mp, Mc). We furthermore write
the neutrino (Dirac) Yukawa matriX, in terms of(1, 3) column vectors4;, B;, C; asY, = (A, B,C)
using left-right convention. The term for the light neutrimasses in the effective Lagrangian (after
electroweak symmetry breaking), resulting from integr@ibut the massive right handed neutrinos, is

v ANVAT Y. vIB)(BTv; vIe)(cTy,
(v; Ai)(Aj vj) N (v; Bi)(Bj v;) N (v; C)(C; v))

5.40
My Mp Mc ( )

Lopp=

wherey; (i = 1,2, 3) are the left-handed neutrino fields. Sequential dominéimee corresponds to the
third term being negligible, the second term subdominadttha first term dominant:

> > .

s A Mo (5.41)
In addition, we shall shortly see that sm@&l and almost maximalss require that
|A1] < |A2| = |Aa. (5.42)

Without loss of generality, then, we shall label the domtnggiht-handed neutrino and Yukawa couplings
as A, the subdominant ones as B, and the almost decoupled (bdlersinant) ones as. Note that the
mass ordering of right-handed neutrinos is not yet speciffaghin without loss of generality we shall
order the right-handed neutrino massesias< M, < M3, and subsequently identify/4, Mp, Mo
with My, Ms, M3 in all possible ways. LFV in some of these classes of SD mdussdeen analyzed in
[703]. Tri-bi-maximalneutrino mixing corresponds to the choice for example [704], somesineferred
to as Constrained Sequential Dominance (CSD):

0 betP2 ¢
Y, = | —ae’® beP2 ¢y . (5.43)
aePs  petf2 ¢4
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Fig. 5.21: Ratios of branching ratios of LFV procesdges— ¢, in CSD forMs; = M4 (left panel) andV/s = Mp

(right panel) with right-handed neutrino massds = 10° GeV, My = 5 x 10® GeV andM; = 10** GeV.

The solid lines show the (naive) prediction, from the MI arlcby approximation and with RG running effects
neglected, while the dots show the explicit numerical cotatien (using SPheno2.2.2. [686] extended by software
packages for LFV BRs and neutrino mass matrix running [634])6with universal CMSSM parameters chosen
asmg = 750 GeV,mq,o = 750 GeV, Ay = 0 GeV,tan 3 = 10 and sigri) = +1. While the ratios do not
significantly depend on the choice of the SUSY model, sineeribdel-dependence has canceled out, they show a
pronounced dependence 6 (andd) in the case o3 = M 4 (andM3 = Mp).

When dealing with LFV it is convenient to work in the basis wdéhe charged lepton mass matrix is
diagonal. Let us now discuss the consequences of chargied leprrections with a CKM-like structure,
for the neutrino Yukawa matrix with CSD. By CKM-like struceuwe mean that;, is dominated by
a 1-2 mixing#, i.e. that its elementéV,, )13, (Vz, )23, (Ve, )31 and(Ve, )32 are very small compared to
(Ven)ij (G, = 1,2). After re-diagonalizing the charged lepton mass matrixjn Eq.(5.43) becomes
transformed asY, — V., Y,. In the diagonal charged lepton mass basis the neutrinowalkaatrix
therefore becomes:
asge” e b(cy — sge™)e?  (cicp — casge™™)

Y, = | —acpePs b(co+ s9e™)e?  (c1s9e™ + cacy) | . (5.44)

ae'Ps be'B2 c3

After orderingM 4, Mg, M according to their size, there are six possible form¥,0bbtained
from permuting the columns, with the convention always gdhmat the dominant one is labeled By
and so on. In particular the third column of the neutrino Yu&anatrix could bed, B or C' depending
on which of M4, Mp or Mc is the heaviest. If the heaviest right-handed neutrino risdg, then
the third column of the neutrino Yukawa matrix will consisttloe (re-ordered) first column of Eq.(5.44)
and assuming; ~ 1 we conclude that all LFV processes will be determined agprately by the
first column of Eq.(5.44). Similarly if the heaviest rightttded neutrino mass iz then we conclude
that all LFV processes will be determined approximately hmy second column of Eq.(5.44). Note that
in both cases the ratios of branching ratios are indeperafetiie unknown Yukawa couplings which
cancel, and only depend on the charged lepton afigighich in the case of tri-bi-maximal neutrino
mixing is related to the physical reactor angley = 6/+/2 [704, 705]. Also note thah = 6§ — 7
where/ is the Standard PDG CP-violating oscillation phase. Thelte$or these two cases are shown
in Fig.5.21 [706]. The third caskls = M is less predictive.
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5.2.6 Decoupling of one heavy neutrino and cosmological implications

The supersymmetric seesaw model involves many free pagasnéh order to correlate the model pre-
dictions for LFV processes one has to resort to some supplamyehypotheses. Here we discuss the
conseguences of the assumption that one of the heavy simagletnos (not necessarily the heaviest one)
decouples from the see-saw mechanism [228].

If the light neutrino masses are hierarchical, in which ¢dhseeffects of the renormalization group
(RG) running [707] ofx are negligible, at least 3 arguments support this assumpfitie first one is
the naturalness of the see-saw mechanism. Large mixing angles are not generic for hierarchical light
neutrino masses (for a review, see [708]). They are nataitglfor special patterns of the matrix One
is a large hierarchy between one and the remaining two temrtteei sum in (3.39) [34, 135, 223, 709].
This is what we calbecoupling (one term hierarchically smaller) dominance (hierarchically larger).
Seesaw with only two heavy singlet neutrinos [224, 225] esltiniting case of the decoupling d¥s
with M3 — oo andY;>4 — 0. The immediate consequence of decouplingiis < m,,, (x has rank 2
if there are only 2 terms in the sum in (3.39)). Similarly, fmminance one has,, < m,,.

Secondly, decoupling of the lightest singlet neutridteviates the gravitino problem of lepto-
genesis Which in the see-saw models of neutrino masses appears toebedst natural mechanism
for producing the observed baryon asymmetry of the UniérRAU). As the Universe cools down
leptonic asymmetries (subsequently converted into bagsymmetry through sphaleron transitions)
Yo = (no — ) /s # 0 (wheren, andn, are the flavour lepton and antilepton number densities,
respectively and is the entropy density) are produced in the decay®/af The final magnitudes of
Y, are proportional to the decay asymmetrgs, (which in turn are proportional to the heavy neutrino
masses) and crucially depend on the processes which watiiecagymmetries generated by thie de-
cays. The efficiency of these processes depends on the garameg, = > , |R1aU’ ,|*m,,,, Wwhere
U = Upypng anditis the smallest (i.e. leptogenesis is most efficiant)if;, in the meV range (assum-
ing vanishing density olV; after re-heating and strongly hierarchical spectrumvof). If itis Ny which
is decoupled, there are essentially no lower bounds:.gnand M7, hence also the re-heating tempera-
ture Try, already of ordei0° GeV are sufficient [300, 711] (see, howeveg,., [305]) to reproduce the
observed BAW

Finally, one heavy singlet neutrin¥, must be decoupled if its superpartnat,, plays the role
of the inflaton field [336]. In such a scenario the (s)neutrino mass must be [338P2 x 10'3 GeV and
the re-heating temperature following inflaton decay isgiwg Try ~ /maMp(Ma/{H)). Requiring
Tru < 10° GeV (the gravitino problem) then implies,, < > 4, < 10717 eV. In this scenario,
the leptonic asymmetries must be produced non-thermaltheannflaton decay. Decoupling d¥; is
favoured because if it i&, or N5 which is the inflaton the produced asymmetry may be subsélguen
washed out during the decays f.

The assumption thaV 4 effectively decouples from the seesaw mechanism orXhaeffectively
dominates the seesaw mechanism translates into one ofiliheifg forms of R:

1 0 0 Fp £z 0
Riee =~ | 0 2 P or Raom ~ I z p 0|, (5.45)
0 Fp ==z 0 0 1

wherez, p are complex numbers satisfying + p? = 1 andII4) denotes permutation of the rows Bf
Both conditions can be simultaneously satisfiedRor I1(4) . 1, known assequential dominance (for a
review, see, e.g. [714]).

9See [279]; for a review of leptogenesis, see [313]; for audision of flavour effects in leptogenesis seg, [285]; for
recent analyses of the gravitino problem, seg, [710]

200 contrast, forN, or Ns decoupled, the washout is much stronger arid has to bez 10'° GeV. This require¥ru
leading to a much larger dangerous gravitino productior2].7Lower Try is in this case possible only iV; and N; are
sufficiently degenerate [713].
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In the framework considered, violation of the leptonic flavgs transmitted from the neutrino
Yukawa couplings’, to the slepton mass matrices through the RG correctionsicBiiag ratios of LFV
decays are well described by a single mass-insertion ajppation via Eq. (5.27) and Eqg. (5.28). Since
decoupling ofN; is best motivated we discuss the results for LFV only in thise?!

The matrix R has then the first of the patterns displayed in Eq. (5.45) With = 1. The
discussion simplifies if a technical assumption that M, < m,, Ms is made. (1m7 ) ,, relevant for
T — vy then reads:

Ky, M3Us3Uss

Uz U. UsaUs,
A2 [zZ—I—S 2y 4 222, 4 U382 x  2U32U2)
(ML) 52 (H)? (2] pl") pU§3 s ’ UssUss

(SI=[2 + |p|2>} (5.46)

wherep = \/my, /My, ~ 0.4, S = May(1+Ala/At)/Ms ~ Ms/Ms andz = Sp*z—z*p. For (m%)Al
relevant forl, — ey we get:

- Ua
2 2 2 2 2 2
() a0 O [P SIof) g+ PRSI + )| (647

2

A3
Analysis of the expressions (5.46) and (5.47) leads to a samibconclusions [228]. Firstly, the

branching ratios of the LFV decays depend (apart from thiesad soft supersymmetry breaking and
the value oftan 3) mostly on the mass of the heaviest of the two un-decouplagletineutrinos (in this
caseN3). Secondly, for fixedMs, they depend strongly on the magnitude and phasgsef mildly
on the undetermined elemelits of the light neutrino mixing matrix and, in addition, on theajdrana
phases ot/ which cannot be measured in oscillation experiments [535E latter dependence is mild
for B(t — py) but can lead to strong destructive interfereater in B(y — ev) or in B(t —
ey) decreasing them by several orders of magnitude. The inkexde effects are seen in Fig. 5.22(a)
and Fig. 5.22(b) where the predicted ranges (resulting frarging the unknown Majorana phases) of
B(p — ev) are shown as a function ¢Rs,| for M, appropriate for the sneutrino inflation scenario,
three different values of afs,) and formy = 100 GeV, M, 5 =500 GeV andtan S = 10, consistent
with the dark matter abundance [716]. Results for otheresbf these parameters can be obtained by
appropriate rescalings using (5.27). For comparison, é@csed values oR,3, we also indicate the
ranges ofB(n — ev) resulting from generic form of the matriX (constrained only by the conditions
0 < Ryo, Ri3 < 1.5 and andRe(Y,A?), Im(Y,AB) < 10).

The bulk of the predicted values &f(1. — ev) shown in Fig. 5.22(a) and Fig. 5.22(b) exceed
the current experimental limit. Sinc®/, ,, = 500 GeV leads to masses of the third generation squarks
above 1 TeV, suppressing(u — evy) by increasing the SUSY breaking scale conflicts with theiltyab
of the electroweak scale. Moreover, as discussed in [228&)a@nscenario considered here generically
B(t — wy)/B(p — ev) ~ 0.1. Thus the observation — vy with B 2 1079, accessible to future
experiments would exclude this scenario.

For completeness, in Fig. 5.22(c) we also show predictions3f{;; — ev) in the case ofN3
dominance. (17 ),, is in this case controlled mainly BY/13|. Moreover,B(T — u)/B(u — ey) ~
max (|Uy3]?, p*S?), while B(t — ev)/B(u — ev) ~ 1 allowing for experimental test of this scenario
(cf. [717]). ThelimitsR3> — 0in panelsz andb and orR,; — 0 in panelc correspond to pure sequential
dominance.

In conclusion, the well motivated assumption about the dplog/dominance of one heavy sin-
glet neutrino significantly constrains the predictions ttee LFV processes in supersymmetric model.

ZIResults forN, decoupled are the same as for decougiedincluding sub-leading effects i¥/; takes the numerical value
of Ms). The same is true also fdv; decoupled (including the case with only 2 heavy singlet meos) if M5 is numerically
the same ad/; for decoupledV;. However, if N is the inflaton the LFV decays have the rates too low to be obsderin
addition, if N5 decouples due to its very large mass its large Yukawa cannfQym.., > M, /Ms, still dominate the LFV
effects which are then practically unconstrained by théllation data; some constraints can then be obtained fraithits
on the electron EDM [715].
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Fig. 5.22: Predicted ranges dB(n — ev) for (M1, My, M3) = (2,3,50) x 10'* GeV,mg = 100 GeV, M, j» =
500 GeV andtan 8 = 10, for the decoupling ofV; andU;3 = 0 (panela) or U3 = 0.1 (panelb). Yellow ranges
show the possible variation for arbitrary form Bfwith arg(Rs2) = 0. Lower (upper) pairs of lines in the panel
show similar ranges falV; dominance fol/;3 = 0 (0.14). The current experimental boundb® x 10~ [173]
is also shown.

The forthcoming experiments should be able to verify thsuagption and, in consequence, to test an
interesting class of neutrino mass models.

5.2.7 Triplet seesaw mechanism and lepton flavour violation

In this subsection we intend to discuss the aspect of loveddaV in rare decays arising in the context
of the triplet seesaw mechanism of Section 3.2.3.2. We den&ioth non-SUSY and SUSY versions of
it. The flavour structure of the (high-energy) Yukawa matrix of Eq. (3.61) is the same as that of the
(low-energy) neutrino mass matrix,,. Therefore, in the triplet seesaw scenario the neutrincs mmerix
(containing 9 real parameters), which can be tested in theelrergy experiments, iérectly linked to
the symmetric matriX’y (containing also 9 real parameters), modulo the rafip/./, see Eq. (3.64).
This feature has interesting implications for LFV [239].llEter phenomenology of the low scale triplet
was discussed in Section 5.1.4 The triplet Lagrangian aldodes LFV decays of the charged leptons
through the one-loop exchange of the triplet states.

7
Yr 4 g Uy, Y; Yr U, Y:,t Yr Vk th

C‘E‘\ /g. Ce\ /?. E‘\
g] ] \\\T—I——F 7 ) E 7 \‘ T++ s ) Z 7 \‘\1"4‘—’A

s £

Fig. 5.23: Diagrams that contribute to the decgy— ¢;y through the exchange of the triplet scalars.

The diagrams relevant for the LFV radiative decéys- ¢, (see e.g., [718,719]) are depicted in
Fig. 5.23. Denotind/pyrvs = V - diag(1, €1, e/92), where,¢; » are the Majorana phases, those imply
the following flavour structure:

2\ 2 2\ 2
(Vi) = ( i”T) (mim, )y = ( fT) VP2V, (5.48)
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wherei,j = e, u, T are family indices. Therefore, the amount of LFV iBrectly andunivocally ex-
pressed in terms of the low-energy neutrino parameters.atticplar, LFV decays depend only on 7
independent neutrino parameters (there is no dependenite diajorana phases;). Notice that this
simple flavour structure is peculiar of the triplet seesasecavhich represents a concrete and explicit re-
alization of the ‘minimal flavour violation’ hypothesis [6PRin the lepton sector [532]. Indeed, according
to the latter, the low-energy SM Yukawa couplings aredie source of LFV. This is not generically the
case for the seesaw mechanism realized through the excbhatigeso-called ‘right-handed’ neutrinos,
where the number of independent parameters of the higlyeflevour structures is twice more that of
the mass matrixn,,.

Finally, the parametric dependence of the dipole amplitndgg. 5.23 is:

(ViYr)i;  (mbmy)y (Mr\®
Dy =~ = , 5.49
7T 16m2 M2 167204 W (5.49)

From the present experimental bound By — ey) < 1.2 x 10~ [173], one infers the bound
w > 10~19Mp [comparable limit is obtained fron (7 — p~)]. We can push further our discussion
considering the relative size of LFV in different family sers:

ViYr)r, VDV wive),. VD) (5.50)
ViV e VD2V, " ivp).  VmP)32vi, '

These ratios depend only on the neutrino parameters, whifetidepend on details of the model, such
as the mass scalédr, or ii/. By taking the present best fit values of the neutrino massésraxing
angles [720]- [721] provided by the analysis of the expentaledata, those ratios can be explicitly
expressed as:

(YViY7)r (Am?4> sin 2653 0 (YY7)re
(Y;[YT)Me Am?% ) sin 2613 cos 023 ’ (thYT)ue

whereAmi(Amg) is the squared-mass difference relevant for the atmosp(saiar) neutrino oscilla-
tions. These results hold féf; = 0 and for either hierarchical, quasi-degenerate or inveriexhrchical
neutrino spectrum (for more details see [239], [722]). Iimsediate to translate the above relations into
model-independent predictions for ratios of LFV processes:

~ —tanfoy ~ —1, (5.51)

2
B(r—py) (VYD) Bl — pwi,)
SAANRESAVAN ; 2 300,
B(p— ey) (YTYT)HE B(p — eVuVe)

2

YiVr) e

Broe) (00 ) Bl et 652
B(,u — e7) (YTYT)ME B(p — eVuVe)

Now we focus upon the supersymmetric version of the triesaw mechanism. (Just recall just
that in the supersymmetric case there is only one mass paamg-, while the mass parametgt of the
non-supersymmetric version is absent from the superpatemtd its role is taken by, M7.) Regarding
the aspect of LFV, in this case we have to consider besidedidggams of Fig. 5.23 also the related
ones with each particle in the loop replaced by its supampar, — ¢;,7 — T). Such additional
contributions would cancel those in Fig. 5.23 in the limieahct supersymmetry. In the presence of soft
supersymmetry breaking (SSB) the cancellation is onlyigdaaihd the overall result for the coefficient
of the dipole amplitude behaves like

YY)y m?  (mbm,)y @

D” ~ - A~ - <
Y 162 M7 16m%(\vd)? M2’

(5.53)
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which is suppressed with respect to the non-supersymmesidt (5.49) forMy > m ~ O(102 GeV)

(m denotes an average soft-breaking mass parameter). Inglkesgmmetric version of the triplet see-
saw mechanism flavour violation can also be induced by realiwation effects via Eq. (3.67) (the
complete set of RGEs of the MSSM with the triplet states haenlcomputed in [239]). Thus in SUSY
model the LFV processes can occur also in the case of verytigghet. In that case the relevant flavour
structure responsible for LFV is aga]fiiYT for which we have already noticed i&ambiguous depen-
dence on the neutrino parameters in Eq. (5.48). Clearly, nektfiat analogous ratios as in Eq. (5.50)
hold also for the LFV entries of the soft-breaking paransterg.,

() WPV, () [VOnRV, 650
(mDpe — VPPV (mue — V(mD)PVI],~ '

Such SSB flavour-violating mass parameters induce extrailootions to the LFV processes. For ex-
ample, the radiative decays — /; receive also one-loop contributions with the exchange ef th
charged-sleptons/neutralinos and sneutrinos/chargimosre the slepton masseﬁ%)ij are the source
of LFV. The relevant dipole terms have a parametric deperelenthe form

2
g* (mj)i g> (mbm,)i; M3

M
1622 7 tan 0 ~ 7—10g(—G)tanﬁ. (5.55)

D, ~ ~ =
" 1672 (\qu3)2 1?2 My

Notice the inverted dependence on the ratigM/ with respect to the triplet-exchange contribution.
Due to this feature, the MSSM sparticle-induced contrdmgi (5.55) tends to dominate over the one
induced by the triplet-exchange. In this case, analogdiesras in (5.52) can be derived, i.e.,

B(r — ) (m2)e\" B(r = uvy7,) 300

B(p — ev) (m%)ue B(p — ev,,) ’

B(r —ey) (m%)m ? B(1 — ev, %) N 556
B(p— ev) N <(m22)ue B(p — evyuve) 02 (5:59)

(For more details see [239].)

The presence of extr8U (2)y triplet states at intermediate energy spoils the succegsfuge
coupling unification of the MSSM. A simple way to recover gawpupling unification is to introduce
more statesX, to complete a certain representatiBr- such thatR = T+ X — of some unifying gauge
groupG, G D SU(3) x SU(2)w x U(1)y. In general the Yukawa couplings of the statésire related
to those of the triplet partnefB. Indeed, this is generally the case in minimal GUT modelghis case
RG effects generates not only lepton- flavour violation et &losely correlated flavour violation in the
quark sector (due to th& -couplings). An explicit scenario withy = SU(5) where both lepton and
quark flavour violation arise from RG effects was discusseRef. [239]. In Section 5.3.2 we review a
supersymmetri$U (5) model for the triplet seesaw scenario.

5.3 SUSY GUTs
5.3.1 Flavour violation in the minimal supersymmetric SU(5) seesaw model

In this section we review flavor- and/or CP-violating phemomm in the minimal SUSY SU(5) GUT,

in which the right-handed neutrinos are introduced to geeeneutrino masses by the type-lI seesaw
mechanism. Here, it is assumed that the Higgs doublets snMI8SM are embedded i+ and 5-
dimensional SU(5) multiplets. Rich flavor structure is indd even in those minimal particle contents.
The flavor-violating SUSY breaking terms for the right-haddsquarks and sleptons are generated by
the GUT interaction, while those are suppressed in the MS&M)(under the universal scalar mass
hypothesis for the SUSY breaking terms.
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The Yukawa interactions for quarks and leptons and the Magpmass terms for the right-handed
neutrinos in this model are given by the following superptitg,

1 _ _ 1.
W= JYSWH + VY@ H + Y ®;N,; H + 5Mni;NiN, (5.57)

where¥ and ® are for10- and 5-dimensional multiplets, respectively, aind is for the right-handed
neutrinos. H (H) is 5- (5-) dimensional Higgs multiplets. After removing the unpicgs degrees of
freedom, the Yukawa coupling constants in Eq. (5.57) arergas follows,

Yii = VeiYy, " Vg,
Y = Yu6i,
Yy = &PuULY,,. (5.58)

Here,Y,, Yy, Y, denote diagonal Yukawa couplings,, andy,, (¢ = 1-3) are CP-violating phases
inherent in the SUSY SU(5) GUTY(, pu, = >, w4, = 0). The unitary matrix}/ is the CKM matrix

in the extension of the SM to the SUSY SU(5) GUT, and each pnit@atricesU and V' have only a
phase. When the Majorana mass matrix for the right-handettines is real and diagonal in the basis of
Eq. (5.58)U is the PMNS matrix measured in the neutrino oscillation eéxpents and the light neutrino
mass eigenvalues are givenas, = Yfi (H3)?/ My, in which My, are the diagonal components.

The colored-Higgs multiplet$l, and H . are introduced ind and H as SU(5) partners of the
Higgs doubletsH ; and H ¢ in the MSSM, respectively, and they have new flavor-viotgiimteractions.
Eq. (5.57) is represented by the fields in the MSSM as follows,

W= Wyssusw
+%VmYukew“k VijQiQjiHe + Yy, Vijew‘” U,E;H.
+Yge P4 Q;LiH  + e~ VY, UiDjH . + %% U5Y, DiN ;H.,. (5.59)
Here, the superpotential in the MSSM with the right-handedtrinos is

Wirsssnw = ViiYu,QiUjHp +Yq,QiD;Hy + Yy, LiE;Hy
+ULY,, LN Hy + My N;N;. (5.60)

The flavor-violating interactions, which are absent in th83M, emerge in the SUSY SU(5) GUT due
to existence of the colored-Higgs multiplets. The coloredgs interactions are also baryon-number
violating [145,361], and then proton decay induced by tHereol-Higgs exchange is a serious problem,
especially in the minimal SUSY SU(5) GUT [364]. However, ttenstraint from the proton decay
depends on the detailed structure in the Higgs sector, andl$o loosened by global symmetries, such
as the Peccei-Quinn symmetry and the W(symmetry. Thus, we may ignore the constraint from the
proton decay while we adopt the minimal Yukawa structuredn (B.57).

The sfermion mass terms get sizable corrections by the emldiggs interactions, when the
SUSY-breaking terms in the MSSM are generated by dynamioseathe colored-Higgs masses. In
the minimal supergravity scenario the SUSY breaking termessapposed to be given at the reduced
Planck mass scalé/{;). In this case, the flavor-violating SUSY breaking mass teatlow energy are
induced by the radiative correction, and they are qualiégtigiven in a flavor basis as

Y2 M2 M}
2 ~ : b 2 2 G H,
(mﬁL)ij ~ —Vi j?) (47‘1’)2 (3m0 + AO) (2 log M}z{c + log MSUSYQ)’
ion. 2Y;2 M?2
(m%R)U ~ e VA —(47:’)2 (3m3 +A(2)) logMIg,
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Y2 M? M?
(m2 )iy ~ —VaVsj—ts (3md+ A3) (3log —& +log —57e),

dr (4r)2 M3 M2, oy
iva a1 Yo M
(m2 )ij = —e%”UikUj’“(Mgz (3mg + A7) log M?f’
f2 M2
2 * Vi 2 2 G
2.~ U U 3 A2) 1 ,
(mlL)J k ]k(4ﬂ_)2 ( m0+ 0) 0g M]2Vk
; 3Y;2 M?
(m2 )iy ~ —ePUuiVaVii——to (3m2+ A2) log =&, (5.61)
R/Y 7 (47)2 M3

with i # j, wherep,,, = vy, — pu; andpg,. = pa, — @4, and My, is the colored-Higgs mass. Here,
Mgysy is the SUSY-breaking scale in the MSSMy and A are the universal scalar mass and trilin-
ear coupling, respectively, in the minimal supergravitgrsrio. Y; is the top quark Yukawa coupling
constant whileY; is for the bottom quark. The off-diagonal components in tigatrhanded squarks
and slepton mass matrices are induced by the colored-Higgsactions, and they depend on the CP-
violating phases in the SUSY SU(5) GUT with the right-handedtrinos [723].

One of the important features of the SUSY GUTs is the coimglabetween the leptonic and
hadronic flavor violations [724, 725]. From Eq. (5.61), we geelation
Mg
MR,

4 M?
2~ ~ LPdos 2 * G
(de)gg o~ eMPdag (mlL)23 x (log M%c/log

). (5.62)

The right-handed bottom-strange squark mixing may be deistehe B factory experiments since it
affects B, — B, mixing, CP asymmetries in the— s penguin processes such Bs — ¢k, and the
mixing-induced CP asymmetry iB; — M,vy. (See Chapter 2.) The relation in Eq. (5.62) implies that
the deviations from the standard model predictions intthetransition processes are correlated with
B(t — py) inthe SUSY SU(5) GUT. We may test the model in BBdactories.

In Fig. 5.24 we show the CP asymmetrylity — ¢ K, (Spr ) andB(r — py) as an example of
the correlation. Here, we assume the minimal supergrayipptiesis for the SUSY breaking terms. See
the caption and Ref. [724] for the input parameters and thailgeof the figure. It is found that,x
andB(r — ) are correlated and a large deviation from the standard npodéiction forS,x is not
possible due to the current bound Biir — uy) in the SUSY SU(5) GUT.

In Eq. (5.61), we take the SU(5)-symmetric Yukawa inteadigiven in Eq. (5.57), while they
fails to explain the fermion mass relations in the first ancbse generations. We have to extend the
minimal model by introducing non-trivial Higgs or matterntents or the higher-dimensional operators
including SU(5)-breaking Higgs field. These extensions affsct the prediction for the sfermion mass
matrices. However, the relation in EqQ. (5.62) is rather sblehen the neutrino Yukawa coupling constant
of the third generation is as large as those for the top anroguarks and the large mixing in the
atmospheric neutrino oscillation comes from the lopsidecsiire of the neutrino Yukawa coupling.

Another important feature of the SUSY GUTs is that both tHe lend right-handed squarks
and sleptons have flavor mixing terms. In this case, the médiand leptonic electric dipole moments
(EDMSs) are generated due to the flavor violation, and they bajarge enough to be observed in the
future EDM measurements [726]. A diagram in Fig. 5.25(a)egates the electron EDM even at one-loop
level, when the relative phase between the left- and rigihided slepton mixing terms is hon-vanishing.
While this contribution is suppressed by the flavor violatid is compensated by a heavier fermion
mass, that is;-. Similar diagrams in Fig. 5.25(b) contribute to quark EDMsl @hromo-electric dipole
moments (CEDM), which induce the hadronic EDMs. The EDM meaments are important to probe
the interaction of the SUSY SU(5) GUT.

In Fig. 5.26 the CEDMs for strangd{) and down quarksd(;) are shown as functions of the right-
handed tau neutrino mass in the SUSY SU(5) GUT with the tigimded neutrinos. See the caption
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Fig. 5.24: B(t — py) as a function oS4« for fixed gluino masses:; = 400, 600, 800, and 1000 GeV. Here,
tan 3 = 10, 200Ge\k my <1TeV, A4y = 0,m,_ =5 x 1072eV, My, =5 x 10'* GeV, andUs, = 1/v/2. @4,,

is taken for the deviation of;x, from the SM prediction to be maximum. The current experirmebound on
B(1 — py) [635] is also shown in the figure.
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Fig. 5.25: (a) Diagram which generate electron EDM and (b) those whitegate EDMs and CEDMs of thigh
quark due to flavor violation in sfermion mass terms.

and Ref. [727] for the input parameters. The mercury atom ERMHich is a diamagnetic atom, is

sensitive to quark CEDMs via the nuclear force, while thetreeuEDM depends on them in addition

to the quark EDMs. (The evaluation of the hadronic EDMs frdm éffective operators at the parton
level is reviewed in Section 9.1 and also Ref. [728].) Thargie quark contribution to the mercury
atom EDM is suppressed by the strange quark mass. On thehathdy it is argued in Refs. [729, 730]

that the strange quark component in nucleon is not negéigibld the strange quark CEDM may give a
sizable contribution to the neutron EDM. It implies that waynprobe the different flavor mixings by

measurements of the various hadronic EDMs, though the aaituof the hadronic EDMs still has large

uncertainties.

It is argued that the future measurements of neutron ancleuEDMs may reach to levels of
~ 10728¢ cm and~ 10~2%¢ ¢m, respectively. When the sensitivity of deuteron EDM is elished, we
may probe the new physics to the leveld§f~ 1072 ¢m andd§ ~ d< ~ 1073° ¢m [836]. The future
measurements for the EDMs will give great impacts on the SI3&X5) GUT with the right-handed
neutrinos.
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Fig. 5.26: CEDMs for the stranged() and down quarksd) as functions of the right-handed tau neutrino mass,
My,. Here, My = 2 x 10'°GeV,m,._ = 0.05eV, U3 = 1/+/2, andU;3 = 0.2, 0.02, and 0.002. For the MSSM
parameters, we take, = 500GeV, Ay = 0, myz = 500GeV andtan 5 = 10. The CP phaseg,, are taken for the
CEDMs to be maximum. The upper bounds on the strange and doank € EDMs from the mercury atom and
neutron EDMs are shown in the figures.

5.3.2 LFVin the minimal SU (5) GUT with triplet seesaw

In this Section we discuss phenomenology of the minis¥&l(5) GUT which incorporates the triplet
seesaw mechanism, previously presented in SectionsB&hd.5.2.7. Review of more general class of
GUT models also including triplet Higgs has been given inti®act.1. In GUTs based ofiU (5) there
is no natural place for incorporating singlet neutrinosprirrthis point of viewSU (5) presents some
advantage for implementing the triplet seesaw mechanisipaiticular, a very predictive scenarios can
be obtained in the supersymmetric case [239, 722, 731]. fiplettstatesT (T) fit into the 15(15)
representation5 = S + 7' + Z with S, T'and Z transforming as5' ~ (6, 1, —%), T~ (1,3,1), Z ~
(3,2, 1) underSU(3) x SU(2), x U(1)y (theI5 decomposition is obvious). We will briefly show that it
is also possible to relate not only neutrino mass paramatetd.FV (as shown in Section 5.2.7) but also
sparticle and Higgs spectra and electroweak symmetry bosak[722, 731]. For this purpose, consider
that theSU (5) model conserve® — L, so that the relevant superpotential reads:

WSU(5) = %(ng 155+ A5y 15 5p) + Y55 5510 4+ Y1010 10 55 + Msby 55 + £X15 15.

(5.63)

where the multiplets are understoodfas= (d¢, L), 10 = (u¢, e, Q) and the Higgs doublets fit with
their coloured partnersandt, like 5 = (¢, H»), 5y = (¢, Hy) andX is a singlet superfield. ThB — L
quantum numbers are the combination+ Y whereY are the hypercharges afghy = 1, Q5 =
2, Q5,60 = —2(3), Q15 = £, Qs = 3, Qx = —2. Both the scalaiSx and auxiliary F
components of the superfield are assumed to acquire a VEV through some unspecified dyaamic
the hidden sector. Namely, whil&'x) only breaksB — L, (F'x) breaks both SUSY an8 — L. These
effects are parameterized by the superpotential mass Aépsi5 15, where M5 = £(Sx), and the
bilinear SSB term-By5M;515 15, with Bis M5 = —&(Fx). The 15 and15 states act, therefore, as
messengers of both B — L and SUSY breaking to the MSSM observable sector. CHi¢€5) is broken
to the SM group we find, below the GUT scadlé;,

W = Wo—l-WT—l-Wsz,
Wo = Yee®H1 L+ Yyd H1Q + Y, u“QHo + pHy Hy,

1 _ _
Wr = —(YpLTL+ NHyTHs) + MyTT,
V2
1 _ _
Wsz = EYSdCS’dC +Yzd°ZL+ Mz ZZ + MgSS. (5.64)
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Here, W, denotes the MSSM superpotentid) the termlV is responsible for neutrino mass generation
[cf. (3.65)], while the couplings and masses of the colodragmentsS and Z are included inVs .

It is also understood thatl; = Mg = My = M;ys. At the decoupling of the heavy statésT, Z

we obtain at tree-level the neutrino masses, given by E§6)&nd at the quantum level all SSB mass
parameters of the MSSM via gauge and Yukawa interactionsn@tloop level, only the trilinear scalar
couplings, the gaugino masses and the Higgs bilinear mansRg are generated:

2Bt

3Br t 1 3Bt |2 i T
Ae = ]ﬁ?n(YjTYT + YZYZ) 5 Au — 1671'2 |/\| Yu 5 Ad = @(YZYZ + 2YSYS)Yd s
7Br 3Br
M, = — By = —= |)\|”. 5.65
a 1672 Ga » H 1672 ‘ ‘ ( )

The scalar mass matrices instead are generated at the awdeleel and receive both gauge-mediated
contributions proportional t6'd g (ogf is the quadratic Casimir of thg-particle) and Yukawa-mediated
ones of the fornﬂf;zjl@;(l? = S,T,7Z). The former piece is the flavour blind contribution, which is
proper of the gauge-mediated scenarios [146, 147, 732:-#Bile the latter ones constitute the flavour
violating contributions transmitted to the SSB terms by Ya&awa’'sYs 7 7. These contributions are
mostly relevant for the mass matrioe% andmfzc. For example,

2
wt = (sek) Bt Bt = (et +o1ad )viv — (35t + 903 + 1663 ¥)ve
FI8(Y,L V)2 + 15(YY2)? + 3Te(Y, Y7) Y Yy + 12V} Vs VY,
F3Tr(Y Y)Y Yy + OV Y YEYr + 9V Y2V Yz +hee)
VIV Vi + 6Y[YaY Yy (5.66)

Since the flavour structure @fzi is proportional toY7 (and toY; which is SU(5)-related toYr), it
can be expressed in terms of the neutrino parameters [cf(3E#H)] and so the relative size of LFV in
different leptonic families is predicted according to tesults of Eq. (5.54).

Table 5.4: Expectations for the various LFV processes assuniifig — ey) = 1.2 x 107, The results in
parenthesis apply to the case of the inverted-hierarchigairino spectrum, whenever these are different from
those obtained for the normal-hierarchical and quasi-degde ones.

prediction for branching ratio
decay mode s13=0 s13 = 0.2
T — puTy 3x107Y 2(3) x 1071
T — ey 2 x 10712 1(3) x 10712
W —eete 6 x 1071 6 x 10714
T = ptT 7 x 10712 4(6) x 10~
TT = pete” 3x 1071 2(3) x 10713
T~ — e ete” 2 x 10714 1(3) x 10714
7T — e utu 3x 10715 2(4) x 10715
u—e; Ti 6 x 10714 6 x 10714

All the soft masses have the same scaling behaviour Br/(167%) which demandsB >
10 TeV to fulfill the naturalness principle. This scenario appeemny predictive since it contains only
three free parameters: the triplet mads., the effective SUSY breaking scalér and the coupling
constant\. The parameter space is then constrained by the experiliEntads on the Higgs boson

%2This should be regarded as an effective approach where tketéumatriced’y, Y., Y, include SU(5)-breaking effects
needed to reproduce a realistic fermion spectrum.
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Fig. 5.27: Sparticle and and Higgs spectrum Bt = 20 TeV. Left panel: squark masses,; (black solid line),

m (red dashed) and the gluino mass (blue dash-dotted). Imtie plottan 3 andy are shown as obtained by the
electroweak symmetry breaking conditions. Right paned rttasses of the charged sleptons, the sneutrinos, the
charginos, the neutralinos and the Higgs bosons as thesladuiitate.

mass, theB(u — ev), the sfermion masses, and the requirement of radiativereleeak symmetry
breaking. The phenomenological predictions more impoead relevant for LHC, the B-factories [681]
the incoming MEG experiment [538], the Super Flavour fac{@B8] or the PRISM/PRIME experiment
at J-PARC [739], concern the sparticle and Higgs boson spectd the LFV decays. Regarding the
spectrum, the gluino is the heaviest sparticle while, intobshe parameter spac, is the lightest. In
the example shown in Fig.5.27 the squark and slepton massiesthe ranges 700-950 GeV and 100
— 300 GeV, respectively. The gluino mass is about 1.3 TeV.cHaggino masses arg . ~ 320 GeV
andm £~ 450 — 550 GeV. Moreover,mxo ~ 190 GeV, m QA Mgk andm 9, ™ mxi These mass
ranges are within the discovery reach of the LHC.

The Higgs sector is characterized by a decoupling regimle aviight SM-like Higgs bosonh(
with mass in the rangé10 — 120 GeV which is testable in the near future at LHC (mainly through
the decay into 2 photons). The remaining three heavy stafed @and H*) have massny 4 p=+
450 — 550 GeV (again, forBp = 20 TeV). All the spectra increase almost linearly with-.

Figure 5.28b shows instead several LFV procesges: e X, ;1 — e conversion in nucleif — eY
andr — Y (X = v,ee, Y = ~,ee, uu). One observe that e.g., the behaviour of the radiativeydeca
branching ratios is in agreement with the estimates givefqgin(5.56) forf;3 = 0. Forf,3 = 0.2 one
obtains instead thaB(r — uv)/B(p — ey) ~2andB(r — ey)/B(pn — ey) ~ 0.1 (the full analysis
can be found in Ref. [722]). The other LFV processes showraks® correlated to the radiative ones
in a model-independent way [722, 731]. The analysis shouaistite future experimental sensitivity will
allow to measure at mos¢(u — ), B(p — 3e), B(t — py) and CRfx — e Ti) for tiny 613. In
particular, beingB(7 — uvy)/B(u — ey) ~ 300, B(t — uv) is expected not to exceeddx 1077,
irrespective of the type of neutrino spectrum. Therefore> py falls into the LHC capability. All the
decaysr — £;/;f; would haveB < O(10~!!). The predictions for the LFV branching ratios in the
present scenario are summarized in Table 5.4.

Finally, such supersymmetri§U (5) framework with a 15,5 pair may be realized in contexts
based on string inspired constructions [740]- [741].

~
~
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Fig. 5.28: Branching ratios of several LFV processes as a function dhe left (right) vertical line indicates the
lower bound on\ imposed by requiring perturbativity of the Yukawa coupBig- s,z whenm; = 0(0.3) eV
[normal-hierarchical (quasi-degenerate) neutrino mpsstsum]. The regions in green (grey) are excluded by the
mg > 100 GeV constraint (perturbativity requirement when = 0).

5.3.3 LFYV from a generic SO(10) framework

The spinorial representation of t$%)(10), given by a 16-dimensional spinor, can accommodate all the
SM model particles as well as the right handed neutrino. Asudised in Section 4.1, the product of
two 16 matter representations can only coupld @ 120 or 126 representations, which can be formed
by either a single Higgs field or a non-renormalizable prodficepresentations of several Higgs fields.
In either case, the Yukawa matrices resulting from the aogplto10 and126 are complex-symmetric,
whereas they are antisymmetric when the couplings are td2fe Thus, the most generalO(10)
superpotential relevant to fermion masses can be written as

Wso(0) = Y;j'16; 16; 10 + Y;;*°16; 16; 126 + Y;;°°16; 16; 120, (5.67)

wherei, j refer to the generation indices. In terms of the SM fields, Mileawa couplings relevant for
fermion masses are given by [742, 743].

161610 DO 5 (uu®+ vv°) + 5 (dd° + ee), (5.68)
1616126 > 10+ 15vv+5 (uu’ — 3 vv°) + 45 (dd® — 3 ee),
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1616120 O 5 uvv°+ 45 uu’ + 5 (dd° + ee®) + 45 (dd® — 3 ee®),

where we have specified the correspondifig(5) Higgs representations for each of the couplings and
all the fermions are left handed fields. The resulting upetgparks and neutrinos’ Dirac mass matrices
can be written as:

m* = Mjy + My + M5, (5.69)
mhp = Miy — 3 My + My (5.70)

A simple analysis of the fermion mass matrices in$2(10) model, as detailed in the Eqg. (5.70)
leads us to the following resuli least one of the Yukawa couplings in YV = vt mY has to be as
large as the top Yukawa coupling [159]. This result holds true in general, independentlyhef thoice
of the Higgses responsible for the masses in Eqgs. (5.69)0)5rovided that no accidental fine-tuned
cancellations of the different contributions in Eq. (5.@83 present. If contributions from tH@’s solely
dominate,Y” andY* would be equal. If this occurs for thR6's, thenY” = —3 Y* [385]. In case
both of them have dominant entries, barring a rather prigcise-tuned cancellation betweéd;, and
M7y in Eq. (5.70), we expect at least one large entry to be préserit. A dominant antisymmetric
contribution to top quark mass due to th20 Higgs is phenomenologically excluded, since it would
lead to at least a pair of heavy degenerate up quarks. Amart $haring the property that at least one
eigenvalue of bothn™ andm?, has to be large, for the rest it is clear from Egs. (5.69) and0j5that
these two matrices are not aligned in general, and hence wexpact different mixing angles appearing
from their diagonalization. This freedom is removed if otieks to particularly simple choices of the
Higgses responsible for up quark and neutrino masses.

Therefore, we see that ti#0(10) model with only two ten-plets would inevitably lead to small
mixing in Y”. In fact, with two Higgs fields in symmetric representatiogising masses to the up-sector
and the down-sector separately, it would be difficult to dvibie small CKM-like mixing inY”. We
will call this case the CKM case. From here, the following mesations hold between the quark and
leptonic mass matrices at the GUT sééle

y¢=vy" . vi=Y" (5.71)
In the basis where charged lepton masses are diagonal, we hav
Y = Vi Yiiag Vorm (5.72)

The large couplings i” ~ O(Y;) induce significant off-diagonal entries mi through the RG evo-
lution between)McyT and the scale of the right-handed Majorana neutriddg,. The induced off-
diagonal entries relevant tp — [;,y are of the order of:

2 A2 M,
36+ A5 yoy v SAUL 4 0(v2). (5.73)

2y,
(mL)WAJ 82 Rs

whereV;; are elements oV, andi, j flavour indices. In this expression, the CKM angles are small
but one would expect the presence of the large top Yukawalioguie compensate such a suppression.
The required right-handed neutrino Majorana mass mawmsistent with both the observed low energy

neutrino masses and mixing as well as with CKM-like mixing'itiis easily determined from the seesaw

formula defined at the scale of right-handed neutrinos.

The B(l; — l;v) are now predictable in this case. Considering mSUGRA bayndanditions
and takingtan 8 = 40, we obtain that reaching a sensitivity 61013 — 10~!4), as planned by the

ZClearly this relation cannot hold for the first two generasi@f down quarks and charged leptons. One expects, small
corrections due to non-renormalizable operators or sggprerenormalizable operators [2] to be invoked.
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Fig. 5.29: Contour plot of B(p — e, ) in the (mo, M, /,) plane, atd, = 0in a CKM hightan 3 case. Note that
while the plane is presently unconstrained, the planned MEg&riment sensitivity o (10~% — 10~14) will be
able to probe it in thémg, mz) < 1 TeV region.

MEG experiment at PSI, foB(x — evy) would allow us to probe the SUSY spectrum completely up
to mp = 1200 GeV, M, = 400 GeV (notice that this corresponds to gluino and squark masses of
order 1 TeV). This clearly appears from Fig. 5.29, which shdae B(;x — e7y) contour plot in the
(mo, My /2) plane. Thus, in summary, though the present limit3fp — e, v) would not induce any
significant constraints on the supersymmetry-breakingrpater space, an improvement in the limit to
~ O(10~13 — 10~4), as foreseen, would start imposing non-trivial consteagspecially for the large
tan 3 region.

To obtain mixing angles larger than CKM angles, asymmetdssmatrices have to be considered.
In general, it is sufficient to introduce asymmetric textuegther in the up-sector or in the down-sector.
In the present case, we assume that the down-sector cooesoimbination of Higgs representations
(symmetric and antisymmetrfé) ®, leading to an asymmetric mass matrix in the basis where the u
sector is diagonal. As we will see below, this would also negjthat the right-handed Majorana mass
matrix be diagonal in this basis. We have :

1 1 1
Wsono) = 5 Y 16; 16;10% + 3 Y 16; 16, + 5 VR 16; 16,126 ,

where thel26, as before, generates only the right-handed neutrino magsxmTo study the conse-
quences of these assumptions, we see that at the legél ¢f), we have

_ |
Y% 10; 10; 5y + Y}/ 5; 1; 5y + Y;1 10; 55 59 + 5 M 1515,

N —

Wsus) =

where we have decomposed thé into 10 + 5 4 1 and 5, and54 are components of0,, and ®
respectively. To have large mixing Upyns in YV we see that the asymmetric matii¥ should now
give rise to both the CKM mixing as well as PMNS mixing. Thigp@ssible if

Véim Y Ubyns = ngg- (5.74)

%*The couplings of the Higgs fields in the superpotential caritier renormalizable or non-renormalizable. See [744] fo
a non-renormalizable example.
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Fig. 5.30: Scatter plots oB(y — e,) (left) and B(t — yuy) (right) versusi/, , for tan 8 = 40, both for the
(maximal) PMNS case witli/.3| = 0.07 and the (minimal) CKM case. The plots were obtained by scanthie
SUSY parameter space in the LHC accessible region (seexhéaedetails).

Therefore tha 0 that contains the left-handed down-quarks would be rotayettie CKM matrix
whereas thé that contains the left-handed charged leptons would bésabtay thel/pyng matrix to go
into their respective mass bases [723, 744—746]. Thus wethafollowing relations in the basis where
charged leptons and down quarks are diagonal:

Y* = Vokm Ygiag VgKM? (5.75)
Y’ = Upnins Yiiag: (5.76)

Using the seesaw formula of Egs. (3.39) and (5.76), we have

. mﬁ mg m?
Mp :Dzag{m S mt }. (5.77)
141 12} v3

We now turn our attention to lepton flavour violation in thise. The branching ratid3(u — e,)
would now depend on

Y'Y Tlor = Y7 Uys Ues + Y2 Uy Uea + O(h2). (5.78)

It is clear from the above that in contrast to the CKM casegdibrainant contribution to the off-diagonal
entries depends on the unknown magnitude of the elebignir47]. If U.s is close to its present limit

~ 0.14 [748] (or at least larger tha(V?/Y;?) U, ~ 4 x 107°), the first term on the RHS of the
Eq. (5.78) would dominate. Moreover, this would lead to éacgntributions to the off-diagonal entries
in the slepton masses with,; of O(1). Thus, we have

(m3)o1 ~

2 2
—37”27:2‘40 Y2Ue3U,31n ]‘ﬁg +O(Y2). (5.79)
This contribution is larger than the CKM case by a factot@f3U.3)/(ViaVis) ~ O(102). This would

mean about a factor0? times larger than the CKM case in B(— e,~). Such enhancement with
respect to the CKM case is clearly shown in the scatter plbiSigh 5.30, where the CKM case is
compared with the PMNS case with.s = 0.07. The aim of the figure is to show the capability of
MEG to probe the region of mMSUGRA parameter space accegsiltkee LHC. In fact, the plots show
the value of B[t — e,~) obtained by scanning the parameter space in the large ré@ienm, < 5

TeV, 0 < My, < 1.5 TeV, —=3mg < Ag < +3mo, sign()), and then keeping the points which
give at least one squark lighter than 2.5 TeV (so roughly ssibke to the LHC). We see that in this
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“LHC accessible” region the maximal case (withs = 0.07) is already excluded by the MEGA limit
(B(p — e,7) < 1.2-107'1), and therefore MEG will constrain the parameter space égobd the
LHC sensitivity for this case. It/ 3 is very small,i.e either zero orS (Y,2/Y?) Uy ~ 4 x 1075,
the second termc Y,2 in Eq. (5.78) would dominate, thus giving a strong suppoessd the branching
ratio. This could be not true, once RG effectsign itself [248, 707] are taken into account. The point
is that the PMNS boundary condition (5.76) is valid at highlec Thus, it is necessary to evolve the
neutrino masses and mixing from the low-energy scale, winer@surements are performed, up to high
energy. Such effect turns out to be not negligible in casewfénergyl.; < 1073, giving a high-energy
constant enhancement of ord8f10~2) [676]. The consequence is that the term in Eq. (5X8)Y,?
always dominates, giving a contribution to the branchirtgoriarger than the CKM case (which turns
out to be really a “minimal” case) and bringing the most of pla@ameter space in the realm of MEG
even for very small low-energy values @f; [676, 749].

Ther — p transitions are insteald.3-independent probes of SUSY, whose importance was first
pointed out in Ref. [717]. The off-diagonal entry in this eas given by :
B 3mg + A%
82

M,
Y2U,;3U-3In =L L O(Y2). (5.80)

m
( i

)32 &

o

IntheT — py decay the situation is at the moment similarly constrainét vespect tqu — ev, if Ues
happens to be very small. The main difference is that B( 1y) does not depend on the valueldfs,
so thatr — py will be a promising complementary channel with respect te- ey. As far as Beauty
factories [184, 632, 750] are concerned, we see from Fid), Gtfat even with the present bound it is
possible to rule out part of LHC accessible region in the PMilfB tan 5 regime; the planned accuracy
of the SuperkKEKB [681] machine O(10~8) will allow to test much of highan /3 region and will start
probing the lowtan 3 PMNS case, with a sensitivity to soft masses as higtvas m;) < 900 GeV.
The situation changes dramatically if one takes into accthenpossibility of a Super Flavour factory:
taking the sensitivity of the most promising— 1~ process to~ O(10~?), the PMNS case will be
nearly ruled out in the higban 5 regime and severely constrained in the lew 5 one; as for the CKM
case we would enter the region of interest.

Let’s finish with some remarks. Suppose that the LHC does figmhts of low-energy supersym-
metry, then grand unification becomes a very appealing scereecause of the successful unification
of gauge couplings driven by the SUSY partners. Among SUSN-@&odels, anSO(10) framework is
much favored as itis the ‘minimal’ GUT to host all the ferms$an a single representation and it accounts
for the smallness of the observed neutrino masses by nigtinaluding the see-saw mechanism. In the
above we have addressed the issue by a generic benchmaykignaithin the ansatz that there is no
fine-tuning in the neutrino Yukawa sector. We can state ti/t experiments should be able to tell us
much about the structure of such a SUSY-GUT scenario. If tedgct LFV processes, by their rate and
exploiting the interplay between different experimentg would be able to get hints of the structure
of the unknown neutrinos’ Yukawa’s. On the contrary, in tlases that both MEG and a future Super
Flavour factory happen not to see any LFV process, only tvasibdities should be left: (i) the minimal
mixing, low tan # scenario; (i) mMSUGRASO(10) see-saw without fine-tunel, couplings is not a
viable framework of physics beyond the standard model.

Actually one should remark that LFV experiments will be afoléalsify some of above scenarios
even in regions of the mSUGRA parameter space that are belgenmdach of LHC experiments. In this
sense, the power of LFV experiments of testing/discrinmgatmong different SUSY-GUTs models
results very interesting and highly complementary to tmedaisearches at the LHC.

5.3.4 LFYV, QFV and CPV observables in GUTs and their correlations

In a SUSY Grand Unified Theory (GUT), quarks and leptons siiaime multiplets and are transformed
ones into the others through GUT symmetry transformatitriee energy scale where the SUSY break-
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ing terms are transmitted to the visible sector is largen ttie GUT scale, as in the case of gravity
mediation, such breaking terms, and in particular the sterrmass matrices, will have to respect the
underlying GUT symmetry. Hence, as already discussed itid®e6.3.1, the quark-lepton unification
seeps also into the SUSY breaking soft sector. If the soft\Ghi8aking terms respect boundary condi-
tions which are subject to the GUT symmetry to start with, weagally expect the presence of relations
among the (bilinear and trilinear) scalar terms in the haidrand leptonic sectors [160, 725]. Such re-
lations hold true at the (superlarge) energy scale wheredhect symmetry of the theory is the GUT
symmetry. After its breaking, the mentioned relations witldergo corrections which are computable
through the appropriate RGE'’s which are related to the fipestiucture of the theory between the GUT
and the electroweak scale (for instance, new Yukawa cayplitue to the presence of RH neutrinos act-
ing down to the RH neutrino mass scale, presence of a syminietaking chain with the appearance of
new symmetries at intermediate scales, etc.). As a resaliaf a computable running, we can infer the
correlations between the softly SUSY breaking hadronicleptbnic Mls at the low scale where FCNC
tests are performed. Moreover, given that a common SUSYsefiking scalar term of ,,; at scales
close toMpianac Can give rise to RG-induceif’s andé'’s at the weak scale, one may envisage the pos-
sibility to make use of the FCNC constraints on such low-gyéis to infer bounds on the soft breaking
parameters of the original supergravity Lagrangién,(.,). Indeed, for each scalar soft parameter of
Lsugro ONE can ascertain whether the hadronic or the leptonic sporeling bound at the weak scale
yields the strongest constraint at the large scale [160].

Let us consider the scalar soft breaking sector of the MSSM:
—Lsoft = mé”QIQZ + migidcfd% + mgz e el + mﬁ;_cﬁci% + m%iiljﬂi
+ miy HIHy + mi, H{Hy + A% QuciHy + Ay Qude; Hy + AS; Lie; Hy
+ (Aéj)LLZl‘LZj + (A rre €5 + (Agj)LLQIQj + (A%)RR’JC:’JC]'
+ (AL prdede; + (AS)LreLIeS; + (AL) Lrurfut; + (AL Lrdyidej + .. .(5.81)
where we have explicitly written down the various off-diagbentries of the soft SUSY breaking ma-
trices. Consider now thafU (5) is the relevant symmetry at the scale where the above safister

firstly show up. Then, taking into account that matter is orged into theSU(5) representations
10 = (q,uc,e®)andb = (I,d), one obtains the following relations

2 2 2
mg =mZ, =my, = mjg,
2 2 2
md~c =my = mg,

e d

These equations for matrices in flavour space lead to rakatietween the slepton and squark flavour
violating off-diagonal entrie\;;. These are:

(A%) oL = (A%)rr = (AY) 1L = (A} rR, (5.83)
(AL rR = (AL)LL, (5.84)
(Af) LR = (A%) LR = (A} Ry (5.85)

These GUT correlations among hadronic and leptonic scafaiterms are summarized in the second
column of Table 5.5. Assuming that no new sources of flavawicgire are present from thel/(5)
scale down to the electroweak scale, apart from the usual BM Gne, one infers the relations in the
first column of Table 5.5 at low scale. Here we have taken intmant that due to their different gauge
couplings “average” (diagonal) squark and slepton massgsire different values at the electroweak
scale.



Table 5.5: Links between various transitions between up-type, doype-fjluarks and charged leptons v (5).
mfg refers to the average mass for the sfermfomév =, /m%mgc andm? =, /mZmZ..

Relations at weak-scale Boundary conditiond &
(0% rr ~ (mZ./mZ.)(0};) R m2.(0) = mZ.(0)

(0 ~ (m2/m?%) (3} rr m?(0) = mZ.(0)

(04 rR =~ (m3 /m2,) (6} L m?%.(0) = m2(0)

Of)er ~ (m3  /m% )(my/mo)(0})ix A = A,

Two comments are in order when looking at Table 5.5. Firs, hbundary conditions on the
sfermion masses at the GUT scale (last column in Table 5.plyithat the squark masses arkvays
going to be larger at the weak scale compared to the sleptseeralue to the participation of the QCD
coupling in the RGEs. As a second remark, notice that theéioakbetween hadronic and leptordic
Ml in Table 5.5 always exhibit opposite “chiralities”, i.eL insertions are related to RR ones and vice-
versa. This stems from the arrangement of the differentiterrohiralities inSU (5) five- and ten-plets
(as it clearly appears from the final column in Table 5.5).sTreistriction can easily be overcome if we
move fromSU (5) to left-right symmetric unified models lik6éO(10) or the Pati-Salam (PS) case (we
exhibit the corresponding GUT boundary conditions amdl at the electroweak scale in Table 5.6).

Table 5.6: Links between various transitions between up-type, doype-tquarks and charged leptons for
PSI50O(10) type models.

Relations at weak-scale Boundary conditiond &
(055 )RR ~ (Mm% /m3e)(67;) rR mz.(0) = mZ(0)
(6) e = (m /m%)(0};) L mg(0) = m7 (0)

So far we have confined the discussion within the sinffil§5) model, without the presence of
any extra particles like right handed (RH) neutrinos. Inghesence of RH neutrinos, one can envisage
of two scenarios [159]: (a) with either very small neutringda Yukawa couplings and/or very small
mixing present in the neutrino Dirac Yukawa matrix, (b) Leigukawa and large mixing in the neutrino
sector. In the latter case, Eqgs. (5.83 — 5.85) are not valal acales in general, as large RGE effects
can significantly modify the sleptonic flavour structure Metkeeping the squark sector essentially un-
modified; thus essentially breaking the GUT symmetric i@ttt In the former case where the neutrino
Dirac Yukawa couplings are tiny and do not significantly nfiptie sleptonic flavour structure, the GUT
symmetric relations are expected to be valid at the weale s¢ddwever, in both cases it is possible to
say that there exists a bound on the hadreérparameters of the form [725]:

2

6% rR] > —L|(8) 0] (5.86)
() RR — m2~ 1] LL' .
dc

The situation is different if we try to translate the bounohfrquark to lepton Mis. An hadronic MI bound
at low energy leads, after RGE evolution, to a bound on theesponding grand-unified Ml &/ u,
applying both to slepton and squark mass matrices. Howéwuie neutrino Yukawa couplings have
sizable off-diagonal entries, the RGE running fraifig,;+ to My could still generate a new contribution
to the slepton MI that exceeds this GUT bound. Thereforedradrbounds cannot be translated to
leptons unless we make some additional assumptions on titeénee Yukawa matrices. On general
grounds, given that SM contributions in the lepton secter avsent and that the branching ratios of
leptonic processes constrain only the modulus of the Mtariits out that all the Ml bounds arising from
the lepton sector are circles in tB&(5§)AB—Im(6§)AB plane and are centered at the origin.
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Fig. 5.31: Left four panels: allowed region fdp;) rr using constraints as indicated. Right for panels: the same
for (6¢,) rr. For the parameter space considered, please see the text.

In the following the effect of leptonic bounds on the quarkssiesertions are reviewed, following
the results presented in [160], where constraintd®©were studied scanning the mSUGRA parameter
space in the ranges};,, < 160 GeV,my < 380 GeV, [Ag| < 3mp andb < tanf < 15. For
instance, in presence of (@\%;).r at the GUT scale, this would have effects both in the— uy
andb — sy decays. Usinddgs)rr S (my/mr) (m2/m2)(d5;)re, @ bound on(dhs) ., from the
T — vy decay translates into a bound ¢A%;);r (neglecting the effects of neutrino Yukawa’s the
inequality transforms into equality). Thus, leptonic meses set a bound on the SUSY contributions
to B (B — X4v). However, it turns out that the present leptonic bounds Inaveffect on thedd;) 1 r
couplings. This is due both to the existence of strong hadtwosunds fromb — s and CP asymmetries
and to the relatively weak leptonic bounds here.

Similarly, in presence of 8A%;)rr at the GUT scale, the corresponding Mls at the electroweak
scale arédd;) rr and(8h;) 11, that contribute ta\ M, andr — py respectively (the impact ¢\ %) pr
onb — sy andb — s¢T¢~ is not relevant because of the absence of interference bet®@&/SY and
SM contributions). In Fig. 5.31 the allowed values Ré(6%;) rr and Im(d%;) g with the different
constraints are shown. The leptonic constraints are qfi¢etee as the bound on thB(r — py) from
B-factories is already very stringent, while the recent sneement ofAMp_ is less constraining. The
plots correspond t6 < tan 3 < 15, thus, the absolute bound @#b;) .., is set bytan 3 = 5 and it
scales withtan 8 as(db3) 1z, ~ (5/ tan 3)°.

As in the LR sector, in the LL one, there is no appreciable oupment from the inclusion of
leptonic constraints. In fact, — u~ is not effective to constrai(‘6l23)RR, i.e. the leptonic Ml related to
(645) .1, in this SUSY-GUTSs scheme, in large portions of the paransgiace because of strong cancel-
lations among amplitudes. The analysis of the constraimtb® different(é‘li3) Mis gives similar results
to that of the(d4;) Mls. In this case, the hadronic constraints come mainly ftof 5, and the different
CP asymmetries measured at B-factories, while the leptmmiads are due to the decay— e~.

Coming to the 1-2 sector, let's see, as an example, the alvalees oRe(6%, ) rr andIm(6%,) rr-

#gizable SUSY contributions th M, are still possible from the Higgs sector in the large: 3 regime both within
[751-753] and also beyond [754] the Minimal Flavor Violatimamework. However, for the considered parameter sphee, t
above effects are completely negligible.



In this case, as it appears from Fig. 5.31, leptonic comgsaalready using the present limit &y —
ey), are competitive and constrain the direction in which thest@int frome x is not effective (upper
left plot). Similarly in the LR sector, even if the hadroniounds coming fronz’ /< are quite stringent,
the bounds from, — e~y are even more effective, while the LL sector results lessitamed by leptonic
processes, as an effect of the cancellationsthat ey decay suffers in the RR leptonic sector.

5.4 R-parity violation
5.4.1 Introduction

In supersymmetric extensions of the Standard Model (SMydraand lepton numbers are no longer
automatically protected. This is the main reason for inigidg R-parity. R-parity is associated with

a Z» subgroup of the group of continuod$(1) transformations acting on the gauge superfields and
the two chiral doublet Higgs superfields; and H,,, with their definition extended to quark and lepton
superfields so that quarks and leptons cé&try= 0 and squarks and sleptois= 4+ 1. One can express
R-parity in terms of spirn, baryonB and leptonZ number [755]:

R-parity = (—1)2% (=1)3B-L) (5.87)

Taking into account the important phenomenological défees between models with and withdet
parity, it is worth studying if and howR-parity can be broken. One of the main reasons to introduce R-
parity is avoiding proton decay. However there are in pglecbther discrete or continuous symmetries
that can protect proton decay while allowing for sofgoarity violating couplings. In the absence of
R-parity, R-parity odd terms allowed by renormalizability and gaugaitance [145] must be included

in the superpotential of the Minimal Supersymmetric Stadddodel,

Wiy = i Huli + 2 A LiLBG + Ny LQDE + 3 X USDSDE, (5.88)
where there is summation over the generation indicgs: = 1, 2, 3, and summation over gauge indices
is understood. One has for examgleL; E; = (eabL?Lg)Eg = (N;E; — E;N;)E; and UiD;Dy =
capy USDID]¢, wherea,b = 1,2 are SU(2),, indices, o, 3,7 = 1,2,3 are SU(3)¢ indices, and
€qp and e, 3, are totally antisymmetric tensors (withy = €123 = +1). Gauge invariance enforces
antisymmetry of the\;;;, couplings in their first two indices and antisymmetry of th’?k couplings in
their last two indices,

Aijk = —Njik (5.89)
re = —Nb. (5.90)

The bilinear termsu; H,L; in Eq. (5.88) can be rotated away from the superpotentiah upatably
redefining the lepton and Higgs superfields. However, in tlesgnce of generic soft supersymmetry
breaking terms of dimension two, biline&-parity violation will reappear. The fact that one can make
u; = 0in EqQ. (5.88) does not mean that the Higgs-lepton mixing @ased with bilinearR-parity
breaking is unphysical, but rather that there is not a unigag of parameterizing it. If R-parity is
violated in the leptonic sector, no quantum numbers difféage between lepton and Higgs superfields,
and they consequently mix with each other [756]. The R-paitlation in the baryonic sector does not
imply lepton flavour violation, and we do not consider sucti@phere.

A general consequence &f-parity violation is that unless the relevant couplings raegligibly
small, the supersymmetric model does not have a dark mattetidate. Thus experimental studies on
dark matter will also shed light oR-parity violation.



5.4.2 Limits on couplings

Limits on R-parity violating couplings can be obtained by direct skascat colliders or requiring that the
R-parity violating contribution to a given observable does eéxceed the limit imposed by the precision
of the experimental measurement.

On the collider sider-parity violation implies the possibility of the creatiatecay or exchange of
single sparticles, thus allowing new decay channels. Famgie, even for relatively smaR-parity vio-
lating interactions, the decay of the lightest supersymimparticle will lead to collider events departing
considerably from the characteristic missing momentumagdigf R-parity conserving theories. In ab-
sence of definite theoretical predictions for the value$ef45 independent trilinear Yukawa couplings
A (Nijr, )\gjk and)\g’jk), it is necessary in practice to assume a strong hierarclongrhe couplings. A
simplifying assumption widely used for the search at celidis to postulate the existence of a single
dominantR-parity violating coupling. When discussing specific bosintlis necessary to choose a def-
inite basis for quark and lepton superfields. Often it is wsid®d that the single coupling dominance
hypothesis applies in the mass eigenstate basis. It can bematural to apply this hypothesis in the
weak eigenstate basis when dealing with models in whichidgratthy among couplings originates from
a flavour theory. In this case, a single process allows totrinsseveral couplings, provided one has
some knowledge of the rotations linking the weak eigenstatemass eigenstate bases. Indirect bounds
from loop processes typically lead to bounds on the prodoict&o most important?-parity violating
couplings, or on the sum of products of two couplings. Thetéran single dominant couplings, and on
products of couplings, as well as a more complete list ofregfees, are collected in [757].

5.4.3 Spontaneous R-parity breaking

The spontaneous breaking Bfparity is characterized by aR-parity invariant Lagrangian leading to
non-vanishing VEVs for som&-parity odd scalar field, which in turn generategarity violating terms.
Such a spontaneous breakdownfBparity generally also entails the breaking of the glalial ) lepton
number symmetryl, which implies the existence of a massless Nambu-Goldsteakpseudoscalar
boson.J, the Majoron. Another light scalar particle, denojgdyenerally accompanies the Majoron in
the supersymmetric models. If ti&(1) symmetry is also explicitly broken by interaction termstie t
Lagrangian, both of these particles acquire finite masdes.niost severe constraints on the models with
a spontaneouR-parity breaking, arise in the cases where the Majoronesgiectroweak gauge charges
and hence is coupled to tHebosons and to quarks and leptons. The non-singlet compooentribute

to theZ boson invisible width by an amount of one-half that a singatineutrino,6I'Z,, /6 ~ 83 MeV.

To suppress the non-singlet components one must allowr dithesufficiently small sneutrino VEVSs,
v, /My << 1, or for some large hierarchy of scales betwegnand the VEV parameters associated
with additional electroweak singlet scalar fields [758].

However, it is not necessary that models with spontand®ymrity violation have a Majoron.
Models without a Majoron include a class of models with &tgHiggses, wher®& — L is a gauge sym-
metry, which is necessarily spontaneously broken unleestefof non-renormalizable terms or some
additional new fields are included [759]. An interesting exymental signal in these models may be a
relatively light doubly charged scalar, which decays damntty to same charge leptons (not necessarily
of the same generation) [760]. Another possibility for a elodithout a Majoron is a model where
the lepton number is broken by two units explicitly, in whicdise the spontaneous breaking by one unit
(which breaks thdz-parity) does not lead to a Majoron [761]. The interactionspontaneouslyz-parity
breaking models through the lepton number violation closesemble explicitlyR-parity breaking mod-
els with only bilinearR-parity violation. In the case of spontaneous breaking pdrameters which are
free in the model with only bilinear couplings are relate@&gh other via the sneutrino vacuum expecta-
tion value (VEV). Thus a constraint from one process affaggslability of the other processes. Example
bounds for such a model can be found in [762].

Itis worth emphasizing that choosing single coupling danice in the case of spontaneous break-
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ing is not possible and in this sense, the models with spentabreaking are more predictive than those
without.

5.4.4 Neutrino sector

The presence of non-zero couplings;, )\;jk or bilinear R-parity violating parameters implies the
generation of neutrino masses and mixing [763]. This is &er@sting feature ofR-parity violating
models, but it can also be a problem, since the contributfoR-parity violating couplings may exceed
by orders of magnitude the experimental bounds. Two typesiifributions can be distinguished: tree-
level or loop contributions.

The tree-level contributions are due to bilind&+parity violation terms which induce a mixing
between neutrinos and neutralinos [764]. This gives a masgutrino state at tree level. When quantum
corrections are included, all three neutrinos acquire asiEse tree-level contribution arising from the
neutrino-neutralino mixing can be understood, in the liofismall neutrino-neutralino mixing, as a sort
of seesaw mechanism, in which the neutral gauginos and Higgplay the rdle of the right-handed
neutrinos.

The loop contributions are induced by the trilindasparity violating couplings; ;. and)\;jk and
by bilinear R-parity violating parameters [765]. If bilinedt-parity violation is strongly suppressed one
can concentrate on the diagrams involving trilinéaparity violating couplings only. The trilinear cou-
plings A; ;i and/\gjk contribute to each entry of the neutrino mass matrix thrahghepton-slepton and
guark-squark loops. The neutrino mass matrix dependsftneren a large number of trilined-parity
violating couplings. In order to obtain a predictive modeaie has to make assumptions on the structure
of the trilinear couplings. In general, however, the bi#in&-parity violation contribution cannot be ne-
glected. The presence of bilinear terms drastically maglifie calculation of one-loop neutrino masses.
The neutrino mass matrix receives contributions alreadgeatlevel, as discussed above, and moreover
in addition to the lepton-slepton and quark-squark loopg-loop diagrams involving insertions of bi-
linear R-parity violating masses or slepton VEVs must be conside@tk should note that the bilinear
R-parity violating terms, if not suppressed, give too lamgep contributions to neutrino masses.

The scenario known as bilinear R-Parity violation (BRpViresponds to the explicit introduction
of the three mass parametersin the first term in Eq. (5.88), without referring to their gin, and
assuming that all the trilinear parameters are zero. ;lierms introduce tree-level mixing between the
Higgs and lepton superfields. Therefore, they violate RiyPand lepton number, and contribute to the
breaking of theSU (2) symmetry by the induction of sneutrino vacuum expectatianesy;. As it was
mentioned before, the mixing between neutralinos and imegtteads to an effective tree-level neutrino

mass matrix of the form, ) ,

- M:g? + Mg

0ij _ M19° T M2 )4 591
v 4detMXo v (5.91)
where the parameters = pv; + p;v4 are proportional to the sneutrino vacuum expectation gluéhe
basis where tha, terms are removed from the superpotential. Due to the symirokthis mass matrix,
only one neutrino acquires a mass. Once quantum corre@feriacluded, this symmetry is broken, and

the effective neutrino mass matrix takes the form [766],

m

mf} = AAZA] + B(AZ‘EJ' + Ajei) + Ceiej. (592)

If the tree-level contribution dominates, as for exampl&WGRA models with low values afn 3, the
atmospheric mass scale is given at tree level, and the salss stale is generated at one loop, explaining
the hierarchy between them. Most of the time, the dominaop im0 SUGRA is the one formed with
bottom quarks and squarks, followed in importance by looibls @harginos and neutralinos. In the tree-
level dominance case the atmospheric mixing angle is welteqimated bytan? 6, = A3/A3, and

the reactor angle byan? 613 = A2 /(A% + A3). In this case, the smallness of the reactor angle is achieved
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with a small value of\, and the maximal mixing in the atmospheric sector with alsimialue forA,
andAjs. Supergravity scenarios where tree-level contributioesdwot dominate can also be found [767],
in which case the previous approximations for the anglesiar®alid.

5.4.5 Lepton flavour violating processes at low energies

Many processes, which are either rare or forbidden in theuRypconserving model, become possible
when interactions following from the superpotenti&lz, in (5.88) are available. These interactions
include tree-level couplings between different leptonwairy generations, as well as tree-level couplings
between leptons and quarks, or leptons and Higgses.

In addition to the trilinear couplings and\’, bilinear couplings or spontaneous R-parity breaking
contribute to the lepton flavour violating processes meaeiibbelow through mixing.

For references about this section, see Ref. [757].

=l — v, l; = llgl,, andp — e -conversion, and semileptonic decaysreeptons
The rare decays of leptons to lighter leptons are excellaiigs of new physics, because they do
not involve any hadronic uncertainties. Both the leptondiawiolating trilinear\- and \’ -type
couplings give rise to LFV decays — [;v (loop level process witly — [, v — I[,org—dq in
the loop),l; — [;lxl,, (tree-level process via or 1), as well as foru — e -conversion. In these
processes, two non-vanishidgcouplings are needed and usual approach is to assume a ddmina
product of two couplings, when determining bounds on cogsli In theu — e -conversion, certain
pairs of couplings can be probed only in the loop-level psscenediated by virtual or Z, which
are logarithmically enhanced comparedute~ e~y [178]. The hadronic contributions to the— e
-conversion in nuclei make the theoretical error largentimthe decays without hadrons. The
relatively large mass of allows new semileptonic decay modes for The bounds from these
processes vary between ~ O(10~% — 10~!) for 100 GeV fermion masses, and they scale as
mass2.
The experimental accuracies of the processes mentione® abe expected to increase consider-
ably in the coming years.

— Leptonic and semileptonic decays of hadrons and top quarks
R-parity violating couplings\gjk allow for lepton flavour violating decays of hadroas,. K; —
etuF, By — ptr=, K* — 7y, [768], as well as semileptonic LFV top decays. ¢ —
710, if kinematically allowed. The sensitivity on the couplsds restricted by the theoretical
uncertainties in hadronic contributions. For 100 GeV sfens, the bounds ar&é ~ O(10~* —
1071).

5.4.6 Anomalous muon magnetic moment a,, and electron electric dipole moment

A couplings affect leptons also through contributions tatipnoments. The experimental measurement
of a,, is quite precise. The theoretical calculation of the Stashdiéodel contribution taz, contains still
uncertainty, which prevents exact comparison with measeng. The contribution oR-parity violation
ona, is small, and constrained by tiny neutrino masses.

Contribution from complexA to electron EDM could be large for large phases. The one-loop
contribution involving both bilinear and trilinear coupdjs is sizable for electron EDM, while one-loop
terms with only trilinear terms are suppressed by neutriassas.

5.4.7 Collider signatures

The main advantage of collider studies compared to the l@vggnprobes is that the particles can be
directly produced, and thus their masses and couplings eaxferimentally measured.

11A



A major difference between R-parity conserving and breakiodels from the detection point of
view is the amount of missing energy. If R-parity is violatdte supersymmetric particles decay to the
SM particles leaving little or no missing energy. Decayspmdricles through\ and \'-type couplings
lead to multi-lepton final states, and and \” to multi-jet final states. Sparticles can decay first via
the R-parity conserving couplings to the lightest supersgtnic particle (LSP), which then decays via
R-parity violating couplings. If e.g. a neutralino is the R,St may be a cascade decay product of a
sfermion, chargino, or a heavier neutralino. Thus typjcatie gets a larger number of jets or leptons in
the final state in R-parity violating than in the R-parity serving decay. The sparticles can also decay
directly to the Standard Model fermions via \’, or \” couplings. Assuming all the supersymmetric
particles decay inside the detector, a consequence of tiay ¢ the LSP is that the amount of missing
energy when R-parity is violated is considerably lower tirathe R-parity conserving case, and only
neutrinos carry the missing energy. When R-parity is vedathe LSP is not stable and need not be
neutral. If then the coupling through which the LSP decaysupressed, a long lived possibly charged
particle appears, leaving a heavily ionizing, easily detigle charged track in the detector.

A simplifying assumption for the search strategy at colédis to postulate the existence of a
single dominant R-parity violating coupling. In case a namishing coupling does exist with a mag-
nitude leading to distinct phenomenology at colliders, r@di sensitivity to a long-lived LSP might
be provided by the observation of displaced vertices in &rimediate range of coupling values up to
O(10~® — 10~*). For largerA values the presence of R-parity violating supersymmetiyybgcome
manifest through the decay of short-lived sparticles pceduby pair via gauge couplings. A possi-
ble search strategy in such cases consists of neglectingriiy-piolating contributions at production
in non-resonant processes. This is valid provided thatrttezaction strength remains sufficiently small
compared to electromagnetic or weak interaction strengthd values typically belowD(1072—-1071).

In a similar or larger range of couplings values, R-parityiaiion could show up at colliders via single
resonant or non-resonant production of supersymmetriccjes.

For bilinear or spontaneous breaking, the lightest supemsgtric particle decays through mixing
with the correspondingz, = +1 particle. If the LSP is neutralino or chargino, it decay®tigh mixing
with neutrino or charged lepton, and if the LSP is a sleptaettays through mixing with the Higgs
bosonse.g. stau mixes with charged Higgs. Assuming that neutralintésliSP, the dominant decay
mode of stau is to tau and neutralino. Through mixing theggtHiggs has then a branching ratio to tau
and neutralino. Thus the detection Bfparity violation includes precise measurement of the dinangy
ratios of particles.

The main signature of BRpV is the decay of the neutralino,citdecays 100% of the time
into R-Parity and lepton number violating modes. If squaaksl sleptons are heavy and the neu-
tralino is heavier than the gauge bosons, the neutralinaydemto on-shell gauge bosons and lep-
tons: y) — Wﬂii,Zyi. If the gauge bosons are produced off-shell, then the decalemarey! —
qq' 6, tTvily, qqui, & (T vi, vjvjv;. When sfermions cannot be neglected, the decay channetiseare
same, but squarks and sleptons contribute as intermedigtelg@s [769]. In this model, very useful quan-
tities are formed with ratios of branching ratios, sinceythan be directly linked to R-Parity violating
parameters and neutrino observables. We have for example,

—/
BOA —adpw) A5 e (5.93)
B(xX{ —qq't) A3
where the last approximation is valid in the tree-level dwemice scenario. In this way, collider and
neutrino measurements, coming from very different expenits, can be contrasted.

Detection possibilities and extraction of limits depenatdn the specific model and on the col-
lider type and energy. On general grounds a lepton-hadritideroprovides both leptonic and baryonic
quantum numbers in the initial state and is therefore siddedearches involving\'. In e*p collisions,
the production ofi} squarks of the*generation via>\’1j1 is especially interesting as it involves a va-
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lenced quark of the incident proton. In contrast, ferp collisions where charge conjugate processes
are accessible, thl&;!m@j couplings become of special interest as they allow for tloelyction, involving
a valence: quark, ofd% squarks of thé'" generation.

The excluded regions of the parameter space for R-paritating scenarios have been worked
out from the data at LEP, HERA and Tevatron, see e.qg. [770=TTe following we shall concentrate
on the search possibilities at the LHC.

5.4.8 Hadron colliders

In hadron colliders tha or \' couplings can provide a viable signal. In many SUSY scesar@utralinos
and charginos are among the lightest supersymmetric [@aticTheir pair production or associated
production of>21i>20 via gauge couplings and decay war \'couplings may lead to a tri-lepton signal
from each particle, providing a clean signature. One shaoatite that if the couplings are small, the
vertex may be displaced which makes the analysis more coated. With small enough couplings the
lightest neutralino, if LSP, decays outside the detector.

If kinematically possible, gluinos and squarks are codiopsoduced at hadron colliders. The
NLO cross section has been calculated in [776]. #gr> m;z > m;, , the production with decay via
'21 # 0 was studied at CDF. Also coupling,, from ¢ pair production at CDF and' couplings from
x) decay at DO have been investigated.

When R-parity is violated, the supersymmetric particles ba produced singly, and thus they
can be produced as resonances through R-parity violattegaictions. In a hadron—hadron collider this
allows to probe for resonances in a wide mass range becattse adntinuous energy distribution of the
colliding partons. This production mode requires non-igigle R-parity violating coupling. If a single
R-parity violating coupling is dominant, the exchangedesapmmetric particle may decay through the
same coupling involved in its production, giving a two feomifinal state. It is also possible that the
decay of the resonant SUSY particle goes through gaugedatiens, giving rise to a cascade decay.

The resonant production of sneutrinos and charged slefgtams\’ couplings) has been inves-
tigated at hadron colliders [777-781]. The production oharged lepton with neutralino leads to a
like-sign dilepton signature via’ couplings. The production of a charged lepton with a charginthe
resonant sneutrino case decay leads to a tri-lepton final @@\’ couplings. Thex?!, xf, U masses
can be reconstructed using the tri-lepton signal.

Single production is possible also in two-body processéisont resonance [782]. Sfermion pro-
duction with a gauge boson has been studied in eithek wia)\’-coupling. (The procesgq; — W1y,
or giq; — Wi, can get contribution also from resonant production, but @ GUGRAmM; — m; =
cos 23m%, and resonance production is not kinematically viable). ity via A’ or \” gluino can be
produced with a lepton or quark, respectively. Sneutrirapction with two associated jets may also
provide a detectable signal [783].

Resonant production of squarks can occurMaype couplings, leading eventually to jets in the
final states. Although the cross sections can be consigefablthese processes, the backgrounds in
hadronic colliders are large, and the processes seem Hifficstudy [784]. In special circumstances the
backgrounds can be small, e.g. for stop productiod;iy — #; — by, with ¥ — L) (here it
is assumedn;, > Mt > My, Migp > mx?)' Then for gjk, myo is stable [785, 786]. Also single
gluino production,d;d; — gt via resonant stop production has a good signal to backgroatii for
)\gjk = 0(0.1) [787].

With thett production cross section of the order8of pb, the LHC can be considered a top quark
factory, with~ 108 top quarks being produced per year, assuming an integnateiddsity of100 fb.
This statistics allows for precise studies of top quark pisysin particular, for measurements of rare
RpV decays. A simulation of the signal and background usimgFAST [788], to take into account
the experimental conditions prevailing at the ATLAS dete¢?89], was made for a top quark decaying
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through a\};, coupling tot — x"¢d, assuming only one slepton gives the leading contributmara
intermediate state [790].

The importance of treating the top quark production andylstaultaneouslyg — tx"¢d, rather
thanT'(gg — t#)B(t — x°¢d), was shown. The latest approach can underestimate thesarctisn by a
factor of a few units, depending on the slepton mass. Thendaghat the slepton forces the top quark to
be off-shell, becoming the resonance itself, as can be ajaped fromy’¢ mass invariant distributions.

Two scenarios were chosen for the neutralino de§dy— bdv, andx° — cde, the last one
assuming a large stop-scharm mixing. The sensitivity oL #H€E is presented as the significansgy/ B
as a function of\}5,, for slepton masses 150 and 200 GeV. The chanhnrel Y’ed — cdeed is more
promising with exclusion limits &c c.l. for \’ > 0.03 and observation dio c.l. for A’ > 0.05, with
these values slightly increasing for heavier sleptons. The ¥’ed — bdv.ed channel is observable
only for a 150 GeV slepton mass. The significance is reduced te 0.08 at2c and )\ > 0.15 at5¢0
level.

Since a\j;; ~ hyeg/p trilinear term is generated in BRpV when theterm is removed from the
superpotential, we can see that the above exclusion limitd/fare not significant in BRpV, probing
only values ofe, parameters much larger than what is needed for neutrindadmis.

5.5 Higgs-mediated lepton flavour violation in supersymmetry

If neutrinos are massive, one would expect LFV transitionthé Higgs sector through the decay modes
HY — [;1; mediated at one loop level by the exchange ofifidbosons and neutrinos. However, as for
the u — ey and ther — py case, also théf® — [;1; rates are GIM suppressed. In a supersymmetric
(SUSY) framework the situation is completely different.sRies the previous contributions, supersym-
metry provides new direct sources of flavour violation, ngnttee possible presence of off-diagonal soft
terms in the slepton mass matrices and in the trilinear cogpl[139]. In practice, flavour violation
would originate from any misalignment between fermion diedsion mass eigenstates. LFV processes
arise at one loop level through the exchange of neutralinbarginos) and charged sleptons (sneutri-
nos). The amount of the LFV is regulated by a Super-GIM meishathat can be much less severe
than in the non supersymmetric case [139]. Another potestiarce of LFV in models such as the min-
imal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) could be the $igggtor, in fact, extensions of the SM
containing more than one Higgs doublet generally allow flasolating couplings of the neutral Higgs
bosons. Such couplings, if unsuppressed, will lead to |8ey®r-changing neutral currents in direct
opposition to experiments. The MSSM avoid these dangerouglings at the tree level segregating the
quark and Higgs fields so that one Higd$,) can couple only to up-type quarks while the otlé&f;)
couples only to d-type. Within unbroken supersymmetry dhission is completely natural, in fact, it is
required by the holomorphy of the superpotential. Howesfter supersymmetry is broken, couplings
of the formQU_.H, andQD_.H, are generated at one loop [420]. In particular, the preseheenon
zero term, coupled with SUSY breaking, is enough to induce ndo+horphic Yukawa interactions
for quarks and leptons. For largen 3 values the contributions to d-quark masses coming from non-
holomorphic operatof) D.H,, can be equal in size to those coming from the usual holomogberator
QD .H, despite the loop suppression suffered by the former. Tthedause the operator itself gets an
additional enhancement @in j.

As shown in reference [791] the presence of these loop-glnmon-holomorphic couplings also
leads to the appearance of flavor-changing couplings ofdél&a Higgs bosons. These new couplings
generate a variety of flavor-changing processes sucB%as- ptp~, B® — BY etc. [527]. Higgs-
mediated FCNC can have sizable effects also in the leptaorsp®2, 793]: given a source of non-
holomorphic couplings, and LFV among the sleptons, Higgshated LFV is unavoidable. These ef-
fects have been widely discussed in the recent literatutteib@ generic 2HDM [794,795] and in super-
symmetry [793, 796] frameworks. Through the study of many lgfocesses a& — (;¢;.(;, [792,793],

T — £;n[163,796],0; — (;v[169,638],uN — eN [797], ®° — £,¢), [168] (With £; = T, 41, {1, = p, e,
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® = ', H°, A%) or the cross section of theV — 7X reaction [798].

5.5.1 LFVin the Higgs sector

SM extensions containing more than one Higgs doublet giyatkow flavor-violating couplings of the
neutral Higgs bosons with fermions. Such couplings, if ppsassed, will lead to large flavor-changing
neutral currents in direct opposition to experiments. Tossfble solution to this problem involves an
assumption about the Yukawa structure of the model. A disggmmetry can be invoked to allow a
given fermion type to couple to a single Higgs doublet, anslich case FCNC's are absent at tree level.
In particular, when a single Higgs field gives masses to bgtled of fermions the resulting model is
referred as 2HDM-I. On the other hand, when each type of fammouples to a different Higgs doublet
the model is said 2HDM-II.

In the following, we will assume a scenario where the typ2HDM structure is not protected by
any symmetry and is broken by loop effects (this occurs,ristance, in the MSSM).
Let us consider the Yukawa interactions for charged leptor@duding the radiatively induced
LFV terms [792]:
L~ I Yy Hi L+ (nNg + Yleg) HyL; + hee., (5.94)
whereH; and H are the scalar doubletk; are lepton singlet for right handed fermiots, denote the
lepton doublets andl;, are the Yukawa couplings.

In the mass-eigenstate basis for both leptons and Higgsbp#te effective flavor-violating in-
teractions are described by the four dimension operat®2]{7

£ = (2G})i5E (AFTRE, + AR, (5-ah® — sp-aHO — iA”)
B

+ (8G%)T

(A”lR Vi 4+ Ay zg) H* + he, (5.95)
C

B
whereq is the mixing angle between the CP-even Higgs bosgnand H, A is the physical CP-odd
boson,H= are the physical charged Higgs-bosons anés the ratio of the vacuum expectation value
for the two Higgs (where we adopt the notatien, s, = cos z,sinz andt, = tanx). lrrespective to
the mechanism of the high energy theories generating the iMé\treat theA” ,, terms in a model

independent way. In order to constrain mg r parameters, we impose that thelr contributions to LFV
processes do not exceed the experimental bounds [169, 638].

On the other hand, there are several models with a specifatzaabout the flavor-changing cou-
plings. For instance, the famous multi-Higgs-doublet n®geoposed by Cheng and Sher [586] pre-
dict that the LFV couplings of all the neutral Higgs bosonshvihe fermions have the ford f; f; ~

In Supersymmetry, thé\”/ terms are induced at one loop level by the exchange of gasigino
and sleptons, provided a source of slepton mixing. In the assnnsertion (M) approximation, the
expressions oA\’ L. are given by

Z" ! 1 ’
A= = hudnd |10 md) + LT O] +
3 az 27 a2 2 2
+ 24 :“’M26 mLI (M2mu >mL) ’ (596)
A = LMyl 12 12 m%) — (nomu)| (5.97)

respectively, where: is the Higgs mixing parametef/; » are the gaugino masses am%(R) stands
for the left-left (right-right) slepton mass matrix entrifthe LFV mass insertions (MIs), i.e33, =
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(m2)3 /m3 (X = L, R), are the off-diagonal flavor changing entries of the slepbass matrix. The
loop functionI (z,y, z) is such thatl (x,y, z) = dI(z,y, z)/dz, wherel(z,y, z) refers to the standard
three point one-loop integral which has mass dimension -2

Ly(z.y,2) = xylog(z/y) + yzlog(y/z) + zxlog(z/x) . (5.98)
@G-y - 2)

The above expressions, i.e. the Eqgs. (5.96,5.97), depdndaornhe ratio of the SUSY mass scales and

they do not decouple for large.ssy. As first shown in Ref. [168], botih’J andA” couplings suffer

from strong cancellations in certain regions of the paramgiace due to destructive interferences among

various contributions. For instance, from Eq. (5.97) itlsac that, in theﬁg case, such cancellations

happen ifu = my.

In the SUSY seesaw model, in the mass insertion approximabioe obtains specific values for
5iLjL depending on the assumptions on the flavour mixingifj159, 693]. If the latter is of CKM size,
5731 ~ 3.10-5 andé32 ~ 102, while in the case of the observed neutrino mixing, takihg = 0.07
at about half of the current CHOOZ bound, we 6gf*") ~ 102 and5%2 ~ 101,

5.5.2 Phenomenology

In order to constrain thAiLj’R parameters, we impose that their contributions to LFV pseee a$;, —
l;lxl;; andl; — [;v do not exceed the experimental bounds. At tree level, Higghange contribute
only tol; — (;jlyly, 7 — {;n anduN — eN. On the other hand, a one loop Higgs exchange leads to
the LFV radiative decayé — /;~. In the following, we report the expression for the branghiatios

of the above processes.

5521 € — Ly

The?; — (;~ process can be generated by the one loop exchange of Higdegiods. However, the
dipole transition implies three chirality flips: two in theikawa vertices and one in the lepton propagator.
This strong suppression can be overcome at higher orddr IBwoéng to two loop level, one has to pay
the typical price ofy? /1672 but one can replace the light fermion masses from Yukawécesrtith the
heavy fermion (boson) masses circulating in the second loahis case, the virtual Higgs boson couple
only once to the lepton line, inducing the needed chiralify. fAs a result, the two loop amplitude can
provide the major effects. Naively, the ratio between the liwop fermionic amplitude and the one loop
amplitude is:

(2—loop) s 9

Lol | Oem f1g<mf>
1—loop )

Al e 47 ml mH

wherem; = m;, m, is the mass of the heavy fermion circulating in the loop. Wairel that in a
Model Il 2HDM (as SUSY) the Yukawa couplings between neuttiglgs bosons and quarks ak&t ~
my/ tan 8 and Hbb ~ mytan 3. Since the Higgs mediated LFV is relevant only at large 3 > 30, it

is clear that the main contributions arise from thandb fermions and not from the top quark. So, in
this framework,r — [; does not receive sizable two loop effects by heavy fermitmups, contrary to

the — ey case.

However, the situation can drastically change whé¥i Aoson circulates in the two loop Barr-Zee
diagrams. Bearing in mind thd W W~ ~ my, and that pseudoscalar bosons do not coupleio a
pair, it turns out thaizél(2 loo” WA l(ai‘mp 7w m?, ) (m7tan3) thus, two looplV effects are expected

to dominate, as it is conflrmed numerlcally [638,794].
As final result, the following approximate expression hq&9, 638]:

2\ 2 m2
Bt~ tn) 3_<m> ot { T !

B(t; — tijvvy) 2w \m} m%4 6
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3 a3 md 2
5 —5 Ahith (M—VX> <F<aw>> : (5.99)

whereém = (mpg —ma) ~ O(m%/m o). The terms of the first row of Eq. (5.99) refer to one loop
effects and their role is non-negligible only indecays. It turns out that pseudoscalar and scalar one
loop amplitudes have opposite signs so, being ~ my, they cancel each other to a very large extent.
Since these cancellations occur, two loop effects can bedamortant or even dominant. The two terms
of the second row of Eq. (5.99) refer to two loop Barr-Zee @ffénduced by’ and fermionic loops,
respectively, while the last row of Eq. (5.99) is relativeotiwop Barr-Zee effects with a squark loop in the
second loop. As regards the squark loop effects, it is vesy tarealize that they are negligible compared
to W effects. In fact, it is well known that Higgs mediated LFV galay a relevant or even a dominant
role compared to gaugino mediated LFV provided that sleptasses are not below the TeV scale while
maintaining the Higgs masses at the electroweak scale &sunang largé ; values). In this context, it

is natural to assume squark masses at least of the same stterslepton masses (at the TeV scale). So,
in the limit wherex 7, = mz/mfH > 1, the loop functiom(z ;) is such thatlog z s, + 5/3)/6z 7
thus, even for maximum squark mixing angﬂ%% namely for329 = sin 20~~ ~ 1, and large4; and

1 terms, two loop squark effects remain much beIowIMeaffects asitis stralghtforward to check by
Eq. (5.99).

As a final result the main two loop effects are provided by tkeéhange of dV boson, with the
loop function F(aw) ~ 32(logaw)? for aw = m¥,/m3, < 1. Itis noteworthy that one and two
loop amplitudes have the same signs. In addition, two lodfigets dominate in large portions of the
parameter space, specially for langg; values, where the mass splitting: = my — m 4 decreases to
zero.

5522 U — Lilyly

Thel; — 111, process can be mediated by a tree level Higgs exchange [98R, However, up to
one loop level]; — [;1;1;, gets additional contributions induced hy— [;7* amplitudes [169, 638]. It
is worth noting that the Higgs mediated monopole (chiratityserving) and dipole (chirality violating)
amplitudes have the samen® 3 dependence. This has to be contrasted to the non-Higgshediuns.
For instance, within SUSY, the gaugino mediated dipole &og# is proportional tagan 5 while the
monopole amplitude isan 3 independent. The expression for the Higgs mediated [;/;/;, can be
approximated in the following way [169, 638]:

B(r — Lilyl) mim;
at AR LLALV NN A%t 56,
Blr = L) S2ml, an® 3|3 + 50,5 | +
2
Qe ms B(t — 1)
—( —3) " 5.100
o ( %z 3> B(r — L)’ (5.100)

where we have disregarded subleading monopole effects.
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Fig. 5.32: Branching ratios of various — p andr — e LFV processes vs the Higgs boson masg in the
decoupling limit as reported in [638K = ~, uu, ee, 7.
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Fig. 5.33: Left: Branching ratios ofu — ey, u — eee anduAl — eAl in the Higgs mediated LFV case vs
the Higgs boson mass;, [169]. Right: Branching ratios of — ey, u — eee anduAl — eAl in the gaugino
mediated LFV case vs a common SUSY mass;sy [169]. In the figure we sets = 50 and§?!, = 102

5523 N —eN

The ;» — e conversion in Nuclei process can be generated by a scalaatop¢hrough the tree level
Higgs exchange [797]. Moreover, at one loop level, addéiamntributions induced by — [;7* am-
plitudes arise [169]; however they are subleading [169)aHy, the following expression faB(uAl —
eAl) is derived [797]:

T2

B(uAl — eAl) ~ 1.8 x 104 —2"' A2 46 5.101
(HAl — eAl) =~ 6 X 14 Al 21t (5. )
v mhwcapt

Wherewg}jpt ~ 0.7054 - 10sec™!. We observe thaB (. — 3e) is completely dominated by the photonic
u — evy* dipole amplitude so thaB(u — eee) ~ e B(w — e). On the other hand, tree level Higgs

mediated contributions are negligible because supprdsséue electron mass through tiig( A)ee ~
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me coupling. On the contraryyN — eN is not suppressed by the light constituent quark and
my but only by the nucleon masses, because the Higgs-bosotirgptm the nucleon is shown to be
characterized by the nucleon mass using the conformal dgioedation [797]. In particular, the most
important contribution turns out to come from the exchaniglhe scalar Higgs bosof which couples
to the strange quark [797].

In fact, the coherent — e conversion process, where the initial and final nuclei atbéground
state, is expected to be enhanced by a factaD@f) (where Z is the atomic number) compared to
incoherent transition processes. Since the initial andi$tases are the same, the elemeé$pp|N) and
(N|nn|N) are nothing but the proton and the neutron densities in a&nadh the non-relativistic limit
of nucleons. In this limit, the other matrix elemenfS|pysp|N) and (N |nvysn|N) vanish. Therefore,
in the cohereni, — e conversion process, the dominant contributions come flaekchange off, not
A[797].

Moreover, we know that — e~* (chirality conserving) monopole amplitudes are genersililg-
dominant compared to (chirality flipping) dipole effect$l. Note also that, the enhancement mech-
anism induced by Barr-Zee type diagrams is effective ontyctarality flipping operators so, in the
following, we will disregard chirality conserving one loeffects.

5524 71— uP(P=mmnm1)

Now we consider the implications of virtual Higgs exchange the decays — pP, whereP is a
neutral pseudoscalar mesafl & 7,7,7’) [163,796]. Since we assume CP conservation in the Higgs
sector, only the exchange of thieHiggs boson is relevant. Moreover, in the latge S limit, only the

A couplings to down-type quarks are important. These can hitewas:

—i(\/iGF)l/z tan 3 A(fdmd(szL + EsmsSpST + fbmbl;RbL) + h.c. (5.102)

The parameter§,, &;, &, are equal to one at tree level, but can significantly deviaten fthis value be-
cause of higher order corrections proportionaldn 5 [527,791], generated by integrating out superpart-
ners. In the limit of quark flavour conservation, edgliq = d, s, b) has the forng, = (1+A, tan 3)~1,
whereA, appears in the loop-generated term, A, HY*¢°q + h.c. [527,791]. At energies below the
bottom mass, thé-quark can be integrated out so the bilinearn;bb + h.c. is effectively replaced by

the gluon operatof) = 62@ err G GG, Wheregs and Gy, are theSU (3)¢ coupling constant and
field strength, respectively [163]. In the limit in which tipeocesses — 3 andr — un are both

dominated by Higgs-exchange, these decays are relate62is [1

Br —Lm) o af fam 2 & £
m ~ 9? (mAmT> ( —m—g> Est <1+\f Agjtan s,

wherem? /m2 ~ 9.5 x 1072 and the relevant decay constants gfev 0.2, f5 ~ 1.2f, and f ~ 92
MeV. In the above expression, both the contribution of thatfln-loop induced) gluon operattrand
the factors, were included.

For&s ~ & ~ 1,itturns out thatB(7~ — u™n)/B(r~ — p~putp~) =~ 5, but it could also be
a few times larger or smaller than that, depending on theahutlues of¢,, &,. Finally, let us compare
7 — pun andT — pumw with 7 — pn in the limit of Higgs-exchange domination. Both ratios are
suppressed, although for different reasons. The d@tio — pn)/B(r — wun) is small because it is
parametrically suppressed by, /m; ~ 1072. The ratioB(r — u1')/B(r — un), which seems to be
O(1), is much smaller because the singlet and octet contritaition — 1)’ tend to cancel against each
other [163].

These results, combined with the present boundron> un, imply that the Higgs mediated
contribution toB(r — un’) and B(t — um) can reactO(107?) [163].
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5.5.2.5 Higgs — urt

The LFV Higgs— 1 decays and the related phenomenology have been extensivetyigated in [168].
Concerning the Higgs boson decays, we have [168]

B(A — ptr7) =tan? 3 (|AL|? + |Ag|*)B(A — 7777), (5.103)

where we have approximatddc% ~ tan? 3 since non-negligible effects can only arise in the large
tan g limit. If A is replaced withi [or k] in Eq. (5.103), the r.h.s. should also be multiplied by ddac
(ch—a/5a)? [OF (85-a/ca)?]. We recall thatB(A — ur) can reach values of ordef—*. The same
holds for the ‘non-standard’ CP-even Higgs boson (eitiesr /, depending omn 4).

We now make contact with the physical observable, i.e.BI(méO — wt77), and discuss the
phenomenological implications. We outline some generaiufes of B(®° — u*7~) at largetan 3
and the prospects for these decay channels at the Large tHaditider (LHC) and other colliders.
Let us discuss the different Higgs bosons, as reported i8][BESsuming for definitenesan 3 ~ 50,
|50A> ~ 1073 (A = Ay or Ag) and an integrated luminosity ¢f0 fb~* at LHC.

If ®° denotes one of the ‘non-standard’ Higgs bosons, we iaver 1 and B(®° — 7777) ~
1071, s0B(®° — pT77) ~ 10~*. The main production mechanisms at LHC are bottom-loop atedi
gluon fusion and associated production with which yield cross sections ~ (10%,102,20) pb for
ma ~ (100, 200,300) GeV, respectively. The corresponding number®8f— 7~ events are about
(10%,103,2 - 10?). These estimates do not change much if the bottom Yukawainguy, is enhanced
(suppressed) by radiative corrections, since in this dasehhancement (suppression)cofvould be
roughly compensated by the suppression (enhancememtjdt — pt7-).

If ° denotes the other (more ‘Standard Model-like’) Higgs bosoa factorCy - B(®° — 7+77)
strongly depends om 4, while the production cross section at LHC, which is domedaly top-loop
mediated gluon fusion, is ~ 30 pb. Form4 ~ 100 GeV we may havely - B(®" — 7r77) ~ 107!
and B(®° — ut77) ~ 107, which would imply~ 300 u*7~ events. The number of events is
generically smaller for large: 4 sinceCy scales ag/m?, consistently with the expected decoupling of
LFV effects for such a Higgs boson.

The above discussion suggests that LHC may offer good chanatetect the decays’ — ur,
especially in the case of non-standard Higgs bosons. Tdisdtion should be supported by a detailed
study of the background. At Tevatron the sensitivity is lowean at LHC because both the expected
luminosity and the Higgs production cross sections arelemdlhe number of events would be smaller
by a factor10? — 10%. A few events may be expected alseedt~ or 1~ future colliders, assuming
integrated luminosities df00 fb~! and1 fb~!, respectively. At .~ collider an enhancement may
occur for the non-standard Higgs bosons if radiative ctioes strongly suppress,, since in this case
both the resonant production cross section~} (47/m?)B(®° — pTp~)] and the LFV branching
ratios B(®° — u77) would be enhanced. As a result, for light4, hundreds of. ™7~ events could
occur.

5526 uN — 71X

Higgs mediated LFV effects can have also relevant impadieicttoss section of theNV — 7.X reaction
[798]. The contribution of the Higgs boson mediation to tifeecential cross sectiop™ N — 7~ X is
given by [798]

d20' . 2 1-— P/»‘ 2 1 + 73/»‘ S 2
ity = S {lel (2 vieel (B2 ) e 00

where the functiory,(x) is the PDF forg-quarks,P,, is the incident muon polarization such that =
-+1 and—1 correspond to the right- and left-handed polarizatiompeesvely, ands is the center-of-mass
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Fig. 5.34: Cross section of the= N — 7~ X DIS process as a function of the muon energy for the Higgs atedli
interaction [798]. It is assumed that the initial muons areefy left-handed. CTEQG6L is used for the PDF.

(CM) energy. The parametersandy are defined as = Q?/2P-q,y = 2P-q/s, in the limit of massless
tau leptons, wher# is the four momentum of the targetis the momentum transfer, adlis defined as
Q? = —¢% As seenin Eq. (5.104), experimentally, the form factor§/df andC#* (C1H? andC#) can be
selectively studied by using purely left-handed (righivhed) incident muons. In SUSY models such as
the MSSM with heavy right-handed neutrinos, LFV is radigvinduced due to the left-handed slepton
mixing, which only affect<# andC#. Therefore, in the following, we focus only on thagg” and

C;* couplings.

The magnitudes of the effective couplings are constrainedhb current experimental results
of searches for LFV processes of tau decays. Therefore, dmthlings are determined by the one
that is more constrained, namely the pseudo-scalar cauplinis constrained by the — un decay
(B(1 — pm) < 3.4 x 10~7). Then the constraint is given on theassociated scalar and pseudo-scalar
couplings by

([CA%)s < 107°[GeV—1] x B(r — ). (5.105)

The largest values cifﬁH and Cf can be realized witmgusy ~ O(1) TeV and the Higgsino mass
w~ O(10) TeV [163, 796].

The cross sections of theN — 7X reaction in the DIS region is evaluated for the maximally
allowed values of the effective couplings as a referenceyHne plotted in Fig. 5.34 for different quark
contributions as a function of the muon beam energy in therkbry frame. For the PDF, CTEQ6L
has been used. The targ®tis assumed to be a proton. For a nucleus target, the crossrsaciuld
be higher, approximately by the number of nucleons in thgetarThe cross section sharply increases
aboveE,, ~ 50 GeV in Fig. 5.34. This enhancement comes fromitggiark contribution in addition to
the d ands-quark contributions which is enhanced by a factongf/m over thes-quark contribution.
The cross section is enhanced by one order of magnitude vleemuaon energy changes from 50 GeV
to 100 GeV. Typically, forE,, = 100 GeV andE,, = 300 GeV, the cross section i$)~* fb and 102 fb,
respectively. With the intensity d02° muons per year and the target mass of 100 §/@out10* (10?)
events could be expected fofuN — 7X) = 1073 (10~°) fb, which corresponds t&, = 300 (50)
GeV from Fig. 5.34. This would provide good potential to iroye the sensitivity by four (two) orders
of magnitude from the present limit from — un decay, respectively. Such a muon intensity could be
available at a future muon collider and a neutrino factory.

5.5.3 Correlations
The numerical results shown in Fig. 5.32 and Fig. 5.33 allewoudraw several observations [169, 638]:

— 7 — lj7v has the largest branching ratios except for a region areugd~ 700 GeV where strong
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cancellations among two loop effects reduce their §iz&he following approximate relations are

found: )
. 2 2
Blr =) (om g, mr 1 ca (miy) Flaw) )
B(t — ljn) ma . omy m2 ) tanf3

6 7
where the last relation is easily obtained by using the appration for F'(z). If two loop effects
were disregarded, then we would obtd¥r — 1;v)/B(r — l;n) € (1/36,1) for dm/ma €
(0,10%). Two loop contributions significantly enhané¥r — 1,v) specially forém/m4 — 0.

— In Fig. 5.32 non negligible mass splittidg:/m 4 effects can be visible at low ;; regime through
the bands of the — [;v andT — [;ee processes. These effects tend to vanish with increasing
my asitis correctly reproduced in Fig. 5.32— 1,1« does not receive visible effects byn/m 4
terms being dominated by the tree level Higgs exchange.

— As it is shown in Fig. 5.32B(7 — ;v) is generally larger thal3(r — [;uu); their ratio is
regulated by the following approximate relation:

B(t — 1) 36 B(r—1y) _ 36

~

B(r — ljpp) — 3+450;, B(T — L)) = 3+50;,

where the last relation is valid only out of the cancellatregion. Moreover, from the above

relation it turns out that:
B(1 — 1;n) N 36

B(T — ljpup) — 34585,

If we relax the conditiort,, = 1, B(t — [;n) can get values few times smaller or bigger than
those in Fig. 5.32.
— It is noteworthy that a tree level Higgs exchange preditts B(r — [jee)/B(t — ljup) ~
mz/mi while, at two loop level, we obtain (out of the cancellati@gion):
B(t — ljee) 04 B(r — ) - 0.4

~

B(T — Ljpp) — 34565, B(t — 1jn) — 34+5d;,

Let us underline that, in the cancellation region, the lob@und of B(7 — [;ee) is given by the
monopole contributions. So, in this regioB(r — [;ee) is much less suppressed thBfir —
L)

— The approximate relations amopgll — eAl, u — ey andu — eee branching ratios are

B(p — ev) N o [ Flaw) 2 B(p — eee) N
B(uAl — eAl) 1 (tanﬁ> Bl = ey) = e (5.106)

In the above equations we retained only dominant two loopcesf arising fromid/ exchange.
The exact behavior for the examined processes is report&iyin.33 where we can see that
1 — ey gets the largest branching ratio except for a region areupd~ 700 GeV where strong
cancellations among two loop effects sink its size.

The correlations among the rates of the above processes argartant signature of the Higgs-
mediated LFV and allow us to discriminate between diffei®dSSY scenarios. In fact, it is well known
that, in a Supersymmetric framework, besides the Higgs atedliLFV transitions, we have also LFV
effects mediated by the gauginos through loops of neutralfoharginos)- charged sleptons (sneutrinos).
On the other hand, the above contributions have differecoul@ing properties regulated by the mass
of the heaviest scalar mass: ;) or by the heaviest mass in the slepton gaugino loapsi(sy). In
principle, themgsi sy andm g masses can be unrelated so, we can always proceed by comgidely

For a detailed discussion about the origin of these carimigand their connection with non-decoupling properties
two loop W amplitude, see Ref. [794].
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the Higgs mediated effects (assuming a relatively light and an heavyngsysy) or only the gaugino
mediated contributions (if» g is heavy). In the following, we are interested to make a caiapa be-
tween Higgs and gaugino mediated LFV effects. In order toarihk comparison as simple as possible,
let us consider the simple case where all the SUSY partickedegenerate. In this case, it turns out that

21 Q2 91

B(t; — ;) 200 < 5 >2< md, > PP,
Y7 Y B = 1+ - tan” Oy —— |67, |7t
B(EZ — gjljjl/i) Gauge 757T 4 m%USY LL B
Bt — £;7) ag (@ ’ miy miy ey
- ~ 10—¢% 1 A - 5.107
Bl — G0v) g 7 \ 247 ) \ Dy ) \ " M3 195217t (5.107)

In Fig. 5.33 we report the branching ratios of the examineat@sses as a function of the heaviest
Higgs boson mass (in the Higgs LFV mediated case) or of the common SUSY maggssy (in

the gaugino LFV mediated case). We sgt= 50 and we consider the PMNS scenario as discussed
above so thaté?} ) parns ~ 1072, Sub-leading contributions proportional (t@’f’L(RR)di’%lR(LL))pMNS
were neglected since, in the PMNS scenario, it turns out(ﬂﬁt(RR)ﬁgR(LL))pMNS/(éilL)pMNS ~
1073 [693]. As we can see from Fig. 5.33, Higgs mediated effecist $teing competitive with the
gaugino mediated ones whefx;;sy is roughly one order of magnitude larger then the Higgs mags
Moreover, we stress that, both in the gaugino and in the Higediated caseg, — e~ gets the largest
effects. In particular, within the PMNS scenario, it turng that Higgs mediated® (;; — ey) ~ 107!
whenmpg ~ 200 GeV andg = 50, that is just closed to the present experimental resolution

The correlations among different processes predictedargdugino mediated case are different
from those predicted in the Higgs mediated case. For ingtanthe gaugino mediated scenarfi;r —
L;lilx) get the largest contributions by the dipole amplitudes #ihatan 5 enhanced with respect to all
other amplitudes resulting in a precise ratio witir — 7;7), namely

B ) j e 2
LI (- SRy (5.108)
( P ij) Gauge 3 mlk
log ™2 — 3
B(r — 0; og TF —
B(r = ljee) ~ oM Ty, (5.109)
B(T - Ejlulu) Gauge log % -3
i

Moreover, in the largean 5 regime, one can find the simple theoretical relations

B(p —ein Ti)

~ag . (5.110)
B(p—ey)

Gauge

If some ratios different from the above were discovered) thes would be clear evidence that some new
process is generating tiig— [; transition, with Higgs mediation being a leading candidate

5.5.4 Conclusions

We have reviewed the allowed rates for Higgs-mediated LFdagein a SUSY framework. In particular,
we have analyzed the decay modes ofthelepton, namely; — ¢;(;ly, ¢; — £y, 7 — l;nanduN —

eN. We have also discussed the LFV decay modes of the Higgs ®dsen /;¢; (® = h°, H, A°) so

as the impact of Higgs mediated LFV effects on the crossa@ecti theyN — 7X reaction. Analytical
relations and correlations among the rates of the aboveepses have been established at the two loop
level in the Higgs Boson exchange. The correlations amoagtbcesses are a precise signature of the
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theory. In this respect experimental improvements in &lldbcay channels of thelepton would be very
welcome. In conclusion, the Higgs-mediated contributinisFV processes can be within the present or
upcoming attained experimental resolutions and providiengortant opportunity to detect new physics
beyond the Standard Model.

5.6 Tests of unitarity and universality in the lepton sector
5.6.1 Deviations from unitarity in the leptonic mixing matrix

The presence of physics beyond the SM in the leptonic seatbgenerate deviations from unitarity in
the mixing matrix. This is analogous to what happens in trekjgector, where the search for deviations
from unitarity of the CKM matrix is considered a sensitiveywa look for new physics.

In the leptonic sector a clear example of non-unitarity isegiby the seesaw mechanism [205—
209]. To generate naturally small neutrino masses, newyhpaxticles -right-handed neutrinos- are
added, singlet under the SM gauge group. Thus a Yukawa cgufiir neutrinos can be written, as
well as Majorana masses for the new heavy fields. The massméthe complete theory is now an
enlarged mass matrix (x 5 at least), whose diagonalization leads to small Majorangrim® masses.
The non-unitarity of th& x 3 leptonic mixing matrix can now be understood simply by obsey that it
is a sub-matrix of a bigger one which is unitary, since the plete theory must conserve probabilities.

Another way to see this is looking at the effective theory W&am once the heavy fields are inte-
grated out. The unique dimension-five operator is the wadivkn Weinberg operator [204] which gener-
ates neutrino masses when the electroweak symmetry isrbrblkasses are naturally small since they are
suppressed by the maas of the heavy particles which have been integrated oyt~ v*/M, wherev
is the Higgs VEV. If we go on in the expansion in effective @ers, we obtain only one dimension-six
operator which renormalizes the kinetic energy of neugironce we perform a field redefinition to go
into a mass basis with canonical kinetic terms, a non-unitaxing matrix is obtained [799]. In minimal
models deviations from unitarity generated in this way ae/\suppressed, since the dimension-six op-
erator is proportional te?/M?2. However, in more sophisticated versions of this mechatileerdouble
(or inverse) seesaw [800] the suppression can be reducadwiaffecting the smallness of neutrinos
masses and avoiding any fine-tuning of Yukawa couplings.eims of effective operators, this means
that it is possible to “decouple” the dimension-five operdtom the dimension-six, permitting small
neutrino masses and not so small unitarity deviations.

Usually the elements of the leptonic mixing matrix are meadwsing neutrino oscillation exper-
iments assuming unitarity. No information can be extraéteth electroweak decays on the individual
matrix elements, due to the impossibility of detecting neotmass eigenstates. This is quite different
from the way of measuring the CKM matrix elements. Here &dodns are important too, but since
guark mass eigenstates can be tagged, direct measurerhémesnoatrix elements can be made using
electroweak decays.

The situation changes if we relax the hypothesis of unjtaritthe leptonic mixing matrix. Elec-
troweak decays acquire now an important meaning, since ¢haybe used to constrain deviations
from unitarity. Consider as an example the detEy— [ 7;. The decay rate is modified as follows:
I' = T'sy (NN, whereN is the non-unitary leptonic mixing matrix arids,; is the SM decay
rate. This, and other electroweak processes, can thereéoused to obtain information oV NT);,.
Moreover lepton flavour violating processes like— 3¢ or u-e conversion in nuclei can occur, while
rare lepton decays like — [; can be enhanced, permitting to constrain the off-diagolemhents of
(NNT). Finally, universality violation effects are producedgemvf the couplings are universal: for
example the branching ratio efdecay (see Section 6) is now proportiona(MNT)ee/(NNT)W.

In Ref. [801] all these processes have been considered baldlbhas been performed and the
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matrix |( N NT)| has been determined(% C.L.):

0.994 +£0.005 <7.0-107° <1.6-1072
INNT|~ | <7.0-107° 0.995+0.005 <1.0-1072 | . (5.111)
<1.6-1072 < 1.0-1072 0.995 + 0.005

Similar bounds can be inferred favt V|, leading to the conclusion that deviations from unitaritytie
leptonic mixing matrix are experimentally constrained &dmaller than few percent. Notice however
that these bounds apply to3ax 3 mixing matrix, i.e. they constrain deviations from unitgrinduced
by higher energy physics which has been integrate@ out

However, since contrary the quark sector decays can onlgticn the elements of N NT)|, to
determine the individual elements of the leptonic mixingnmaoscillation experiments are needed. In
Ref. [801] neutrino oscillation physics is reconsideredhia case in which the mixing matrix is not
unitary. The main consequence of this is that the flavoursbiasio longer orthogonal, which gives rise
to two physical effects:

- “zero-distance” effect, i.e. flavour conversion in neutrioscillations af, = 0:
Pl/al/ﬁ(EﬂL = 0) X ‘(NNT),BOZP;
- non-diagonal matter effects.

With the new formulas for neutrino oscillations, a fit to et oscillation experiments is performed,
in order to determine the individual matrix elements. Asha standard case, no information at all is
available on phased 6r 6, depending on the nature -Dirac or Majorana- of neutringigze appearance
experiments would be needed. However the moduli of matémehts can be determined, but now they
are all independent, so that the free parameters amstead of3. The elements of the-row can be
constrained using the data from CHOOZ [802], KamLAND [808HaSNO [804], together with the
information onAm3, resulting from an analysis of K2K [805]. In contrast, lestadare available for the
u-row: only those coming from K2K and SuperKamiokande [806Jabmospheric neutrinos, and only
|N,3| and the combinatiohV,,;|* + | N,2|* can be determined. No information at all is available on the
7-row. The final result is the following¢ ranges):

0.75 — 0.89 0.45 — 0.66 <0.34
IN[= | [(INu?+|Np2/)Y2= 057-086] 0.57—0.86 | . (5.112)
? ? ?

Notice that, without assuming unitarity, only half of theglents can be determined from oscillation
experiments alone. Adding the information from near detscat NOMAD [807], KARMEN [808],
BUGEY [809] and MINOS [810], which put bounds d)(’NNT)agP by measuring the “zero-distance”
effect, the degeneracy in therow can be solved, but therow is still unknown.

In order to determine/constrain all the elements of theol@ptmixing matrix without assuming
unitarity, data on oscillations must be combined with datafdecays. The final result is:

0.75—0.89 0.45—0.65 < 0.20
IN|= | 019-055 042-0.74 0.57—082 |, (5.113)
0.13—-0.56 0.36 —0.75 0.54 — 0.82

which can be compared to the one obtained with standardsie§Bi 1] where similar bounds are found.

It would be good to be able to determine the elements of théngnixatrix with oscillation exper-
iments alone, permitting thus a “direct” test of unitaritynis would be for instance a way to detect light

2"They do not apply for instance to the case of light steriletmiens, where the low-energy mixing matrix is larger. Indee
in this case they would be included in the sum over all lighsseigenstates contained ins{@éNT);; and unitarity would be
restored.
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sterile neutrinos [812]. This could be possible exploring &ppearance channels for instance at future
facilities under discussion, such as Super-Beams [698;&!15, 5-Beams [816] and Neutrino Facto-
ries [817, 818], where the-row and phases could be measured. Moreover, near detettoesitrino
factories could also improve the bounds @iNT).. and (N NT),, by about one order of magnitude.
All this information, coming from both decays and osciltetiexperiments, will be important not only to
detect new physics, but even to discriminate among diffese@narios.

5.6.2 Lepton universality

High precision electroweak tests (HPET) represent a pavedl to probe the SM and, hence, to con-
strain or obtain indirect hints of New Physics beyond it. Aital and relevant example of HPET is
represented by the Lepton Universality (LU) breaking. Kaml pion physics are obvious grounds
where to perform such tests, for instance in the well studigdr — fv,) and Ky (K — fvy) decays,
wherel = e or p.

Unfortunately, the relevance of these single decay charningbrobing the SM is severely hin-
dered by our theoretical uncertainties, which still remairthe percent level (in particular due to the
uncertainties on non perturbative quantities lfkeand fx). This is what prevents us from fully exploit-
ing such decay modes in constraining new physics, in spiteediact that it is possible to obtain non-SM
contributions which exceed the high experimental prenisitiich has been achieved on those modes.

On the other hand, in the ratid3, and R of the electronic and muonic decay mod@s =
I'(r—ev)/T(r— uv) andRg =T'(K — ev) /T (K — pv), the hadronic uncertainties cancel to a very
large extent. As a result, the SM predictionsityf and R i are known with excellent accuracy [819] and
this makes it possible to fully exploit the great experinaénésolutions orR; [820] and Rk [820, 821]
to constrain new physics effects. Given our limited predecpower onf; and fx, deviations from the
1 — e universality represent the best hope we have at the momeetdcot new physics effects in, and
Kys.

The most recent NA48/2 result dRk:
RGP = (2.416 4 0.0434101, & 0.0244,5,.) - 1075 NA48/2,
which will further improve with current analysis, signifitidy improves on the previous PDG value:
R = (2.44 £0.11) - 107°.
This is to be compared with the SM prediction which reads:
RIM = (2.472 £ 0.001) - 1077,

The details of the experimental measuremenkgfare presented in Section 6.2 of this report. Denoting
by Ary 2" the deviation fromu — e universality inRx due to new physics, i.e.:

Ry = RRM (14 Arit) (5.114)
the NA48/2 result requires (at ti2e level):

—0.063 < Ary 2" <0.017 NA48/2.

In the following, we consider low-energy minimal SUSY exdems of the SM (MSSM) with R parity
as the source of new physics to be testediyy [822]. The question we intend to address is whether
SUSY can cause deviations fragm- e universality inK;, at a level which can be probed with the present
attained experimental sensitivity, namely at the peroevell We will show that i) it is indeed possible
for regions of the MSSM to obtaithry +* of ©O(1072) and ii) such large contributions &, do not
arise from SUSY lepton flavor conserving (LFC) effects, loather, from LFV ones.
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At first sight, this latter statement may seem rather pugzlifhe K — ev, and K — uv, decays
are LFC and one could expect that it is through LFC SUSY coutions affecting differently the two
decays that one obtains the dominant source of lepton flamatuniversality in SUSY. On the other
hand, one can easily guess that, whenever new physicsengs\vnk — ev, and K — uv, to create
a departure from the strict SM — e universality, these new contributions will be proportibi@the
lepton masses; hence, it may happen (and, indeed, this isaghars in the SUSY case) that LFC
contributions are suppressed with respect to the LFV ondsdher powers of the first two generations
lepton masses (it turns out that the first contributiona\tg 2* from LFC terms arise at the cubic order
in my, with ¢ = e, 11). A second, important reason for such result is that amoad E\/ contributions to
Rg one can select those which involve flavor changes from thietfws lepton generations to the third
one with the possibility of picking up terms proportionaltbe tau-Yukawa coupling which can be large
in the largetan 5 regime (the parametekn G denotes the ratio of Higgs vacuum expectation values
responsible for the up- and down- quark masses, respsgtikdbreover, the relevant one-loop induced
LFV Yukawa interactions are known [792] to acquire an addiil tan § factor with respect to the tree
level LFC Yukawa terms. Thus, the loop suppression factorbea(partially) compensated in the large
tan (3 regime.

Finally, given the NA48/2R ;. central value below the SM prediction, one may wonder whethe
SUSY contributions could have the correct sign to accountsteh an effect. Although the above
mentioned LFV terms can only add positive contribution®ie (since their amplitudes cannot interfere
with the SM one), it turns out that there exist LFC contribag arising from double LFV mass insertions
(MI) in the scalar lepton propagators which can destrulstivgerfere with the SM contribution. We will
show that there exist regions of the SUSY parameter spacewiiiie totalR i arising from all such SM
and SUSY terms is indeed lower th&j .

Finally, we also discuss the potentiality of— p(e) universality breaking in- decays to probe
New Physics effects.

5.6.2.1 p— euniversality inm — (v and K — (v decays

Due to the V-A structure of the weak interactions, the SM dbations ton,y and Ky, are helicity
suppressed; hence, these processes are very sensitive-8vheffects (such as multi-Higgs effects)
which might induce an effective pseudoscalar hadronic veeaient.

In particular, charged Higgs bosonE ) appearing in any model with two Higgs doublets (in-
cluding the SUSY case) can contribute at tree level to thevalpoocesses. The relevant four-Fermi
interaction for the decay of charged mesons induceyand H+ has the following form:

AGry, (T, Prd)(1y" Py — tar? <méml>(ﬂPRd)(ZPLy)}, (5.115)
\/5 mHi

wherePr ;, = (1 & ~5)/2. Here we keep only thean 8 enhanced part of th& +ud coupling, namely
themy tan G term. The decays/ — (v (being M the generic meson) proceed via the axial-vector part
of the W+ coupling and via the pseudoscalar part of ffié coupling. Then, once we implement the

PCAC’s )

< Ofuysd M~ >=ifupyy . <O[sd M~ >= —ify— M (5.116)
mg + My,

we easily arrive at the amplitude
Gr

m m2
M- = Evu(d,s)fM [mz —my tan2ﬁ<md+dmu> m%ﬁ } [(1—5)r. (5.117)

We observe that the SM term is proportionahtp because of the helicity suppression while the charged
Higgs term is proportional ten; because of the Yukawa coupling. The tree level partial wislthiven
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by [792]:

G7 2 £2 2 m}
MM~ —1"p) = 8—F|Vu(d,s)| Jamam; (1 - —gl> X TM, (5.118)
T mM
where
my m? 2
"y o= [1 — tan® 3 ( .S > ;Vf] , (5.119)
mu+md,s mHi

and wherem,, is the mass of the up quark white, ; stands for the down-type quark mass of fhfe
meson (/ = K,x). From Eq. (5.119) it is evident that such tree level contitns do not introduce
any lepton flavour dependent correction. The first SUSY dautions violating theu — e universality
inT — fvand K — (v decays arise at the one-loop level with various diagran@ving exchanges of
(charged and neutral) Higgs scalars, charginos, neutsaéind sleptons. For our purpose, it is relevant to
divide all such contributions into two classes: i) LFC cdnitions where the charged meson M decays
without FCNC in the leptonic sector, i.eVl — {vy; ii) LFV contributions M — ¢;1, with ¢ and k
referring to different generations (in particular, theeigisting case will be far= e, i, andk = 7).

5.6.2.2  The lepton flavour conserving case

One-loop corrections t&,; and R include box, wave function renormalization and vertex dbaotions
from SUSY particle exchange. The complete calculation eftdecay in the MSSM [824] can be easily
applied to the meson decays.

The dominant diagrams containing one loop corrections ¢dlitiv; vertex have the following
suppression factors (compared to the tree level graph):

2 2
- 1252 L tan S - for loops withh TV *1 exchange (withh = H?, h0),
us mW mh

%M tan® B - for loops withh H= ithh, = HO, hY 0
5 5 ps withh H=[ exchange (witth = H", h” and A"),
w h

T 1672 m

2 2
92 My

T TN, for loops generated by charginos/neutralinos and slepton

For dominant box contributions we have the following estiesa
2
— 225 Mdt tan® 3 - for boxes withh W1 or Z° H*1 exchange (where M is the heavier mass cir-
culating in the loop),

2
95 ( mqmy ) tan* 3 - for boxes withh H=1 ,

~ 1672 my M+

2 2
[ m . . .
T WL‘:‘/S)’ - for loops generated by charginos/neutralinos and slsptamere Mg sy is the

heavier mass circulating in the loop).

To get a feeling of the order of magnitude of the above coutiidns let us show the explicit expression
of the dominant Higgs contributions to thié’ v, vertex [824]:

2
m
Arglty = oo tanf (<2 + [(A°, H) + EI(H°, H) + s21(h°, HY))
327 MW

where ) ) )

1mi+m m

J(1.2) = — L T %29, "1

(1,2) G

and « is the mixing angle in the CP-even Higgs sector. Even if waiagstan 6 = 50 and arbitrary
relations among the Higgs boson masses we get a valusfgys,, < 10~% much below the actual
experimental resolution. In addition, in the largen 3 limit, « — 0 andm 40 ~ mpgo ~ mg+ and
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Arle, tends to vanish. The charginos/neutralinos sleptang) contributions toAr§ /&, are of the

form
2

~ _~2 2

Aro 02 (T me) iy
SUSY ~9 ~9 2 ’
47 my; + mg MSUSY

The degeneracy of slepton masses (in particular those dirhiéwo generations) severely suppresses
these contributions. Even if we assume a quite large magsrgpamong slepton masses (at tH#&s
level for instance) we end up withrg, /¢, < 10~%. For the box-type non-universal contributions, we
find similar or even more suppressed effects compared te tiveshave studied. So, finally, it turns out
that all these LFC contributions yield values/sf,. J;; ¢, which are much smaller than the percent level
required by the achieved experimental sensitivity.

On the other hand, one could wonder whether the quanitf, /¢, can be constrained by the
pion physics. In principle, the sensitivity could be eveghar: from

REP- = (1.230 £ 0.004) - 107 PDQG,
and by making a comparison with the SM prediction
ROM — (1.2354 +0.0002) - 1074,

one obtains (at theo level)
—0.0107 < Ary " < 0.0022.

Unfortunately, even in the most favorable cas&sg, /s, remains much below its actual experimental
upper bound.

In conclusion, SUSY effects with flavor conservation in teptbnic sector can differently con-
tribute to theK — ev, andK — puv, decays, hence inducingia— e non-universality inRx, however
such effects are still orders of magnitude below the leveéhefpresent experimental sensitivity & .
The same conclusions hold f&,.

5.6.2.3  The lepton flavour violating case

It is well known that models containing at least two Higgs lolets generally allow flavour violating
couplings of the Higgs bosons with the fermions [825]. Inkh®&SM such LFV couplings are absent at
tree level. However, once non holomorphic terms are geeeiiay loop effects (so called HRS correc-
tions [420]) and given a source of LFV among the sleptonsgstgediated (radiatively induced?;/;
LFV couplings are unavoidable [792, 793]. These effectehaen widely discussed through the study
of several processes, namely— ¢;(;.(;, [792, 793],7 — un [796], i« — e conversion in nuclei [797],
B — ;7 [793], H— (¢}, [168] andl; — ¢~ [638].

Moreover, it has been shown [826] that Higgs-mediated LFMotiags generate a breaking of the
1 — e universality in the purely leptonie™ and K+ decays.

One could naively think that SUSY effects in the LFV channdls— ¢;v;, are further suppressed
with respect to the LFC ones. On the contrary, charged Higgdiated SUSY LFV contributions, in
particular in the kaon decays into an electron or a muon ard &¢utrino, can be strongly enhanced.
The quantity which now accounts for the deviation from the e universality reads:

LI;{V _ > i L(m(K) — ev;)

" > D(w(K) — pwi)
with the sum extended over all (anti)neutrino flavors (eipentally one determines only the charged
lepton flavor in the decay products).

T =e,U,T.
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Fig. 5.35: Contribution to the effective,. /g H+ coupling.

The dominant SUSY contributions Rfrf;(‘/ arise from the charged Higgs exchange. The effective
LFV Yukawa couplings we consider are (see Fig. 5.35):

g2 M
V2 My
A crucial ingredient for the effects we are going to discusshie quadratic dependence tm/ in

the above coupling: one power tfn3 comes from the trilinear scalar coupling in Fig. 5.35, wltiie
second one is a specific feature of the above HRS mechanism.

The Ai’,’f terms are induced at one loop level by the exchange of Bir® &g 5.35) or Bino-
Higgsino and sleptons. Since the Yukawa operator is of dsmoenfour, the quantitieA% depend only
on ratios of SUSY masses, hence avoiding SUSY decouplinghdrso called Ml approximation the
expression oﬁ% is given by:

(H* v, — A¥tan’s  (=e,p. (5.120)

[0 ’
A = pdMimi iy I(Mf,ﬁ,m%)—(uHmL)], (5.121)

where . is the Higgs mixing parametef/; is the Bino (8) mass andn%(R) stands for the left-left
(right-right) slepton mass matrix entry. The LFV Mls, i.&f, = (m?)3/m% (X = L, R), are the
off-diagonal flavor changing entries of the slepton massimakhe loop function['(x, y, z) is such that
I'(z,y,2) = dI(z,y, 2)/dz, wherel(z,y, ) refers to the standard three point one-loop integral which
has mass dimension -2.

Making use of the LFV Yukawa coupling in Eq. (5.120), it tumg that the dominant contribution
to Ary, b reads [826]:

e [ ()

M2\ | AB2 o 5.122
Mﬁ[ ) | R an . ( . )

e

In Eq. (5.122) terms proportional ity7? are neglected given that they are suppressed by a facton.”
with respect to the term proportional £u};".

Taking A% ~5 - 10~* (by means of a numerical analysis, it turns out thdf < 10~3 [168]),
tan 8 = 40 and My = 500GeV we end up withREV ~ RFM(1 4 0.013). We see that in the large
(but not extreme}an 3 regime and with a relatively heavi/*, it is possible to reach contributions to
Ary kv atthe percent level thanks to the possible LFV enhancenaeisiag in SUSY models.

Turning to pion physics, one could wonder whether the amalsguantityAr* ./ ., is able to
constrain SUSY LFV. However, the correlation betwe®rf ¢/, ¢, and Ary &y oy

2 4
e—p ~ md m e—p
AT gugy = <mu Ty —7 ) ATk susys (5.123)
clearly shows that the constraints Am;; £, o, force Ar? ¢, to be much below its actual experimental
upper bound.
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5.6.2.4 On the sign ofArg&gy

The above SUSY dominant contribution fory 2 arises from LFV channels in th& — ev mode,
hence without any interference effect with the SM contiitut Thus, it can only increase the value of
Rx with respect to the SM expectation. On the other hand, thentddA48/2 result exhibits a central
value lower tharRiM (and, indeed, also lower than the previous PDG central yalDee may wonder
whether SUSY could account for such a loweg. Obviously, the only way it can is through terms
which, contributing to the LFG — [, channels, can interfere (destructively) with the SM cdmition.
We already commented that SUSY LFC contributions are subtioth However, one can envisage the
possibility of making use of the large LFV contributions tweggrise to LFC ones through double LFV
Ml that, as a final effect, preserves the flavour.

To see this point explicitly, we report the corrections te tHFC H* (v, vertices induced by LFV
effects

(HF v, —>7 A’;W anf3 <1+Z—;A%L tanﬁ) , (5.124)

where A%, is generated by the same diagram as in Fig. 5.35 but with aitiaud 534 Ml in the
sneutrino propagator. In the Ml approximati(m%L is given by

A%LZ_ZMMlmLmR‘SZ 83 1" (M2, m2,m%), (5.125)

wherel” (z,y,2) = d*I(z,y,2)/dydz. In the large slepton mixing cas&%, terms are of the same
order of A% 28, These new effects modify the previoRg/"" expression in the following way [826]

2
+ (ﬁf)( >|A31|2 tan® ﬁ] (5.126)

In the above expression, besides the contributions repant&q. (5.122), we also included the inter-
ference between SM and SUSY LFC terms (arising from a doubM $ource). Setting the parameters
as in the example of the above section and\jf, = 10~* we getRK"Y ~ R7M (1 — 0.032), that is
just within the expected experimental resolution reachalyl NA48/2 once all the available data will be
analyzed. Finally, we remark that the above effects do nait e pion physics constraints.

The extension of the above resultsBo— /(v [752] is obtained with the replacement;, — mp,
while for the D — ¢v casem?. — (ms/m.)m%. In the most favorable scenarios, taking into account
the constraints from LF\+ decays [638], spectacular order-of-magnitude enhancksnﬁenRe/ " and

O(50%) deviations from the SM ||Rj§/ " are allowed [752]. There exists a stringent correlationvieen

RY™ and R/* so that:

2
LFV SM mK mr

m,
RY™ =~ |ry+ —BArs o | <2102, (5.127)
mic
In particular, it turns out thaf\r; 4,y is much more effective to constraﬂ'ﬂe/T I'(B — ev;) than
LFV tau decay processes.

5.6.2.5 Lepton universality in M — fv vs LFV T decays

Obviously, a legitimate worry when witnessing such a huges$Wontribution through LFV terms

is whether the bounds on LFV tau decays, like— eX (with X = ~,n, uu), are respected [638].
Higgs mediated3(r — ¢;X) andAry; l;; oy have exactly the same SUSY dependence; hence, we can
compute the upper bounds of the relevant LFV tau decays wdrietobtained for those values of the
SUSY parameters yieldingr; /¢, at the percent level.

BIm(sL3: 2% ) is strongly constrained by the electron electric dipolenmeat [158]. However, sizable contributionsRg"
can still be induced by R&E:63% ).
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The most sensitive processes to Higgs mediated LFV inrthepton decay channels are —
wu(e)n, 7 — p(e)up andr — u(e)y. The related branching ratios are [638]:

B =) e <f5m5>2<1_m_3>2 <W> (5.128)
)= | |

B(t — lvjv, mr m2 m?

wherem; /m2 ~ 9.5 x 10”2 and the relevant decay constanffjs~ 110MeV,

B g (90 gt a2 T miy\ 1" (5.129)
B(t — livjv.) T @ T ma °8 m? ’ '
B(r—Lpp) _ mimd (|AY] tan® 3
~ o 5.130
B(t — ljvv,) 32 m? 3+ 50 ) ( )

where|A% |2 =|A¥ |2 + |AY 2. Itis straightforward to check that, in the largen 3 regime, B(t —
l;n) and B(t — l;~) are of the same order of magnitude [638] and they are domc@mpared to
B(t — ljpp). %,

Given thatAry l;; ¢y and B(r — [;X) have the same SUSY dependence, once we saturate the
Arg 46y Value (at the % level), the upper bounds Bfr — [;X) (allowed by|A%}|?) are automati-
cally predicted. We find that

|A37]2 tan® 3
1

Blr = 1) ~ B(r = 1) = 1072 (
my

> ~ 108 Ar L gy (5.131)

So, employing the constraints fdr; 4,4, at the% level, we obtain the desired upper bounds:
B(t — en),B(t — ey) < 10710, Given the experimental upper bounds on the LF\&pton de-
cays [750], we conclude that it is possible to saturate thEeupound omAry. &, while remaining
much below the present and expected future upper boundscbrL&Y decays. There exist other SUSY
contributions to LFV7 decays, like the one-loop neutralino-charged slepton angsés, for instance,
where there is a direct dependence on the quanﬁ%%s Given that the existing bounds on the lep-
tonic dr g involving transitions to the third generation are ratherske [669], it turns out that also these
contributions fail to reach the level of experimental sevisy for LFV 7 decays.

5.6.2.6 e—yu universality in T decays

Studying ther — 1 — e universality in the leptonie decays is an interesting laboratory for search for
physics beyond the SM. In the SM thedecay partial width for the leptonic modes is:
GEm?

D(r—imwv,(y)) = g5 fmi/m?) x (5.132)

oS [ ()

wheref(z) = 1 — 8z + 82% — 2% — 1222 log = is the lepton mass correction and the last two factors
are corrections from the nonlocal structure of the interiated? * boson propagator and QED radiative
corrections respectively. The Fermi constéfit is determined by the muon life-time

Gr =G, = (1.16637 £ 0.00002) x 10~°GeV 2, (5.133)

#It is remarkable thal\rs, &i, oy ~ |A% > while B(t — eX) ~ |AT'? + |A%|? (with X = 5, or ). In practice,
Ar A sy i sensitive only to RR-type LFV terms in the slepton massimathile B(r — eX') does not distinguish between
left and right sectors.
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and absorbs all the remaining electroweak radiative (lcopjections.

The main source of nenuniversal contributions would be the tree level contribatirom the
charged Higgs boson (mass dependent couplings) and diffelepton masses of the 7 andé sleptons
exchanged in the one loop inducéd- W — v, vertex. On the other hand, as discussed in previous
sections, the last contribution can provide a correctian ¢an be at most as largelds ™ (in the limiting
case of very light sleptons and gauginosiyy ), very far for the actual and forthcoming experimental
resolutions. However, differently from the/ — /v case, a tree level charged Higgs exchange breaks
the Lepton Universality and it provides a contribution thvat are going to discuss.

The deviations from the — i — e universality can be conveniently discussed by studyingdties
Gre/Gue Gru/Gue andG, /G-, given by the ratios of the corresponding branching fraxstioVith
the highly accurate experimental result for thg ., the first two ratios are essentially a direct measure
of non-universality in the corresponding tau decays. Wherstatistical error of future experiments will
become negligible, the main problem for achieving maximueatision will be to reduce the systematic
errors. One may expect that certain systematic errors witlanceled in the rati&'- ,/ G~ ..

The '04 world averaged data for the leptoniclecay modes and lifetime are [820, 827]
B®|eqp = (17.84 £ 0.06)%, B*|ezp = (17.37 £ 0.06) %,

7, = (290.6 + 1.1) x 10~ %s. (5.134)

Note that the relative errors of the above measured quastitie of the 0.34-0.38 %, the biggest being
for the lifetime. One can parameterize a possible beyon8iheontribution by a quantit! (I = e, ),
defined as

B! = Bl|gn (1 + AD. (5.135)

Including the W-propagator effect and QED radiative cdroes, the following results for the branching
ratios in the SM are obtained [827]:

B|gar = (17.80 £ 0.07)%, B"|sn = (17.32 £ 0.07)%. (5.136)

Together with the experimental data this leads to the folg®5% C.L. bounds om\, for the electron
and muon decay mode, respectively [827]:

(—0.80 < A° < 1.21)%, (—0.76 < A* < 1.27)%. (5.137)

One can see that the negative contributions are constraioee strongly that the positive ones. A tree
level charged Higgs exchange leads to the following coutioin [828]

[WEHHE  _ pwE [1_2mlmTtaHQBmﬁ (m_%) mZletan‘lﬁ}
MZ, m; \m2 AMY, .
200GeV \ 2 tan 2
~ "7 1-115x107? 5.138
s ()] e

wherex(x) = % ~ 0.94 with g(z) = 1+ 9z — 922 — 2% + 62(1 + ) In(=). In the above expression,

the second term comes from the interference with the SM amdlgliand it is much more important than
the last one, that is suppressed by a fagtditan® 3/8M 7,

For the future precision af . , andG . measurements of orderl% (G, . is known with0.002%
precision) the only effect that eventually can be obserseié slightly smaller value @' , as compared
to G . andG, . If measured, such effect would mean a rather precise infiomabout MSSM: large
tan 8 > 40 and smallM g+ ~ 200 — 300GeV.
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5.6.2.7 Conclusions

High precision electroweak tests, such as deviations fransiM expectations of the lepton universality
breaking, represent a powerful tool to probe the SM and, dyettcconstrain or obtain indirect hints
of new physics beyond it. Kaon and pion physics are obvioosimgis where to perform such tests,
for instance in the well studied — /v, and K — /v, decays, wheré = e or u. In particular, a
precise measurement of the flavor conservitig— ¢, decays may shed light on the size of LFV in
New Physicsu — e non-universality inKy, is quite effective in constraining relevant regions of SUSY
models with LFV. A comparison with analogous bounds comiogifr LFV decays shows the relevance
of the measurement d?x to probe LFV in SUSY. Moreover, the — i — e universality in the leptonic

7 decays is an additional interesting laboratory for seagfor physics beyond the SM.

5.7 EDMs from RGE effects in theories with low-energy supersymmetry

EDMs probe new physics in general and in particular low enstgpersymmetry. For definiteness and for
simplicity, we focus here on lepton EDMSs, as they are freeftbe theoretical uncertainties associated
to the calculation of hadronic matrix elements. After atbmgview of the constraints on slepton masses
we discuss here a specific kind of sources of CPV, those imdzBatively by the Yukawa interactions
of the heavy particles present in seesaw and/or grand-dmifedels. It has been emphasized that these
interactions could lead to LFV decays, in particular— e, at an observable rate; it is then natural to
wonder whether this is also the case for EDMs.

As shown in Section 3, LFV decays, EDMs and additional cbaotion to MDMs all have a
common origin, the dimension 5 dipole operator possiblygadl by some new physics beyond the SM:

1 -
Li=s = 5 Vri Aijr; o' Fuy + hec. (5.139)
2me
B(l; — ;) o |Aij)> ,  Sag, = ”(;‘@ Redu . dp, = ImAy . (5.140)

If induced at 1-loop, this amplitude displays a quadratippsassion with respect to the new physics
mass scale)/ y p, and a linear dependence on the adimensional coupliffgencoding the pattern of F
and CP-violations (in the basis where the charged leptors masrix is diagonal):

o e, ng
YT (4m)2 M]2VP

(5.141)

For low energy supersymmetry, the loops involve exchanggoginos and sleptons, so tiat”
is proportional to the misalignment between leptons anpttaites, conveniently described by the flavor
violating (FV) d’s of the mass insertion approximation. It is well known ttia flavor conserving (FC)
1 anda terms are potentially a very important source of CPV. In tkga@sion in powers of the F¥s,
they indeed contribute td,, at zero order:

Im(Ay) = fume, Arg(p) + fame,Im(a;) + foorrIm(0%Fmed™ ), + ... (5.142)

where the varioug' represent supersymmetric loop functions and can be founth$étance in [158].
Notice that the contribution arising at second order in thledis could be even more important than the
FC one, as happens for instance if CPV is always associated to

Assuming no cancellations between the amplitudes, we &wséw briefly some limits consider-
ing for definiteness the MSUGRA scenario witth 3 = 10 and slepton masses in the range suggested
by g.. The strong impact oft — ey on o has been emphasized previously, where it was stressed
that the impact ofi, is also remarkable in constraining the FC sources of GRYu < 2 x 1073,
Ima./mp < 0.2. As for the other FV source in Eq. (5.142), one obtalns(5“m,67R)../m, <
107°. The planned sensitivity,, < 10723 e cm would also give interesting boundsig ;1 < 1071,
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Im(58Emeottt),,, /m. < 1071, Notice that, due to the lepton mass scaling law of iHerm contri-
bution, the present bound airg 1 from d. implies that theu-term contribution tad,, cannot exceed
2 x 1072 e cm, below the planned projects. A positive measuré,ofvould thus signal a different
source of CPV, i.e. the,-term or the FV contribution. In the following we take real

Thea;-terms and the F\’s at low energy can be thought as the sum of two contributidhe first
is already present at the Planck scale where soft massesfated] we assume that this contribution is
absent because of some inhibition mechanism, as could hapgepergravity. The second contribution
is induced radiatively running from high to low energies hg tYukawa couplings of heavy particf8s
that potentially violate F and CP. Since LFV experimentstasting this radiatively induced misalign-
ment, in the following we will consider what happens for EDMeginning with the pure seesaw model
and then adding a grand-unification scenario, where hedaeyatbHiggs triplets are present to complete
the Higgs doublets representations (in SU(5) for instaheg tomplete thé and5). Notice that these
triplets are important as in supersymmetric theories prdgcays mainly through their exchange.

Consider first the case of degenerate right handed neutnitbsnassi/. One can solve approx-
imately the RGE by expanding in powerslafA/M)/(47)?, i.e. the log of the ratio of the two scales
between which the neutrino Yukawa couplingsare present times the corresponding loop factor sup-
pression. For LFV decayg%L is induced at 1st order and is proportional to the combina(ﬂQfYV)Z—j.

In particular,iu — ey constrains(YJYl,)gl to be small and this has a strong impact on seesaw models.
To obtain an imaginary part for EDMs, one needs a non hemrmd@mbination of Yukawa couplings,
which can be found only at 4th ordekm(YJY,,[YJY,,, Y'ZT}Q]YJYV)ii. Such a contribution is negligibly
small with respect to the present and planned experimeenaitsvities.

Allowing for a non degenerate spectrum of right handed ieagr EDMs get strongly enhanced
while LFV decays not. The latter are simply modified by takingp account the different mass thresh-
olds:

A
sFhocd Ch Ch=vf, EYW . (5.143)
k

On the contrary for EDMs the seesaw-induced FC and FV caitiifys - coming respectively frofima;
[219, 232,829, 830] antin (5% m,6"");; [830,831] - arise at 2nd and 3rd order and are proportional to
the combinations [672]:

In(My/My)

Im(a;) o R i (ck ok i
o) o 2 gy @)

Im(6% 8 m6™ ) o Zﬁlil Im(C*m?C*)y |
k>E

wherelﬁi, is a logarithmic function. The FV contribution genericallgminates foran 6 = 10. Without
going in the details of this formulae, we just display son@esentative upper estimates for the seesaw-
induced EDMs, considering for definiteness theregion withtan 3 = 20. The seesaw induced, is
below the planned sensitivity,;® < 10~ e cm. On the contrary foi, it could be at handdS® <

0.5 x 102" e cm; the expectation is however strongly model dependehtismally seesaw models that
satisfy the bound fromu — e+ predict a much smaller value [672]. The possibility of larfeand its
correlation with leptogenesis is discussed in [318].

Perspectives are much more interesting if there is alsoge sthgrand-unification. In minimal
supersymmetricSU (5), the Higgs triplet Yukawa couplings contribute to the RGiB#ing for energies
larger than their mass scalé; ~ Mqyr. For LFV, 5% is generated at 1st order and is proportional to

%0The SM fermion Yukawa couplings induce negligible effects.
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a combination of the up quark Yukawa couplings [671]:

N A
57 o (YY) i In i (5.144)
Due to the weaker experimental boundsdit, this contribution is not very significant. On the other
hands”” is not changed, as also happens to the FC contribution to ElB80§. The FV contribution
to EDMs is on the contrary strongly enhanced: it arises atddeér (also for degenerate right-handed
neutrinos) and is proportional to:

Im(67% % myo ) o Im(CmeY,L Y, )4 In MA . (5.145)
T

As a result, considering for definiteness theregion withtan 5 = 20 and the representative values for
triplet and right-handed neutrino masseg = 2 x 10'% GeV andM;3 = 10 GeV, the induced,, is
still below planneddﬁs5 < 5 x 107% e cm, but the induced, could exceed by much the present limit:
d?%® < 107% e cm. In turn this means thdtn(e=C13) < 0.1 (8 being the angle of the unitarity
triangle), which has of course an impact on seesaw modelshdfudetails can be found in [830, 832].
Notice however that, in addition to the problems with ligatrhion masses, minimal supersymmetric
SU(5) is generically considered to be ruled out by proton decayded by Higgs triplet exchange.

More realistic GUTSs likeSO(10) succeed in suppressing the proton decay rate by introducing
more Higgs triplets and enforcing a peculiar structure fairt mass matrix. What are the expectation
for d. in this case? Consider what happens in a semi-reab$ti¢10) model [832], where in addition to
the threel6 fermion representations we introduce a couplé@®@f’s containing the Higgs doublets and
triplets, 10Y, = (HY, HY) + (HY, HY), 104, = (H%, H%) + (H%, H%). Up and down quark fermion
masses arise when the doublé&f$, andflf:l) acquire a VEV; in particulal’, = Y,, Y, = Yy, and also
the triplet Yukawa couplings are fully determined in termid’p andY,. As for the mass matrices of the
Higgses, the doublets are diagonal in this basis, whilerthkets are a priori undetermined:

rrd T e.w. O HB rd FTu H/Iuw
(Hf, Hp) < 0 MGUT) <Hf:l) ,  (H% Hy) My Hl) (5.146)
Let consider two limiting cases for the pattern of the triipteass matrix, diagonal degenerate and close
to pseudo-Dirac:

€. 1 O C O 1
pes — (0 1) mr M (1 T) my (5.147)

wherer is a small real parameter, < 1, and the exact pseudo-Dirac form corresponds to the limit
r — 0. Notice that the close to pseudo-Dirac form is naturallyaoi®d in the Dimopoulos-Wilczek
mechanism to solve the doublet-triplet splitting problehine prediction for proton lifetime displays a
strong dependence on the structureldf, and only the pseudo-Dirac form is allowed, as can be seen
in Fig. 5.36 (there is an intrinsic ambiguity due to GUT plsas® that the prediction is in between the
dotted and solid curves). For EDMs on the contrary the Higgtets contribution to RGE is cumulative
and, due to the log, mildly sensitive to the triplet mass iratructure. In the case @b(1) CPV phase

(a small phase would be unnatural in this context)would exceed the present bound for the values of
supersymmetric parameters selected in Fig. 5.36. Plaresdl®es will be a fortiori more constraining.
The impact of these results go beyond the essential modefibled above. Indeed, the week points of
the model, like the fermion mass spectra, could be addregitkedut changing by much the expectations
for d.. It is remarkable thaEDMs turns out to be complementary to proton decay in constraining
supersymmetric GUTs.

In the above model one obtains the relatibyd, ~ ]Vts/th\? ~ 25, so that the prediction faf,
is below the planned sensitivity. However, there are GUT ef®d/here this is not the case. For instance
a significantd,, is obtained in L-R symmetric guts [833].
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Fig. 5.36: The predictions for,_, x» andd. are shown as a function offor the degenerate (flat blue) and close
to pseudo Dirac (red) cases by takingy = 1017 GeV, A = 2 x 10'® GeV and maximal CPV phase fdg. The
supersymmetric parametets 3 = 3, M; = 200 GeV, mpr = 400 GeV, have been selected. The shaded (grey)
regions are excluded experimentally. See [832] for moraildet

5.7.1 Electron—neutron EDM correlations in SUSY

One of the questions we would like to address is whether rem-&ZDM signals can constitute indirect
evidence for supersymmetry. Supersymmetric models aoatdditional sources of CP-violation com-
pared to the SM, which induce considerable and usually tgeI&DMs (Fig.5.37). In typical (but not
all) SUSY models, the same CP—violating source induces hhadnonic and leptonic EDMs such that
these are correlated. The most important source is usurel{CP—phase of the—term and, in certain
non—universal scenarios, the gaugino phases. The CP-spblfe A—terms generally lead to smaller
contributions.

Typical SUSY models lead tpi,|/|d.| ~ O(10) — O(100). Thus, if both the neutron and the
electron EDMs are observed, and this relation is found, nit lsa viewed as a clue pointing towards
supersymmetry.

Since generic SUSY models suffer from the “SUSY CP probleeBDMs should be analyzed in
classes of models which allow for their suppression. Theslede models with either small CP phases
or heavy spectrad,-d. EDM correlations have been analyzed in mSUGRA, the decogdcenario
with 2 heavy sfermion generations, and split SUSY [834].uksig that the SUSY CP phases are all of
the same order of magnitude at the GUT scale, one finds

mSUGRA : d. ~107d,
split SUSY : d. ~1071d,
decoupling : de ~ (1071 = 107%)d,, .

These results are insensitivettan 5 and order one variations in the mass parameters.dThé, ratio
is dominated by the facton,./m, ~ 1071, although different diagrams contributedpandd,,.

X 8

Fig. 5.37: One loop EDM contributions.
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Fig. 5.38: EDM correlation in mSUGRA. models.

An example of thel,-d. correlation in mMSUGRA is presented in Fig.5.38. Therg m, o, |A]
are varied randomly in the range [200 GeV, 1 TeMjp 8 = 5 and the phase of the-term ¢,, is taken
to be in the range {#/500, 7/500]. The effect of the phase of the A—terms,, is negligible as long is
it is of the same order of magnitude @g at the GUT scale. Clearly, the relatiap /d. ~ 10 holds for
essentially all parameter values.

As the next step, we would like to see how stable these ctioetaare. One might expect that
breaking universality at the GUT scale would completelyalitate the above results. To answer this
guestion, we study a non—universal MSSM parameterized by

Msquark 5 Mslepton Ms, My = My, |A|
Gu s PA 5 Dy (5.148)

at the GUT scale. The mass parameters are varied randomie irmhge [200 GeV, 2 TeV] and the
phases in the rangeq{f300,7/300], tan 3 = 5. We find that although the correlation is not as precise as
in the MSUGRA case, about 90% of the points satisfy the oelat} /d. ~ 10 — 100 (Fig.5.39). In most

of the remaining 10%10* > d,,/d. > 10%, which arise when the gluino phase dominates. The reason
for the correlation is that in most caseg is significant and induces botf), andd.. Apart from the
factorm,/m., the SUSY EDM diagrams are comparable as long as there aggg®rhass hierarchies

in the SUSY spectrum. This means that the EDM correlationiges to a large extent, although it is
possible to violate it in certain cases.

It is instructive to compare the SUSY EDM ‘prediction’ to g®of other models. Start with
the standard model. The SM background due to the CKM phaseryssmall, probably beyond the
experimental reach. The neutron EDM can also be inducedeb@@D6—term,

dp~3x107%0ecm, (5.149)

which does not affect the electron EDM. Thus, one fias>> d..

In extra dimensional models, usually there are no extracesuof CP-violation and the EDM
predictions are similar to the SM values. Two Higgs doubleideis have additional sources of CP-
violation, however, the leading EDM contributions appeaR @r 3 loops such that the typical EDM
values are significantly smaller than those in SUSY models.

To conclude, we find that typical SUSY models preditt|/|d.| ~ O(10) — O(100). Thus, if

de > d, (5.150)
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or
de << dp, (5.151)

is found, common SUSY scenarios would be disfavoured, agthauch relations could still be obtained
in baroque SUSY models.

Itis interesting to consider SUSY GUT model, where CP phastg neutrino Yukawa couplings
contributes to hadronic EDMs. For instance, in SU(5) SUSYTGuith right-handed neutrinos, not only
large mixing but also CP-violating phases in neutrino segiee significant contribution to the mixing
and CP phases in the right-handed scalar down sector. Thbdgimixing in the neutrino Yukawa
coupling is strongly restricted by thB(x — ev), 2-3 mixing in the neutrino Yukawa couplings can
be significantly large and this case is interestingsipphysics. Large 2—-3 mixing with CP-violation in
neutrino sector may give a significant contribution not dolyhe B(r — py) but also to color EDM of
s quark which may affect [835, 836] neutron and Hg EDM.

5.7.2 EDM:s in split supersymmetry

Supersymmetry-breaking terms involve many new sourcesPe¥iGlation. Particularly worrisome are
the phases associated with the invariamtg A* M;) andarg(A*B), whereA and B represent the usual
trilinear and bilinear soft terms an/; the gaugino masses. Such phases survive in the universal lim
in which all the flavour structure originates from the SM Yulkes. If these phases are of order one, the
electron and neutron EDMs induced at one-loop by gaugienygbn exchange are typically (barring
accidental cancellations [835, 837, 838]) a couple of aadémagnitude above the limits [839-842], a
difficulty which is known as the supersymmetric CP problem.

Different remedies are available to this problem making dhe loop sfermion contribution to
the EDMs small enough, each with its pros and cons. One relnisadyhave heavy enough sfermions
(say heavier than0-100 TeV to be on the safe side). Gauginos and Higgsinos are not estjtorbe
heavy, and can be closer to the electroweak scale, thusyresthe supersymmetric solution to the dark
matter problem and gauge coupling unification. This is thelitSlimit of the MSSM [447, 448, 843].

In this limit, the heavy sfermions suppress the dangeroeslaop contributions to a negligible level.
Nevertheless, some phases survive below the sfermion maks and, if they do not vanish for an
accidental or a symmetry reason, they give rise to EDMs tteasafely below the experimental limits,
but sizeable enough to be well within the sensitivity of tegtrgeneration of experiments [834,843—-845].
Such contributions only arise at the two-loop level, sifmeriew phases appear in the gaugino-Higgsino
sector, which is not directly coupled to the SM fermions.

Besides the large EDMs, a number of additional unsatisfadssues, all related to the presence
of TeV scalars, plague the MSSM. The number of parameterseelsc100; flavour changing neutral
current processes are also one or two orders of magnitude® dbe experimental limits in most of
the wide parameter space; in the context of a grand unifieatyththe proton decay rate associated to
sfermion-mediated dimension 5 operators is ruled out bystierKamiokande limit, at least in the min-
imal version of the supersymmetric SU(5) model; in the sgiasity context, another potential problem
comes from the gravitino decay, whose rate is slow enoughtéofere with primordial nucleosynthesis.
While none of those issues is of course deadly — remedies et&mown for each of them — it should
be noted that the split solution of the supersymmetric CBIlpro also solves all of those issues at once.
At the same time, it gives rise to a predictive framework,rabeerized by a rich, new phenomenology,
mostly determined in terms of only 4 relevant parameterscddfse the price to be paid to make the
sfermions heavy is the large fine-tuning (FT) necessarygmriice the Higgs mass, which exacerbates
the FT problem already present in the MSSM. This could be tatcept, or not, depending on the
interpretation of the FT problem, the two extreme attitudeisig i) ignoring the problem, as long as the
tuning is not much worse than permille and ii) accepting angiin the Higgs mass as we accept the
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tuning of the cosmological constant, as in Split Supersyimmé&he second possibility can in turn be
considered as a manifestation of an anthropic selectiowipie [846—850].

Before moving the quantitative discussion of the effedtutenote that the pure gaugino-Higgsino
contribution to the EDMs, dominant in Split Supersymmetngl ossibly near the experimental limit,
might also be important in the non-split case, dependindnemtechanism invoked to push the one-loop
sfermion contribution below the experimental limit.

5.7.2.1 Sources of CP-violation in the split limit

Below the heavy sfermion mass scale, denoted generically byne MSSM gauginos and Higgsinos,
together with the SM fields constitute the field content ofrti@del. The only interactions of gauginos
and Higgsinos besides the gauge ones are

=3 (guHT WOT, H, + §. Yy, H BH, + oHIWT, H, + ngHdeBﬁd> the, (5.152)

where the Higgs-Higgsino-gaugino couplings, g4, ., g, can be expressed in terms of the gauge
couplings andian 3 through the matching with the supersymmetric gauge intierss at the scalen,

H. = iooH*, T, are theSU(2) generators, anlfy, = —Yy, = 1/2. CP-violating phases can enter
the effective Lagrangian below the sfermion mass sgatarough theu-parameter, the gaugino masses
M;, i = 1,2,3, or the couplingsj., da, 7., g, (besides of course the Yukawa couplings, not relevant
here). Only three combinations of the phases of the aboaers are physical, in a basis in which
the Higgs VEV is in its usual form{H) = (0,v)", with v positive. The three combinations afg =
arg(g, g;f Map), o2 = arg(g.g;Map), & = arg(gu9,9,9. ). Actually, the parameters above are not
independent themselves. The tree-level matching withuheHeory aboven gives in factarg(g,) =
arg(g,), arg(gq) = arg(g,). As a consequence, the phgseanishes, thus leaving only two independent
phases. Moreover, if the phasesidf and M are equal, as in most models of supersymmetry breaking,
there is actually only one CP-invarianty = arg(g;,g;Mayt).

In terms of mass eigenstates, the relevant interactions are
— £ =L\ FmaEPr + GEPY Z,
+ | gxT A (CE PR + CEPYIWF + EXZ X; (DEPg + D! 5PL)xjh+hc|, (5.153)

where

(2

G = Virows Vit + Ve Vi =GR = Uy ew-Uly+ T, e O U;;j (5.155)

1
L * * R * *

Cij = —Viw+ iws T ﬁvmj jhO Cz'j = _infNjWS \/§Uzh Njhg (5.156)

9D = GuVips Usw— + GaViw+ Uy D' = (D™, (5.157)

In Eq. (5.154a)¢; = T35 — s3,Qr (sf, = sin 26w) is the neutral current coupling coefficient of the
fermion f and, accordinglycy~ = =+ cos? Oy, Ching = = £(1/2 — s},). The matrices/, V, N

diagonalize the complex chargino and neutralino mass ceat/, = UTMPV, My = NTNPN,
where M = Diag(M;", M) > 0, MP = Diag(M?,..., M) > 0and

M 0 —gw/NZ Fw/V2
M, §uv> 0 M, Gav/V2 =g/ V?2
M, = (% o My=1| ) . 5.158
e ) B U N R iy (5-159)
Ju/V2  —guw/V2 - 0
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5.7.2.2  Two loop contributions to EDMs

Fermion EDMs are generated only at two loops, since chasgimal neutralinos, which carry the infor-
mation on CP-violation, are only coupled to gauge and Higgsohs. Three diagrams contribute to the
EDM of the light SM fermionf at the two-loop level. They are induced by the effectiveh, vZh,
andyW W effective couplings and are shown in Fig. 5.40. The EBNbf the fermionf is then given
by [844]

dp =d)" +d" +dfV,  where (5.159)

2 M;*
Qf = e oy M 5.161
e (Tsy, —253,Qy) o mpM;"
JZH — L w Im (DEGE — DLGL J torh 5.162
f 16\/57?2612/1/8%1/ Hl( v " ﬂ) Mwm%{fZH(TZH7TZH7TJ : ( )
eThr 2 L\ myg M MY
AP = St I (OOl = i fww iy i) (5.163)
is SW w

In Eq. (5.160) a sum over indicés; is understood() is the charge of the fermiofi, 75, is the third
component of the weak isospin of the fermion’s left-handethgonent. Alsoyzy = (Mz/mpy)?,
riy = (MY /mp)?, rh, = (MY /Mw)?, rdy, = (M /Mw)?, wheremy is the Higgs mass, and the
loop functions are given by

Uode r
1t de a1 —a)r
fzu(r,r1,7m20) = 5/0 m] <7", +(1—2) > (5.166)
! T —x)r
fww(ri,m2) :/o 1d_$xj (0, & 1;(1(1_ gj) 2> : (5.167)

Their analytic expressions can be found in Ref. [844]. Tharsgtric loop functionj(r, s) is defined
recursively by

j(r) = iligf, j(rs) = w (5.168)

Eq. (5.160) hold at the chargino mass sdalé. The neutron EDM is determined as a function of
the down and up quark dipoles at a much lower sgalat which

/2b
O‘S(Mﬂr , (5.169)

as(p)

where the3-function coefficient i$ = 11 — 2n,/3 andn, is the number of effective light quarks. The
anomalous-dimension coefficientjs= 8/3. Foras(Mz) = 0.118 £+ 0.004 andp = 1 GeV (the scale
of the neutron mass), the value @§cp is 0.75 forA/* = 1 TeV and0.77 for M = 200 GeV. We
expect an uncertainty of about 5% from next-to-leading oeffects. This result [844] gives a QCD
renormalization coefficient about a factor of 2 smaller thanally considered [851], and it agrees with
the recent findings of Ref. [852].

The neutron EDM can be expressed in terms of the quark EDMg @D sum rules [853,854]:

dq(1) = nqep dg(M ™), nqep = {

fam2 4.1
W= (140. 2da— 5du |, 5.170
dn = (1£0.5) (o & ma) (225 Mev)? \ 3%~ 39 (5.170)

wheref, ~ 92 MeV and we have neglected the contribution of the quark chrolectrée dipoles, which
does not arise at the two-loop level in the heavy-squark hivags Sinced,; andd,, are proportional to
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Fig. 5.40: Two loop contributions to the light SM fermion EDMs. The thidiagram is for a down-type fermion
!

the corresponding quark masseés,depends on the light quark masses only through the ratigm,,
for which we take the valueq,, /mg = 0.553 £ 0.043.

It is instructive to consider the limid;, u > My, myg which simplifies the EDM dependence
on the CP-violating invariant§j, gq/Ma | sin ¢2 and|g,,g,;/Mip|sin ¢1. The terms depending on the
second invariant are actually suppressed, so that bothleba and neutron EDM are mostly char-
acterized by a single invariant even in the case in which tresgs of\/; and M, are different. The
relative importance of the three contributionsdtpin Eg. (5.159) can be estimated to leading order in
log(Map/m?;) from

ZH ww
di " (T, =253, Qp)B—4syy)  df Ty
" 8ciy Qy Lot 85y Qr

(Mo = p). (5.171)

Numerically, Eq. (5.171) gived? ~ 0.05d7", d"V ~ —03d]" andd?? ~ &, dVW =~
—0.7d}" . These simple estimates show the importance ofthecontribution to the neutron EDM.

5.7.2.3 Numerical results

Let us consider a standard unified framework for the gaugiasses at the GUT scale. Using the
RGEs given in Refs. [448, 855], the parameters in Eq. (5.t&0)be expressed in terms of the (single)
phasep = ¢, and four positive parameter¥/s,, ;1 (evaluated at the low-energy scaleyn 3, and the
sfermion mass scal&. In first approximation, the dipoles depend @mand¢ through an overall factor
sin 2 sin ¢. The overall sfermion scal& enters only logarithmically through the RGE equations for
Gu.d> g;,d. The numerical results for the electron and neutrino EDMsthan conveniently be presented
in the Ms—u plane by settingin 23 sin ¢ = 1 (it is then sufficient to multiply the results kyn 23 sin ¢)
and, for example;n = 10° GeV. Figure 5.41 shows the prediction for the electron EDM, thatron
EDM, and their ratiod,,/d.. The red thick line corresponds to the present experimdintits d. <

1.6 x 10~2"ecm [179], while the limitd,, < 3 x 10~2%¢ cm [856] does not impose a constraint on the
parameters shown in Fig. 5.41.

An interesting test of Split Supersymmetry can be providged lmeasurement of both the electron
and the neutron EDMs. Indeed, in the rafig/d. the dependence oiin ¢, tan 3 andm approximately
cancels out. Nevertheless, because of the different loogtiins associated with the different contri-
butions, the ratial,,/d. varies by (100%) when M, and i, are varied in the range spanned in the
figures. Still, the variation ofl,, /d. is comparable to the theoretical uncertainty in Eq. (5.1a0y is
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Fig. 5.41: Prediction ford,,, d., and their ratial,, /d.. In the contour plots we have chosem § = 1, sin¢ = 1,
andm = 10°GeV. The results ford, andd. scale approximately linearly witkin 23 sin ¢, while the ratio
is fairly independent ofan 3, sin¢ andm. The red thick line corresponds to the present experiméintél
d. < 1.6 x 10727e cm [179]. Note that the uncertainty if), is a factor of a few. The scatter plot shodsvalues
whenM; 3 andy are varied in the rang00 GeV, 1 TeV], my, in [100 GeV, 300 GeV] and the CP phase in the

range[—m, .

significantly smaller than the variation in the ordinary M&$grediction, even in the case of universal
phases [834]. On the other hand, the usual tight correlation between léwren and muon EDMSs,

d,/de = my/m. persists.

3INote that theZ H contribution is missing in the analysis of the Split Supersyetry case in Ref. [834], which leads to a
somewhat stronger correlation betwekrandd,, .
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6 Experimental tests of charged lepton universality

Lepton universality postulates that lepton interactioasdt depend explicitly on lepton family number
other than through their different masses and mixings. Tdmeept can be generalized to include the
quarks. Whereas there is little doubt about the univeysafielectric charge there are scenarios outside
the Standard Model in which lepton universality is violatadhe interactions witH? and Z bosons.
Violations may also have their origin in non-SM contribuigoto the transition amplitudes. Such apparent
violations of lepton universality can be expected in vasiparticle decays:

in W, Z andr decay resulting from R-parity violating extensions to th8 &M [906, 907],
- in W decay resulting from charged Higgs bosons [908, 909],

- in 7 decay resulting from box diagrams involving non-degemestdptons [910],

- in K decay resulting from LFV contributions in SUSY [826] (se& Se5),

- in T decay resulting from a light Higgs boson [911],

- in m and K decay from scalar interactions [912], enhanced byttioag chiral suppression of the
SM amplitude for decays intev, . Since these contributions result in interference ternts thie
SM amplitude the deviations scale with the mass M of the exgaarticle likel /M2 rather than
1/M* as may be expected naively.

Allowing for universality violations one can generalizeii— A charged current weak interaction
of leptons to®2:

R
L= Z \/—%Wuywu( 275)l—|—h.c. (6.1)

Experimental limits have recently been compiled by Loiaazi. [913]. Results are shown in
Table 6.1.

Following the notation of Ref. [913] one may parametrize ¥i@ations byg, = g(1 — ¢/2).
After introducingA;;r = ¢, — ¢, the various experimental limits on deviations from leptoivarsality
can be compared (see Fig. 6.1).

It is very fortunate that for most decay modes new dedicaxperéments are being prepared. In
the following subsections the status and prospects of thgserimental tests of lepton universality are
presented.

l:evuvT

6.1 7 decay
In lowest order the decay width af — [7; (I = e, u) is given by:

2 2 2 2 2
tree _ 9 gudvud f7r 2 my

7T T os6r M

i, )? (62)
By taking the branching ratio the factors affected by haitroncertainties cancel:

7r1_

tree

2 2

Rtr/ee _ T Tm—oev & Me 1 - me/mw )2
e/ — Ttree - _m2 2
FW—»,U,P Iu my 1 m,u,/mw

Radiative corrections lower this result by 3.74(3)% [85Ten assuming that final states with additional
photons are included. Within the SNl g. = g,,) this leads to:

REY, =1.2354(2) x 107* . (6.3)

325till more general violations lead to deviations from the ~s structure of the weak interaction.
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Table 6.1: Limits on lepton universality from various processes. Oneud keep in mind that violations may
affect the various tests differently so which constrairttést depends on the mechanism. Hypothetical non V-A
contributions, for example, would lead to larger effectd@tay modes with stronger helicity suppression such as
™ — ev and K — ev. Adapted from Ref. [913]. The ratios estimated from tau glsaae re-calculated using
PDG averages, as described in the text.

decay mode constraint

W —ev, (9u/ge)w = 0.999 +0.011
W —puv, (9r/9.)w = 1.029 +0.014
W — 17,

p— el (9u/9e)- = 1.0002 = 0.0020
T — el Uy (9r/ge)rp = 1.0012 =+ 0.0023
T —= NV, Vs

T — e, (9u/9e)x = 1.0021 +0.0016
T— WUy, (9r/9e)r» = 1.0030 + 0.0034
T —TUVUr

K —em, (9u/9e)xk = 1.024 +0.020
K—puv, (9/9u)k+ = 0.979 +0.017
T—> KU,

Two experiments [858, 859] contribute to the present wovktage for the measured value:

R» =1.231(4) x 107" . (6.4)

As aresulte universality has been tested at the leve); /g.)~=1.0021(16).

Measurements ok, /, are based on the analysisof energy and time delay with respect to the
stoppingm™. The decayr — ev is characterized b¥,+ = 0.5m,c?> = 69.3 MeV and an exponential
time distribution following the pion life time,=26 ns. In the case of the — uv decay the 4 MeV
muons, which have a range of about 1.4 mm in plastic scittiiilacan be kept inside the target and
are monitored by the observation of the subsequent decay evv, which is characterized b¥,+ <
0.5mu02 = 52.3 MeV, and a time distribution which first grows according te ftion life time and then
falls with the muon life time. A major systematic error isroduced by uncertainties in the low-energy
tail of ther — ev () energy spectrum in the region belech. This tail fraction typically amounts
to ~1 % . The low-energy tail can be studied by suppressingrthe 1 — e chain by the selection
of early decays and by vetoing events in which the muon isrebden the target signal. Suppression
factors of typically10~> have been obtained. A study of this region is also intergstince it might
reveal the signal from a heavy sterile neutrino [860].

Although the two experiments contributing to the presentldvaverage ofR,.,, reached very
similar statistical and systematic errors there were sagréficant differences. The TRIUMF experi-
ment [859] made use of a single large Nal(Tl) crystal as masgitpn detector, with an energy resolution
of 5% (fwhm) and a solid-angle acceptance of 2.9 %64 The PSI experiment [858] used a setup of
132 identical BGO crystals with 99.8% ofr4r acceptance and an energy resolution of 4.4% (fwhm). A
large solid angle reduces the low-energy taitrof> ev () events but may also introduce a high energy
tail for u — evry.

Two new experiments have been approved recently aiming atlaction of the experimental
uncertainty by an order of magnitude. First results may Ipeeted in the year 2009.

- At PSI [861] the3r sr Csl calorimeter built for a determination of thé — 7T branching
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Fig. 6.1: Experimental limits on violations of lepton universalitpi a)W decay, b)r decay, c)r and K decay
and d) the combination of a) - ¢). Parameters are defined itetie The+10 bands are indicated. The shaded
areas correspond to 68% and 90% confidence levels. Reritglie analysis in Ref. [913].

ratio will be used. Large samples of— erv decays have been recorded parasitically in the past
which were used as normalization forr — 7T with an accuracy ok 0.3%, i.e. the level

of the present experimental uncertainty/ef,,. The setup was also used for the most complete
studies of the radiative decays— ev+y [862] andy — evvy [863] done so far. Based on this
experience an improvement in precision o, by almost an order of magnitude is expected.

- At TRIUMF [864] a single large Nal(Tl) detector will be usedjain. The detector is similar in
size to the one used in the previous experiment but has signify better energy resolution. The
crystal will be surrounded by Csl detectors to reduce thedoergy tail of ther — evr response
function. By reducing the distance between target and npositetector the geometric acceptance
will be increased by an order of magnitude.

6.2 K decay

Despite the poor theoretical control over the meson decagtaats, ratios of leptonic decay widths of
pseudoscalar mesons suchidg = I'(K — ev)/T'(K — pv) can be predicted with high accuracy,
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and have been traditionally considered as tests of'the A structure of weak interactions through their
helicity suppression and @f — e universality. The Standard Model predicts [857]:

Ry (SM) = (2.472 +0.001) x 107° (6.5)
to be compared with the world average [164] of publisiigd measurements:
Ry (exp) = (244 £0.11) x 107° . (6.6)

As mentioned above the strong helicity suppressioh (@ — ev) makesRx sensitive to physics be-
yond the SM. As discussed in detail in section 5.6.2.3 lefiearour violating contributions predicted in
SUSY models may lead to a deviation®f; from the SM value in the percent range. Such contributions,
arising mainly from charged Higgs exchange with large legdtavour violating Yukawa couplings, do
not decouple if SUSY masses are large and exhibit a strongndiemce onan 3. For large (but not
extreme) values of this parameter, not excluded by otheisarements, the interference between the
SM amplitude and a double lepton-flavour violating conttitmi could produce a3% effect. Other
experimental constraints such as those fi@por lepton flavour-violating- decays were shown in [826]
not to be competitive with those frofix in this scenario.

6.2.1 Preliminary NA48 results for Ry

In the original NA48/2 proposal [865] the measurementiofeptonic decays was not considered in-
teresting enough to be mentioned. Nevertheless, triggersuich decays were implemented during the
2003 run. Since these were not very selective they had todhdyhilown-scaled. The data still contain
about 4000K ., decays which is more than four times the previous world samji the analysis of
these data [8661-15% background due to misidentifigd,» decays was observed (see below). The
preliminary result was presented at the HEP2005 Europ$igsinference in Lisbon [867]:

Ry (exp) = (2.416 £ 0.04344; £ 0.0245y5) x 1077, (6.7)

marginally consistent with the SM value. While the uncertiain this result is dominated by the statis-
tical error, the unoptimizeds ., trigger and the lack of a sufficiently large control samplsuted in a
+0.8% uncertainty.

During 2004 a 56 hours special run with simplified triggeridoat ~ 1/4 nominal beam intensity
was performed, dedicated to the collection of semi-leptdiii decays for a measurement [df,]|.
About 4000K ., decays were extracted from these data. The preliminarjtfesu? i is consistent with
the 2003 value with similar uncertainty although the triggtficiencies were better known.

The NA48 apparatus includes the following subsystems aelefor theR - measurement

— a magnetic spectrometer, composed of four drift chambet@alipole magnet (MNP33)

— a scintillator hodoscope consisting of two planes segetkirito vertical and horizontal strips,
providing a fast level-1 (L1) trigger for charged particles

— aliquid krypton electromagnetic calorimeter (LKr) with B1 trigger system.
In the analysis of the 2003-04 daké., decays were selected using two main criteria:

— 0.95 < E/pc < 1.05 whereF is the energy deposited in LKr andis the momentum measured
with the magnetic spectrometer.

— the missing mas&/x must be zero within errors, as expected for a neutrino.

The main background resulted from misidentifi&g, decays. Thel/pc distribution of muons has
a tail which extends t&/pc ~ 1 and the observed fraction of muons wiit95 < E/pc < 1.05 is
~ 5 x 1076, K, background was present fpr> 25 GeV/c where theM x resolution provided by the
magnetic spectrometer was insufficient to sepakatefrom K, decays.
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6.2.2 A new measurement of T (K — ev)/I'(K — pv) at the SPS

During the Summer of 2007 NA62, the evolution of the NA48 ekpent, has accumulated more than
100K Ko decays. For this run the spectrometer momentum resolutamimproved by increasing the
MNP33 momentum kick from 120 MeV#to 263 MeVE.

K., decays are selected by requiring signals from the two hagesplanes (denoted lgy,;) and
an energy deposition of at least 10 GeV in the LKr calorimeTéis trigger has an efficiency 0.99 for
electron momenta > 15 GeV/c. The same down-scalégh trigger was used to colledt ,» decays. The
beam intensity was adjusted to obtain a total trigger rat®)bHz, which saturates the data acquisition
system.

Figure 6.2 shows thM)% versus momentum distribution fd.; and Ko decays for the 2004
data, together with the predicted distributions for the26@n and for the 2007 run, as obtained from a
Monte Carlo simulation (for<,,, decays the electron mass is assigned to the muon). In ther2@07
for electron momenta up to 35 GeMhe K, contamination to thé<., signal is reduced to a negligible
level thanks to the improved spectrometer momentum raeal@$ee Fig. 6.3a). Using a lower limit of
15 GeVt for the electron momentum, and taking into account the tletexceptance, this means that
~ 43% of the K5 events will be kinematically background free (see Fig. §.3b
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Fig. 6.2: Distributions of M/% versusp for K., and  Fig. 6.3: a) K> contamination in thei., sample.
K, decays. In the\/x calculation the electron mass b) Simulated momentum distributions of genuine elec-
is assumed for both processes: a) measured data froffons from K., decay (full histogram), and of fake
the 2004 run, b) Monte Carlo predictions for 2004 con-€lectrons fromk,» decays (dashed histogram).
ditions, ¢) Monte Carlo predictions for the conditions

expected in 2007.

The fraction ofK ,; faking K> decays was measured at all momenta in parallel with datagaki
For this purpose a5 cm thick lead plate was inserted between the two hodosclame$ covering
six 6.5 cm wide vertical hodoscope counters. The requirérniet charged particles traverse the lead
without interacting helps to select a pure samplé&pé decay for which the muo#’ /pc distribution can
be directly measured for the evaluation of thig, contamination to thés., signal. Table 6.2 lists the
relevant parameters describing the running conditionk fawtthe 2004 and 2007 runs.

The overall statistical error, which includes the statatiuncertainty on the background mea-
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Table 6.2: Comparison of the 2004 and 2007 running conditions.

2004 2007 2004 2007

Acceptance (mf) | 0.36 x 0.36 0.18 x 0.18 || SPS duty cycle (s/s) 48/16.8 4.8/16.8

AQ (sr) 4 %1077 1 x 1077 || live time (days) 2.1 100
Ap/p effective (%) +3 +2.5 nr. of pulses 1.08 x 10* 3 x 10°

RMS (%) ~ 3.0 ~1.8 Protons per pulse 2.5 x 10t 1.5 x 102
TRIM3 2’ (mr) 0 +0.3 beam momentum (GeWy ~ 60 ~ 75

pr (MeV/c) 0 +22.5 Triggers/pulse 45,000 48,000
MNP332" (mr) +2.0 +3.5 Good K o/pulse ~0.37 ~ 0.5

pr (MeV/c) +120 +263 Good K, (total) 4000 >100,000

surement, is expected to Be8%. The uncertainty in the trigger efficiency will be reducedess than
+0.2%. The data collected in 2007 will provide a measuremerR gfwith a total uncertainty (statistical
and systematic errors combined in quadrature) of lesstia5’%.

6.3 T decay
There are two ways to test lepton universality in chargedkirgigractions using decays :

— the universality of all three couplings can be tested bymaming the rates of the decays— nuv7,
T — ev” andu — evw, and

— g-/g, can be extracted by comparing— 7v andr — puv.

When comparing the experimental constraints one should keenind the complementarity of these
two tests. Whereas the purely leptonic decay modes are teddig a transversely polarizéd’, the
semileptonic modes involve longitudinal polarization.

6.3.1 Leptonic T decays
The decay width of; — ¢;vv including radiative corrections is given by [868] :
gzgﬁf mg‘i

32m3, 19273

F(&' —>£fI/V) = (1+Cgigf), (68)

2
where(1 + Cpr,) = f(2)(1 + %Zé;)(l + a(;:fi) (2 — 7%)) combines weak and radiative corrections
andf(z) =1 — 8z + 823 — z* — 1222 Inz with 2 = m%f/mi_.

Electron - muon universality could thus be tested at the Qe384 using:

9u _ \/B(T = mvv) (14 Cre) _ 1 0002 4+ 0.0020 (6.9)

e B(t — evv) (1+Crp)

whereC . = —0.004 andC’, = —0.0313 are the corrections from Eq. (6.8). The values of the branch-
ing ratios of leptonicr decays are taken from [164] and are based mostly on measuieinen LEP
experimentse — 7 universality has been verified with similar precision:

. [(1+Cu
z— - \/%%(%)53(7 — pwv) = 1.0012 + 0.0023 , (6.10)
e Tﬂ T T

wherel'(¢; — (yvv) = B({; — {;vv)/7, has been used ard,. = —0.0044. The measurement of
p — 7 universality can then be derived frogm/g. andg,,/ge, giving g- /g, = 1.0010 £ 0.0023.
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The measurements used in above formulas are relativelyléi],[ and no input from BaBar or
Belle is used. The measurements of leptonic branchingidrectvere done by the LEP experiments
in the course of the runs at or near tA8 resonance [164]. Thetr~ events were selected via their
topology, and the- decay products were required to pass patrticle identifisatising infomation from
the calorimetry, tracking devices, time projection charslend muon systems. The largest uncertainty
on the measurement of tau branching ratios was statistigil,systematics limitations arising from the
simulation and from particle identification.

The measurement of thelifetime [164] comes from LEP experiments as well. Due toldrge
/s, eachr in the event has a large boost and travelg:80in average. However, as there is nothing but
78 produced in each event, their production vertex is unknamah has to be estimated averaging over
other events or by minimizing the sum of impact parametetsotti~'s decay products.

The most accurate published measurement ofthmass [869] was done by the BES experiment,
through an energy scan of the' 7~ production cross section i"e~ collisions around the threshold
region. The collision energy scale was calibrated with) and«(2S) resonances, with a precision of
0.25 MeV.

Therefore the major contributions to the uncertaintiesharéatiosy, /g. andg,,/g. are:

— ther leptonic branching fractions (0.3%), and
— ther lifetime (0.4%).

In the calculation above, the measurements of lepterdecays are taken as independent. How-
ever, there are common sources of systematic uncertasguigs as uncertainties on track reconstruc-
tion, number ofr decays registered by an experiment and so on. If one meathedumanching ratio
B(t — evv)/B(r — pvv) directly in one experiment, as was done by ARGUS and CLEO arid a
done for pion decays as well, most uncertainties would dafie&ing the PDG average on the branching
ratio [164] one obtaing,, /g. = 1.0028 =+ 0.0055.

The following improvements can be expected in the futuree KEDR experiment is working,
like BES, at ther-pair production threshold. They plan to measure with a 0.15 MeV accuracy. A
preliminary result, with accuracy comparable to BES’s measent, is available [870]. Both BaBar and
Belle have accumulated large statisticsrofr— events and should be able to perform measurements of
leptonic and semi-leptonie decays, as well as to improve the measurement of-tlietime. While
the collectedr sample is much larger than at LEP, there are still signifieamttertainties remaining
on luminosity, tracking and particle identification. If tmatio of decay fractions is measured, then
only the particle identification uncertainties will remai@urrently the electron and muon identification
uncertainties for both BaBar and Belle are around 1-2%. AtRhfactories ther boost in the c.m
frame is much smaller than at LEP, and in addition the engrgiehee™ ande~ beams are not the
same. This leads to significant differences in the technafuge lifetime measurement. In particular
the 3-dimensional reconstruction of the trajectories efdlecay products is poor and only the impact
parameter in the plane transverse to the beams, multipiiethdo polar angle of the total momentum
vector of 3-prongr decay products, can be used [871]. While the statisticsvalla very accurate
measurement, the work focuses on understanding the aligrofithe vertex detector and the systematics
in the reconstruction of the impact parameter. The measmewnf ther mass can also be done at the
B-factories. Belle has presented a mass measurement antptiizi kinematic limit of the invariant mass
of 3-prongr decays [872]. This measurement is however less precisdhtbaa of BES or KEDR.

If one takes into account recent preliminary measuremdrtteea- mass from the KEDR experi-
ment [870] and of the lifetime from BaBar [871], the deteration ofr — e universality changes slightly
t0 g, /g. = 1.0021 = 0.0020.
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6.3.2 Hadronic T decays
Another way to test — . universality is to compare the decay ratesfor> 7v andr — pv:

2 B 2m,m2 m2 —m?
g _ DU o M) T A0 M e Z 21 4 ), (6.11)
g2 B(m—p)r md “mZ-mz

whereC,. = —(1.6799)1073 [819, 873].

Taking measurements from Ref. [164] one obtajngg, = 0.9996 + 0.037. Here the main
uncertainties come from

— 7 — mv decay (1%), where the dominant contribution is due te> 77°» contamination ana
reconstruction,

— ther lifetime (0.3%), and
— the hadronic correction (0.1%).

Again, no results from thé3 factories are available yet, and one should expect thatatige +
samples collected by BaBar and Belle will allow a significamprovement, in case the understanding of
particle identification will be improved.
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7 CP Violation with charged leptons
There are two powerful motivations for probing CP symmeitriepton decays:

— The discovery of CP asymmetries Bhdecays that are close to 100 % in a sense ‘de-mystifies
CP violation. For it established that complex CP phasesatrimtrinsically small and can be close
to 90 degrees even. This de-mystification would be complét€2P violation were found in the
decays of leptons as well.

— We know that CKM dynamics, which is so successful in deswgilguark flavour transitions, is not
relevant to baryogenesis. There are actually intriguiggiaients for baryogenesis being merely a
secondary effect driven by primary leptogenesis [874]. B&kethe latter less speculative, one has
to find CP violation in dynamics of the leptonic sector.

The strength of these motivations has been well recognizéldei community, as can be seen from the
planned experiments to measure CP violation in neutrindlasens and the ongoing heroic efforts
to find an electron EDM. Yet there are other avenues to this @mavell that certainly are at least as
difficult, namely to probe CP symmetry in muon andecays. Those two topics are addressed below in
Sections 7.1 and 7.2. There are also less orthodox probeglynattempts (i) to extract an EDM far
leptons frome™e™ — 7777, (ii) to search for a T-odd correlation in polarized orthasjtronium decays
and (iii) to measure the muon transverse polarizatiof' ih — u+v7° decays. It is understood that the
Standard Model does not produce an observable effect infahgse three cases or the other ones listed
above (except for™ — vKqn*, as described below).

Concerning topic (i), one has to understand that one is Ise@for a CP-odd effect in a#lectro-
magnetic production process unlike indecays, which are controlled by weak forces.

Inlete]op — 37, topic (ii), one can construct various T-odd correlatlonmtegrated moments
between the spin vectdfo p of polarized ortho-positronium and the momehtaf two of the photons
that define the decay plane:

A7 oaa = (Sop - (k1 x k2))
Acp = ((Sop - k1)(Sop - (k1 % k2))) (7.1)

— The momentr .44 is P and CRyven, yet T odd. Rather than by CP or T violation in the underly-
ing dynamics it is generated by higher order QED procesthaslbeen conjectured [875] that the
leading effect is formally of orded: relative to the decay width due to the exchange of a photon
between the two initial lepton lines. From it one has to reethe numerically leading contribu-
tion, which has to be absorbed into the bound state wavetumctThe remaining contribution is
presumably at the sub-permille level. Alternatively .,y can be generated at ordef — or at
roughly the10~5 level — through the interference of the lowest-order deaapldude with one
where a fermion loop connects two of the photon lines.

— On the other hand the momeALp is odd under T as well as under P and in particular CP.
Final state interactions cad generate a CP-odd moment with CP invariant dynamics. Oiogerv
Acp # 0 thus unambiguously establishes CP violation. The presaydrenental upper bound
is around few percent; it seems feasible, see Section 7ithpimve the sensitivity by more than
three orders of magnitude, i.e. down to tlie™> level! The caveat arises at the theoretical level:
with the ‘natural’ scale foweak interference effects in positronium given = m? ~ 10711,
one needs a dramatic enhancement to obtain an observadite eff

Discussing topic (iii) — the muon transverse polarizatiorki,; decays — under the heading of
CP violation in the leptonic sector will seem surprising astfi Yet a general, though hand waving
argument, suggests that the highly suppressed direct CRigioin nonleptonicAS = 1 — as expressed
throughe’ — rules against an observable signal even in the presencevoPKysics — unless the latter has
a special affinity for leptons. The present status of the datbfuture plans are discussed in Section 7.3.
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7.1 p decays

The muon decay,~ — e 7.v, and its ‘inverse'v,e” — u~ v, are successfully described by the
‘V=A' interaction, which is a particular case of the locakrivative-free, lepton-number-conserving,
four-fermion interaction [886]. The ‘V—A' form and the na&uof the neutrinosi{. andv,) have been
determined by experiment [887, 888].

The observables — energy spectra, polarizations and ardjstabutions — may be parameterized
in terms of the dimensionless coupling constayi{sand the Fermi coupling consta6tz. The matrix

element is 4G
M= 3 Gl @l (T i) (7.2)
v=S,V,T

e,u=R,L

We use here the notation of Fetsched!l., [887,889] who in turn use the sign conventions and defimstio
of Scheck [890]. Herey = S, V., T indicate a (Lorentz) scalar, vector, or tensor interagteomd the
chirality of the electron or muon (right- or left-handed)abeled bye, 1 = R, L. The chiralitiesn and
m of thev, and thev,, are determined by given values of ¢ and . The 10 complex amplitudeg),
and Gy constitute 19 independent parameters to be determinedg®riment. The ‘V-A' interaction
corresponds thL = 1, with all other amplitudes being O.

Experiments show the interaction to be predominantly ofvéetor type and Ieft—hande@t{'L >
0.96 (90 %CL)] with no evidence for other couplings. The measurement@ituon lifetime yields the
most precise determination of the Fermi coupling constantwhich is presently known with a relative
precision of8 x 1076 [891,892]. Continued improvement of this measurementigzgy an important
goal [893], sinc&-r is one of the fundamental parameters of the Standard Model.

7.1.1 T invariance in p decays

Pr, — the component of the decay positron polarization whiclasgverse to the positron momentum
and the muon polarisation — is T odd and due to the practicdraie of a strong or electromagnetic final
state interaction it probes T invariance. A second-geimgraxperiment has been performed at PSI by
the ETH Zurich—Cracow—PSI Collaboration [904]. They aixta, for the energy averaged transverse
polarization component:

(Pr,) = (=3.7 4 7.gat. & 3.4gys.) X 1072 (7.3)

7.1.2  Future prospects

The precision on the muon lifetime can presumably be inetaser the ongoing measurements by one
order of magnitude [891]. Improvement in measurementseftidtay parameters seems more difficult.
The limits there are not given by the muon rates which uswatiyhigh enough alreadsy(3 x 108 s~ at

the uE1 beam at PSI, for example), but rather by effects like pmsitlepolarisation in matter or by the
small available polarisation<( 7%) of the electron targets used as analysers. The measureifiet
transverse positron polarisation might be improved witimalter phase space (lateral beam dimension
of a few millimetres or better). This experiment neegsaed beam with high polarisation.

7.2 CP violation in T decays

The betting line is that decays — next to the electron EDM anabscillations — provide the best stage
to search for manifestations of CP breaking in the leptoaat®. There exists a considerable literature
on the subject started by discussions on a tau-charm faotorg than a decade ago [877-880] and
attracting renewed interest recently [881-884] stresgirdollowing points:

— There are many more channels than in muon decays makingotiggraints imposed by CPT
symmetry much less restrictive.
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— The 7 lepton has sizable rates into multi-body final states. Du#héir nontrivial kinematics
asymmetries can emerge also in the final state distribytignere they are likely to be significantly
larger than in the integrated widths. The channel

o=t

Ky, —7n"n e e
can illustrate this point. It commands only the tiny bramghratio of3 x 10~7. The forward-
backward asymmetryA) in the angle between the" 7~ ande™e™ planes constitutes a GRld
observable. It has been measured by KTeV and NA48 to be tanfe] namely about 13%, al-
though it is driven by the small value ¢fx| ~ 0.002. l.e., one can trade branching ratio for the
size an CP asymmetry.

— New Physics in the form of multi-Higgs models can cont@&oh the tree-level like the SM W

exchange.
— Some of the channels should exhibit enhanced sensitivijetv Physics.

— Having polarizedr leptons provides a powerful handle on CP asymmetries antlat@ver sys-
tematics.

These features will be explained in more detail below. Ihseelear that such measurements can be
performed only ire™e™ annihilation, i.e. at theé3 factories running now or better still at a Super-Flavour
factory, as discussed in the Working Group 2 report. Theee s the added advantage that one can
realistically obtain highly polarized leptons: This can be achieved directly by having the eledieam
longitudinally polarized or more indirectly even with u@ezed beams by using the spin alignment of
the produced- pair to ‘tag’ the spin of the- under study by the decay of the othelike 7 — vp.

721 T — vKmw
The most promising channels for exhibiting CP asymmetriesa — vKqn~, v K~ 7" [880]:

— Due to the heaviness of the lepton and quark flavours theypasésensitive to non-minimal Higgs
dynamics while being Cabibbo suppressed in the SM.

— They can show asymmetries in the final state distributions.

The SM does generate a CP asymmetry ahecays that should be observable. Based on known physics
one can reliably predict a CP asymmetry [881]:

I(tt — Kgn'v) —T'(r~ — Kgmv)

= (3.27+0.12) x 1073 7.4
T = Ken0) T T(r— = Kgny) ~ (327 +0:12) 10 (7.4)

due to Kg's preference for antimatter over matter. Strictly spegkithis prediction is more general
than the SM: no matter what produces the CP impurity inkhewave function, the effect underlying
Eq. (7.4) has to be present, while of course not affectihg— v K Tr0.

To generate a CP asymmetry, one needs two different amgditadntribute coherently. This
requirement is satisfied, since thér system can be produced from the (QCD) vacuum in a vector and
scalar configuration with form factor®,, and Fs, respectively. Both are present in the data, with the
vector component (mainly in the form of tl€*) dominant as expected [876]. Within the SM, there does
not arise a weak phase between them on an observable levitlcge readily be provided by a charged
Higgs exchange in non-minimal Higgs models, which contebuoFy.

A few general remarks on the phenomenology might be helpfskt the stage. For a CP viola-
tion in the underlying weak dynamics to generate an obsenatymmetry in partial widths or energy
distributions one needs also a relative strong phase betthedwo amplitudes:

It~ - vK 719 —T(rT - oK 7% o Im(FyFy)Imgngly (7.5)
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d d

—TI'(r7 - vK 1) = ——T(" - 0K™7%) o« Im(FgFy)Imgggy, (7.6)
dEK dEK

where Fly denotes the Higgs contribution #&; and gy its weak coupling. This should not represent a

serious restriction, since thi€w system is produced in a mass range with several resonaricasthe

other hand one is searching for a T-odd correlation like

OT = <O_:T : (ﬁK X ﬁw» 9 (77)
then CP violation can surface even witi a relative strong phase
Or x Re(FyFy ) Imgmgyy - (7.8)

Yet there is a caveat: final state interactions can generatielmoments even from T invariant dynamics,
when one has
Or o< Im(Fy Fyy)Regu gy - (7.9)

Fortunately one can differentiate between the two scesafdgs. (7.8,7.9) at  or a Super-Flavour
factory, where one can compare directly the T-odd momenth&CP conjugate pait™ andr:

Or(tT) # Or(r~) = CP violation! (7.10)

A few numerical scenarios might illuminate the situationH@gs amplitude 1% or 0.1% the
strength of the SMV/-exchange amplitude — the former [latter] contributing inhg to Fs [Fy] —
is safely in the ‘noise’ of present measurements of partialthg; yet it could conceivably create a
CP asymmetry as large 1% or 0.1%, respectively. More gdpex&P-odd observable in a SM allowed
process is mereliinear in a New Physics amplitude, since the SM provides the othg@liarde. On the
other hand SM forbidden transitions — say lepton flavouratioh as int — vy — have to beuadratic
in the New Physics amplitude.

CPodd o [T4,,Tnp| vs. LFV o |Typl|? (7.11)

Probing CP symmetry at the 0.1% levelin— v K= thus has roughly the same sensitivity for a New
Physics amplitude as searching fofrB— ) at the10=2 level.

CLEO has undertaken a pioneering search for a CP asymmadtmg sngular distribution of —
v K g7 placing an upper bound of a few percent [885].

7.2.2 Other T decay modes

It appears unlikely that analogous asymmetries could berged in the Cabibbo allowed channel-
vnr, yet detailed studies ofv3w /47 look promising, also because the more complex final statevall
to form T-odd correlations with unpolarizedieptons; yet the decays of polarizeanight exhibit much
larger CP asymmetries [882].

Particular attention should be paidto— v K27, which has potentially very significant additional
advantages:

— One can interfereector with axial vector K 2w configurations.

— The larger number of kinematical variables and of specli@noels should allow more internal
cross checks of systematic uncertainties like detectificiezficies for positive vs. negative parti-
cles.
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Fig. 7.1: Two interfering diagrams inducingr in the multi-Higgs model (from Ref. [921]).

7.3 Search for T violation in K+ — 7%yt v decay

The transverse muon polarization ka™ — 770,u+1/ decay, Pr, is an excellent probe of T violation,

and thus of physics beyond the Standard Model. Most recéml{246 experiment at the KEK proton
synchrotron has set an upper-bound| Bf:| < 0.0050 (90% C.L.). A next generation experiment is
now being planned for the high intensity accelerator J-PARIh is aiming at more than one order of
magnitude improvement in the sensitivity witiPr) ~ 1074,

7.3.1 Transverse muon polarization

A non-zero value for the transverse muon polarizatiBp)(in the three body decal(t — mpuv (K 3) Vvi-
olates T conservation with its T-odd correlation [918]. Ot last three decades dedicated experiments
have been carried out in search for a non-z€ro Unlike other T-odd channels in e.g. nuclear beta de-
cays,Pr in K,3 has the advantage that final state interactions (FSI), whainduce a spurious T-odd
effect, are very small. With only one charged patrticle in final state the FSI contribution originates
only in higher loop effects and has been shown to be small. sitigde photon exchange contribution
from two-loop diagrams was estimated more than twenty yagosastESI < 107%[919]. Quite re-
cently two-photon exchange contributions have been siy8@0]. The average value (ﬂﬁ ST over the
Dalitz plot was calculated to be less thEiT>.

An important feature of @ study is the fact that the contribution from the Standard 81¢8M)
is practically zero. Since only a single element of the CKMnira/,,; is involved for the semileptonic
K3 decay in the SM, no CP violation appears in first order. Theekivorder contribution comes from
radiative corrections to they, (1 — ~5)sW* vertex, and this was estimated to be less than’ [921].
Therefore, non-zerdr in the range ofl0~3-10~* would unambiguously imply the existence of a new
physics contribution [921].

Sizable Pr can be accommodated in multi-Higgs doublet models throuBhvi©lation in the
Higgs sector [922].Pr can be induced due to interference between charged Higgsege €5, Fp)
and W exchange ¥y, F4) as shown in Fig. 7.1. It is conceivable that the coupling fwrged Higgs
fields to leptons is strongly enhanced relative to the caogplo the up-type quarks [923] which would
lead to an experimentally detectalife of O(10~3). Thus,Pr could reveal a source of CP violation that
escapes detection it — 27, 37 [921].

A number of other models also allow; at an observable level without conflicting with other
experimental constraints, and experimental limitdrcould thus constrain those models. Among them
SUSY models withR-parity breaking [924] and a SUSY model with squark familyiimg [925] should
be mentioned. A recent paper [926] discusses a generidieffeperator leading to &, expression in
terms of a cut-off scald and the Wilson coefficient§'s andC'y.

7.3.2 KEK E246 experiment

The most recent and highest precisibp experiment was performed at the KEK proton synchrotron.
The experiment used a stopp&d™ beam with an intensity of 10°/s and a setup with a superconduct-
ing toroidal spectrometer (Fig. 7.2). Data were taken betwE996 and 2000 for a total of 5200 hours
of beam time. The determination of the muon polarization bh&sed on a measurement of the decay
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Fig. 7.2: E246 setup using the superconducting toroidal spectraniéie elaborate detector system [927] consists
of an active target (to monitor stoppirig™), a large-acceptance Csl(TI) barrel (to detet), tracking chambers
(to tracku™), and muon polarimeters (to measurg).

positron azimuthal asymmetry in a longitudinal magnetitdfiesing “passive polarimeters”. Thanks
to (i) the stopped beam method which enabled total coveratfee@ecay phase space and hence a for-
ward/backward symmetric measurement with respect tatiairection and (i) the rotational-symmetric
structure of the toroidal system, systematic errors coaldubstantially suppressed.

The T-odd asymmetry was deduced using a double ratio scheme a
AT = (Afwd - Abwd)/2 s (7-12)

where the fwd(bwd) asymmetry was calculated using the kalage” and “counter-clockwise” positron
emission rate¥V,,, and N, as

NC’LU _ NCCU}

fwd(bwd) fwd(bwd)
Ade bwd) = Nrew ccw : (713)
v TN fwd(bwd) T Nwd(bwd)
Pr was then deduced using
Pr = Ap/{a{cosO1)} ' (7.14)

with « the analyzing power anftos 1) the average kinematic attenuation factor. The final resaft w
[928]

Pr = —0.0017 + 0.0023(stat) & 0.0011(syst) (7.15)
Im¢ = —0.0053 & 0.0071(stat) £ 0.0036(syst) | (7.16)
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corresponding to the upper limits 6Pr| < 0.0050 (90% C.L.) andIm¢| < 0.016 (90% C.L.), re-
spectively. Here I is the physics parameter proportional B after removal of the kinematic fac-
tor. This result constrained the three-Higgs doublet mgdehmeter in the way ofim(a;v])| <
544(My, /GeV)?, as the most stringent constraint on this parameter. Systemrrors were investi-
gated thoroughly, although the total size was smaller tledhdi the statistical error. There were two
items that could not be canceled out by any of the two cartaellanechanisms of the 12-fold azimuthal
rotation andr’- fwd/bwd: the effect from the decay plane rotatiéh,and the misalignment of the muon
magnetic fieldg,, which should both be eliminated in the next generation R@&xperiment.

7.3.3 The proposed J-PARC E06 (TREK) experiment

A new possiblePr experiment, E06 (TREK), at J-PARC is aiming at a sensitiaityr (Pr) ~ 1074,
J-PARC is a high-intensity proton accelerator researchptexmow under construction in Japan with the
first beam expected in 2008. In the initial phase of the maghhre main synchrotron will deliver a.®
proton beam at 30 GeV. A low momentum bean3of 105 K+ per second will be available for stopped
K™, this is about 30 times the beam intensity used for E246. rifisdly the same detector concept will
be adopted; namely the combination of a stoppet beam and the toroidal spectrometer, because this
system has the advantage of suppressing systematic eyrongdns of the double ratio measurement
scheme. However, the E246 setup will be upgraded significartte E246 detector will be upgraded in
several parts so as to accommodate the higher countingndtedetter control the systematics. The
major planned upgrades are the following:

— The muon polarimeter will become an active polarimetenyiging the muon-decay vertex and
the positron track, leading to an essentially backgrouad-muon decay measurement, with an
increased positorn acceptance and analyzing power.

— New dipole magnets will be added, improving the field umity and the alignment accuracy.

— The electronics and readout of the CsI(Tl) E246 calorimetii be replaced to maximize the
counting rate, fully exploiting the intrinsic crystal sgkee

— The tracking system and the active target will be improwedigher resolution and higher decay-
in-flight background rejection.

As a result, 20 times higher sensitivity - will be obtained after a one year run. The systematic errors
will be controlled with sufficient accuracy and a final expegntal error of~ 10~* will be attained. A
full description of the experiment can be found in the prah§329].

It is now proposed to run for nd)”s corresponding to roughly one year of J-PARC beam-time
under the above mentioned beam condition. This would yieldx 10° good K3 events in ther’-
fwd/bwd regions, providing an estimate ®f Pr)4.; = 1.35 x 10~%. The inclusion of other regions,
enabled by the adoption of the active polarimeter, woulddthe statistical sensitivity further down
to the 10~* level. The dominant systematic errors is expected to ar@® the misalignment of the
polarimeter and the muon magnetic field; this will be detaedifrom data, and Monte Carlo studies
indicate a residual systematics at fite level.

It is proposed to run TREK in the early stage of J-PARC operatiThe experimental group has
already started relevant R&D for the upgrades after obiigistientific approval, and the exact schedule
will be determined after funding is granted.

7.4 Measurement of CP violation in ortho-positronium decay

CP violation in theo-Ps decay can be detected by an accurate measurement of th@rmoguklation
between the-Ps spin Spp and the momenta of the photons from s decay [915], as shown in
Eq. (7.1). Itis useful then to write the measurable quantity

N(cos#) = No(1+ Ccpcosh), (7.17)
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Table 7.1: Goal of the J-PARC TREK experiment compared with the E246ltes

E246 @ KEK-PS TREK @ J-PARC

Detector SC toroidal spectrometer E246-upgraded
Proton beam energy 12 GeV 30 GeV
Proton intensity 1.0 x 102/s 6 x 103/s

KT intensity 1.0 x 10°/s 3 x 10%/s

Run time ~2.0x107s 1.0 x 107s

o (Pr)stat 2.3 x 1073 ~ 1.0 x 1074

o (Pr)syst 1.1 x 1073 <1.0x 107

with the CP violation amplitude parametéricp, different from zero, if CP violating interactions take
part in theo-Ps decay. In this equationy (cos 6) is the number of events with a measured value) +
|A(cos(0))| (hereafter, for the sake of simplicity, it will be refereddse thecos 6 value, intending that
this is measured with an uncertainty, depending on theapasolution of the detector). Hetes ¢

is defined as the product obs 6, the cosine of the angle between tﬁ@p and the unit vector in the
direction of highest energy photdn, andcos 6,,, the cosine of the angle between ther and the unit
vector in the direction perpendicular to the’s decay planej [914].

The measured distributiaN (cos #) should show an asymmetry given By(cos 0, )— N (cos6_) =
2NyCop cos @, for cosf, = —cos_ = cos 6. The quantityC-p can be determined by measuring the
rate of eventsV,. for a givencos 64 = cos § andN_ for cos §_ = — cos 6. In practice, V. is the number
of events in whichk, forms an angle wittk; smaller thanr, and theo-Ps spin forms an anglé,, smaller
thanw/2 with the perpendicular to the-Ps decay plane. In théV_ events k, forms an angler — 6o
with &; and theSp p forms an angler — 6,, with the normal to the-Ps decay plane. In other terms, in
the N_ events the perpendicular to thePs decay plane is reversed with respect to e events, by
flipping the direction ofi specularly with respect th,. Then the measurement of the asymmetry

(Ny —N-)

A= N F )

= Ccpcosf (7.18)

allows to derive the experimental value@f p.

The measurement of the asymmettymplies thatcos ¢ in Eq. (7.18) is a well defined quantity in
the experiment. In turn, this implies that thes spin direction is defined. This direction can be selected
using an external magnetic field, which aligns theo-Ps spin parallel (m=1), perpendicular (m=0) or
antiparallel (m=-1) to the field direction. The magnetic field, in addition, pebs and mixes the two
m=0 states (one for the para-Ps and the other fooiRe). Thus, two new states are possible for the Ps
system: the perturbed singlet and the perturbed tripleestadoth with m=0. Their lifetimes depend on
the B field intensity. The perturbed singlet state has a lifetitmer®r than 1 ns (as for the unperturbed
singlet state of the para-Ps), which is not relevant in thasueement described here, because too short
compared to the typical detector time resolution of 1 ns. Vatuies of\é[ of few kGauss,the perturbed
o-Ps lifetime can be substantially reduced [917] with respecth® unperturbed value of about 142
ns [916]. Thanks to this effect, it is possible to separatenti=0 from the m=-1 states, by measuring
theo-Ps decay time. This is the time between the positron emissig (., &2>Na positron source) and
the detection of the-Ps decay photons. The Ps is formed in a target region, where [S@der is used
as target material. The value of thﬁ] field that maximizes the decay time separation between me0 an
m=+1 states is found to be B=4 kGauss, corresponding to a m=0rpedu-Ps lifetime of 30 ns.

The measurement of the asymmettyis performed in the following way. The direction and
intensity of theB field are fixed. Thei; andk, detectors are also fixed. In this ways 0 has a well
defined value. For each event, the Ps decay time and the em@rfihe three photons from thePs
decay are measured. The off-line analysis requires theekigimergy photon in thee, detector to be
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within an energy rang\F; = E7* — g™, The second highest energy photon must be recorded
in the ko detector within an energy rangkF, = Eyar — pmin. Then theN, and N_ events are
counted to determine the asymmetry in Eq. (7.18). The meammt of the asymmetryl in both the
perturbed states (selected imposing short decay time pbefgveen 10 and 60 ns) and unperturbed states
(selected imposing long decay time, between 60 and 170 las)sato eliminate the time-independent
systematics [914]. Other systematics, which are time-uéget, do not cancel out with this method and
determine the final uncertainty on th&» measurement.

An improved detector with superior spatial and energy g, as compared to [914], is sketched
in Fig. 7.3. It consists of a barrel of BGO crystals with th&s forming region at its centre. The crystal
signals are read out by avalanche photodiodes (APD), asetieetdr must work in the magnetic field.
Improved spatial and angular resolution is obtained thamkise smaller size of the crystal face exposed
to the photons3 x 3 cm?, and the larger barrel radius, 42 cm. Note that such a deteotdd also be
used efficiently for PET scanning, combined with NMR diadimsT his possibility makes this detector
a valuable investment also for applications in nuclear cadmaging.

With this detector configuration and a simulation of the diteresponse, the precision to be
reached in the measurement of thgp parameter has been evaluated. A similar analysis was used fo
the event selection as described in [917], except that roiseteeded in the present configuration, thanks
to the good spatial resolution of the proposed crystalsiovaruncertainties affect thé-p measure-
ment. The time-dependent uncertainties on the asymmdeding induced mainly by the two-photon back-
ground, which affect more strongly the events with shoremay time, as well as by the inhomogeneity of
theo-Ps formation region, which affect the measurement ofd¢Hes decay time. For high event statistics
(at least10'? selected three photon events) the following contributitnthe asymmetry measurement
were found: A Ay ~ 1076, AAgyst(2y bkgd) ~ 1076, AAgyst(0-Ps formation) ~ 2 x 1076 re-
sulting into a total uncertaintyA Ay 4 syst ~ 2.5 X 1079, Being AC¢p related to the asymmetry total
uncertainty by the relatiodCop = AAgqai1sys¢/Q [914] with Q, the analyzing power, evaluated to be
~ 0.5 for this detector configuration, the total uncertainty oah p parameter isA\Ccp ~ 5 x 1076,

Although this precision is not sufficient to measure the eige Standard Model'cp value of
order of10~? , it is suitable to discover CP violating terms in the ordet@f®, which if detected would
be signal of unexpected new physics beyond the StandardIMode
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8 LFYV experiments

Mixing of leptonic states with different family number assaloved in neutrino oscillations does not
necessarily imply measurable branching ratios for LFV psses involving the charged leptons. In
the Standard Model the rates of LFV decays are suppressaiiveeto the dominant family-number
conserving modes by a factéém, /my )* which results in branching ratios which are out of reach
experimentally. Note that a similar family changing quadcay such a$ — s+ does obtain a very
significant branching ratio aP(10~%) due to the large top mass.

As has been discussed in great detail in this report, in dlarosfurther extension to the Standard
Model such as Supersymmetry, Grand Unification or Extra Disians additional sources of LFV ap-
pear. For each scenario a large number of model calculatembe found in the literature and have been
reviewed in previous sections, with predictions that mayl ¥ accessible experimentally. Improved
searches for charged LFV thus may either reveal physicsriokie SM or at least lead to a significant
reduction in parameter space allowed for such exotic dmuttans.

Charged LFV processes, i.e. transitions between andr, might be found in the decay of almost
any weakly decaying particle. Although theoretical prédits generally depend on numerous unknown
parameters these uncertainties tend to cancel in theveettiengths of these modes. Once LFV in the
charged lepton sector were found, the combined informétiom many different experiments would
allow us to discriminate between the various interpretetioSearches have been performeg,imr, m,

K, B, D, W andZ decay. Whereas highest experimental sensitivities werehez in dedicated and
K experimentsy decay starts to become competitive as well.

8.1 Rare p decays

LFV muon decays include the purely leptonic moges — ety andu™ — eTeTe™, as well as the
semi-leptonicy — e conversion in muonic atoms and the muonium - antimuoniunillason. The
present experimental limits are listed in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1: Present limits on rarg decays.

mode upper limit (90% C.L.) year Exp./Lab. Ref.
ut — ety 1.2 x 1071 2002 MEGA / LAMPF [173,930]
pt — etete 1.0 x 10712 1988 SINDRUM I/ PSI [687]
pte™ «— pet 8.3 x 10711 1999 PSI [931]
p~Ti— e Ti 6.1 x 10713 1998 SINDRUM 11/ PSI [932]
p~ Ti — etCa 3.6 x 10711 1998 SINDRUM 11/ PSI [933]
u~ Pb— e Pb 4.6 x 10711 1996 SINDRUM I/ PSI [934]
p~ Au — e~ Au 7x 10713 2006 SINDRUM I1/ PSI [935]

Whereas most theoretical models fayor — e*+, this mode has a disadvantage from an exper-
imental point of view since the sensitivity is limited by @&ental et~ coincidences and muon beam
intensities have to be reduced now already. Searches-far conversion, on the other hand, are limited
by the available beam intensities and large improvemergemsitivity may still be achieved.

All recent results foru™ decays were obtained with “surface” muon beams containingns
originating in the decay ofr*’s that stopped very close to the surface of the pion prododiarget,
or “subsurface” beams from pion decays just below that regi8uch beams are superior to conven-
tional pion decay channels in terms of muon stop density anahip the use of relatively thin (typically
10 mg/cn?) foils to stop the beam. Such low-mass stopping targetseayained for the ultimate reso-
lution in positron momentum and emission angle, minimaltphgyield, or the efficient production of
muonium in vacuum.
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811 pu— ey
Neglecting the positron mass the 2-body degay— e*~ of muons at rest is characterized by:

E, = E.=m,c/2=7528MeV
Oy, = 180°
ty = te

All » — e~y searches performed during the past three decades wereditnjtaccidental coincidences
between a positron from normal muon decay~ evv, and a photon produced in the decay of another
muon, either by bremsstrahlung or bye~ annihilation in flight. This background dominates by far
the intrinsic background from radiative muon degay— ev7~y. Accidentaley coincidences can be
suppressed by testing the three conditions listed abowev@itex constraint resulting from the ability to
trace back positrons and photons to an extended stoppiyef tzan further reduce background. Attempts
have been made to suppress accidental coincidences bwinigstite low-energy positron associated
with the photon, but with minimal success. High muon po&tien (P,) could help if one would limit
the solid angle to accept only positrons and photons (patia)lel to the muon spin since their rate is
suppressed by the factor— P, for anti-parallel emission ab = m“c2/2 but the reduced solid angle
would have to be compensated by increased beam intensicthwiwuld raise the background again.

The most sensitive search to date was performed by the MEGlAl@oation at the Los Alamos
Meson Physics Facility (LAMPF) which established an uppaitl(90% C.L.) onB(u — evy) of 1.2 x
10~ [173,930]. The MEG experiment [936] at PSI, aims at a simyleat sensitivity of~ 10713 —
10—, and began commissioning in early 2007. A straightforwangrovement factor of more than an
order of magnitude in suppression of accidental backgraesdlts from the DC muon beam at PSI, as
opposed to the pulsed LAMPF beam which had a macro duty cy@l&% . Another order of magnitude
improvement is achieved by superb time resolutisr0(15 ns FWHM ont., — ¢.).

The MEG setup is shown in Fig. 8.1. The spectrometer magnkésnase of a novel “COBRA’
(COnstant Bending RAdius) design which results in a gradadmatic field varying from 1.27 T at the
centre to 0.49 T at both ends. This field distribution not amdgults in a constant projected bending
radius for the 52.8 MeV positron, for polar emission andlesith |cos 6| < 0.35 , but also sweeps

Lig. Xe Scintillation

Lig. Xe Scintillation
Detector

+—— Detector

Y‘\‘\ Stopping T:
Muon Beam W pping Target
% \\Xi/ 77777
e\ /\\ Timing Counter
\
Drift Chamber > N /

Drift Chamber

im

Fig. 8.1: Side and end views of the MEG setup. The magnetic field is shapeh that positrons are quickly
swept out of the tracking region thus minimizing the load lea detectors. The cylindrical 0.8%nsingle-cell LXe
detector is viewed from all sides by 846 PMTs immersed in tke hllowing the reconstruction of photon energy,
time, conversion point and direction and the efficient riégecof pile-up signals.
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Fig. 8.2:

Installing one of the timing counters into the
COBRA magnet during the pilot run with
the positron spectrometer at the end of 2006.
The large ring is one of two Helmholtz coils
used to compensate the COBRA stray field
at the locations of the photomultipliers of the
LXe detector.

away positrons with low longitudinal momenta much fastenth constant field as used by MEGA. This
design significantly reduces the instantaneous rates idriftehambers.

The drift chambers are made of 12u5 thin foils supported by C-shaped carbon fibre frames
which are out of the way of the positrons. The foils have “ierhcathode pads which permit the
measurement of the trajectory coordinate along the anoaswkith an accuracy of about 5@@n.

There are two timing counters at both ends of the magnet (ge®.2), each of which consists of
a layer of plastic scintillator fibers and 15 plastic sclatir bars of dimensiong x 4 x 90 cm?. The
fibers give hit positions along the beam axis and the bars uneg®sitron timings with a precision of
o = 40 ps. The counters are placed at large radii so only high erggi§rons reach them, giving a total
rate of a fewl0%/s for each bar.

High-strength Al-stabilized conductor for the magnet ecodkes the magnet as thin as 0.X9
radially, so that 85% of 52.8 MeV gamma rays traverse the miagithout interaction before entering
the gamma detector placed outside the magnet. Whereas ME&HArather inefficient pair spectrome-
ters to detect the photon, MEG developed a novel liquid Xet#lation detector, shown in Fig. 8.1. By
viewing the scintillation light from all sides the electragnetic shower induced by the photon can be
reconstructed which allows a precise measurement of thoploonversion point [937]. Special PMTs
that work at LXe temperature (-11Q), persist under high pressures and are sensitive to the adif
tillation light of LXe (A & 178 nm) have been developed in collaboration with HamamatstoRtus.

To identify and separate pile-up efficiently, fast wavefatigitizing is used for all the PMT outputs.

The performance of the detector was measured with a praotyie results are shown in Ta-
ble 8.2. First data taking with the complete setup took ptha@éng the second half of 2007. A sensitivity
of O(10~13) for the 90% C.L. upper limit in case no candidates are fourmlilshbe reached after two
years.

Table 8.2: Performance of a prototype of the MEG LXe detectolat53 MeV.

observable resolutionrj
energy 1.2%

time 65 ps
conversion point ~4 mm
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8.1.1.1 Beyond MEG

Ten times larger surface muon rates than used by MEG can lievadhat PSI today already but the
background suppression would have to be improved by twasafenagnitude. Accidental background
N, scales with the detector resolutions as:

Nace X AE - At - (AE, - AO,, - Az,)? - A7L |

with =, the coordinate of the photon trajectory at the target Andhe target area. Here it is assumed
that the photon can be traced back to the target with an wiegrivhich is small compared té,. Since
the angular resolution is dictated by the positron multgaattering in the target this can be written:
d
Nace x AE, - At- (AE, - Az)? - =L
Ar
with dr the target thickness. When using a series ¢dirget foils each of them could have a thickness
of dr/n and the beam would still be stopped. Since the area wouldaserliken - A the background
could be reduced in proportion with'n?:

dT/n
n-AT’

Nace < AE, - At - (AE, - Az,)? -
so a geometry with ten targets, 1 mgfceach, would lead to the required background suppression.

812 p— 3e

As has been discussed above the sensitiviy ef ey searches is limited by background from accidental
coincidences between a positron and a photon originatindgpenindependent decays of two muons.
Similarly, searches for the decay — 3e suffer from accidental coincidences between positrons fro
normal muon decay ang"e~ pairs originating from photon conversions or scatteringaditrons off
atomic electrons (Bhabha scattering). For this reason thenrbeam should be continuous on the time
scale of the muon lifetime and longer. In addition to the ol constraints on relative timing and
total energy and momentum, which can be appliediin~ ey searches as well, there are powerful
constraints on vertex quality and location to suppress tlo@antal background. Since the final state
contains only charged particles the setup may consist ofgmeti spectrometer without the need for an
electromagnetic calorimeter with its limited performameceerms of energy and directional resolution,
rate capability, and event definition in general. On the olfa®d, of major concern are the high rates in
the tracking system of a — 3e setup which has to stand the load of the full muon decay spectr

8.1.2.1 The SINDRUM I experiment

The present experimental limi (1 — 3e) < 1 x 102 [687], was published way back in 1988. Since
no new proposals exist for this decay mode we shall analys@rbspects of an improved experiment
with this SINDRUM experiment as a point of reference. A dethidescription of the experiment may
be found in Ref. [938].

Data were taken during six months using a 25 Mesibsurface beam. The beam was brought
to rest with a rate o6 x 10° 4= s! in a hollow double-cone foam target (length 220 mm, diameter
58 mm, total mass 2.4 g). SINDRUM I is a solenoidal spectremeith a relatively low magnetic field
of 0.33 T corresponding to a transverse-momentum thresioldnd 18 MeV# for particles crossing
the tracking system. This system consisted of five cylimidWPCs concentric with the beam axis.
Three-dimensional space points were found by measuringhtagies induced on cathode strips oriented
+45° relative to the sense wires. Gating times were typically §0 The spectrometer acceptance for
1 — 3e was 24% of 4 sr (for a constant transition-matrix element) so the onfcelfor a significant
improvement in sensitivity would be the beam intensity.
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Fig. 8.3: Relative timing ofe™eTe¢™ events. The two positrons
are labelledow andhigh according to the invariant mass when
combined with the electron. One notices a contribution of co
related triples in the centre of the distribution. Thesengvare
mainly . — 3evw decays. The concentration of events along
the diagonal is due to low-invariant-mas$Se~ pairs in acci-
dental coincidence with a positron originating in the dechg
second muon. Thete™ pairs are predominantly due to Bhabha
scattering in the target.

+
Chigh

Figure 8.3 shows the time distribution of the recorded e triples. Apart from a prompt con-
tribution of correlated triples one notices a dominant dbation from accidental coincidences involving
low-invariant-mass e~ pairs. Most of these are explained by Bhabha scatteringsifrpas from nor-
mal muon decay: — evw. The accidental background thus scales with the target,rbasst is not
obvious how to reduce this mass significantly below the 1lcmgachieved in this search.

Figure 8.4 shows the vertex distribution of prompt eventsie Ghould keep in mind that most
of the uncorrelated triples contairt e~ pairs coming from the target and their vertex distributioifl w
thus follow the target contour as well. This 1-fold acciddrtackground is suppressed by the ratio of

Tvertex

Zyertex

Fig. 8.4: Spatial distribution of the vertex fitted to promptete~ triples. One clearly notices the double-cone
target.

the vertex resolution (couple of mnand the target area. There is no reason, other than the fobst o
detection system, not to choose a much larger target. Suciti@gase might also help to reduce the load
on the tracking detectors. Better vertex resolution woudhbfas well. At these low energies tracking
errors are dominated by multiple scattering in the firstdetelayer but it should be possible to gain by
bringing it closer to the target.

Finally, Fig. 8.5 shows the distribution of total momentuersus total energy for three classes of
events, (i) uncorrelatede™ e triples, (ii) correlatede™ e triples, and (iii) simulateds — 3e decays.
The distinction between uncorrelated and correlatedesipls been made on the basis of relative timing
and vertex as discussed above.
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Fig. 8.5: Total momentum versus total energy for three event classessbed in the text. The line shows the
kinematic limit (within resolution) defined b¥|pc| + |Spc| < m,c* for any muon decay. The enhancement in
the distribution of correlated triples below this limit is&lto the decay, — 3evp.

8.1.2.2 How to improve?

What would ai — 3e set-up look like that would aim at a single-event sensitigitound10~16, i.e.,
would make use of a beam rate arourid’ ,+/s? The SINDRUM | measurement was background-free
atthe level ofl0~'2 with a beam 0.6 x 10" 1 /s. Taking into account that background would have setin
at10~'3, the increased stop rate would raise the background levellio'°, so six orders of magnitude
in background reduction would have to be achieved. Inonggethie target size and improving the tracking
resolution should bring two orders of magnitude from théeserequirement alone. Since the dominant
sources of background are accidental coincidences betweatecay positrons (one of which undergoes
Bhabha scattering) the background rate scales with the mtmmeresolution squared. Assuming an
improvement by one order of magnitude, i.e., from thel0% FWHM obtained by SINDRUM I to
~ 1% for a new search, one would gain two orders of magnitude fioencbnstraint on total energy
alone. The remaining factor 100 would result from the testhencollinearity of theet and thee™e™
pair.

As mentioned in Ref. [938] a dramatic suppression of baakgglacould be achieved by requiring
a minimal opening angle (typically 3pfor bothe™ e~ combinations. Depending on the mechanism for
1 — 3e, such a cut might, however, lead to a strong losg i 3e sensitivity as well.

Whereas background levels may be under control, the quagtinains whether detector concepts
can be developed that work at the high beam rates proposeatgé modularity will be required to solve
problems of pattern recognition.

8.1.3 u — e conversion

When negatively charged muons stop in matter they quickiynfawuonic atoms which reach their
ground states in a time much shorter than the lifetime of tommaMuonic atoms decay mostly through
muon decay in orbit (MIO) = (A, Z) — e~ v,U.(A, Z) andnuclear muon capture (MC) = (A, Z) —

v, (A, Z—1)* which in lowest order may be interpreted as the incoheremtafielementary.~p — nuv,,
captures. The MIO rate decreases slightly for increasihgegaofZ (down to 85% of the free muon rate
in the case of muonic gold) due to the increasing muon bindimgrgy. The MC rate at the other hand
increases roughly proportional #*. The two processes have about equal rates arguadl 2.

When the hypotheticgli — e conversion leaves the nucleus in its ground state the mglaot
coherently, boosting the process relative to the incolignemrcesses with exited final states. The resulting
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Z dependence has been studied by several authors [939-9d2F K 40 all calculations predict a
conversion probability relative to the MC rate which follewhe linear rise witlZ expected naively. The
predictions may, however, deviate by factors 2-3 at highealues.

As a result of the two-body final state the electrons produned — e conversion are mono-
energetic and their energy is given by:

Eue =muc® — B,(Z) — R(A) , (8.1)

whereB,,(Z) is the atomic binding energy of the muon and R is the atomiocirenergy for a muonic
atom with atomic numbeZ and mass numbet. In first approximationB,,(Z) « Z? andR(A) oc A~1.

8.1.3.1 Background

Muon decay in orbit (MIO) constitutes an intrinsic backgndusource which can only be suppressed
with sufficient electron energy resolution. The processlpn@nantly results in electrons with energy
Enio below mﬂc2/2, the kinematic endpoint in free muon decay, with a steeglinéahigh-energy
component reaching up tb,.. In the endpoint region the MIO rate varies @s,. — Fyio)® and a
resolution ofl — 2 MeV (FWHM) is sufficient to keep MIO background under contr8ince the MIO
endpoint rises at lowef great care has to be taken to avoid Igweontaminations in and around the
target.

Another background source is due to radiative muon capRMQ) 11~ (A, Z) — v(A4,Z —1)*v,
after which the photon creates ane~ pair either internally (Dalitz pair) or through — e™e™ pair
production in the target. The RMC endpoint can be kept bellpwfor selected isotopes.

Most low-energy muon beams have large pion contaminati®isns may produce background
when stopping in the target through radiative pion capt®Q) which takes place with a probability
of O(1072). Most RPC photons have energies abayg. As in the case of RMC these photons may
produce background through— e*e™ pair production. There are various strategies to cope WRE R
background:

— One option is to keep the total numbersof stopping in the target during the live time of the
experiment belowt0—>. This can be achieved with the help of a moderator in the beghoiéing
the range difference between pions and muons of given mameat with a muon storage ring
exploiting the difference in lifetime.

— Another option is to exploit the fact that pion capture tkdace at a time scale far below a
nanosecond. The background can thus be suppressed witimacbeater in front of the experi-
mental target or by using a pulsed beam selecting only delayents.

Cosmic rays (electrons, muons, photons) are a copiouseaofirelectrons with energies around
~ 100 MeV. With the exception off — e™e~ pair production in the target these events can be recognized
by an incoming particle. In addition, passive shielding getb counters above the detection system help
to suppress this background.

8.1.3.2 SINDRUM II

The present best limits (see Table 8.1) have been measuttedh@iSINDRUM Il spectrometer at PSI.
Most recently a search was performed on a gold target [985hi$ experiment (see Fig. 8.6) the pion
suppression is based on the factor of two shorter range oms compared to muons at the selected
momentum of 52 MeV/c. A simulation using the measured rangfeiltlition shows that about one in
10% pions cross an 8 mm thick GHnoderator. Since these pions are relatively slow 99.9% eith
decay before reaching the gold target which is situated sémefurther downstream. As a result pion
stops in the target have been reduced to a negligible levieatVmains are radiative pion capture in the
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Fig. 8.6: Plan view of the SINDRUM Il experiment. TheMW 590 MeV proton beam hits thé0 mm carbon
production target (top left of the figure). Thde5 beam line transports secondary particlesu( ¢) emitted in
the backward direction to a degrader situated at the erdraha solenoid connected axially to the SINDRUM Il
spectrometer. Inset a) shows the momentum dispersion gto$igon of the first slit system. Inset b) shows a
cross section of the beam at the position of the beam focus.

degrader and— — e~ 7, decay in flight shortly before entering the degrader. Thaltiag electrons
may reach the target where they can scatter into the solilg @ogeptance of the spectrometéx{10)
events are expected with a flat energy distribution betw®ean8100 MeV. These events are peaked in
forward direction and show a time correlation with the cyda rf signal. To cope with this background
two event classes have been introduced based on the valpetaofangle and rf phase. Fig. 8.7 shows
the corresponding momentum distributions.

The spectra show no indication fpr— e conversion. The corresponding upper limit on

Bue =T(u Au— e Augs ) /Teapture(t”Au) < 7 x 10712 90% C.L. (8.2)

has been obtained with the help of a likelihood analysis @ittomentum distributions shown in Fig. 8.7
taking into account muon decay in orbj, — e conversion, a contribution taken from the observed
positron distribution describing processes with interiagdphotons such as radiative muon capture and
a flat component from pion decay in flight or cosmic ray backgcb

8 Class 2 events: prompt forward
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@ Fig. 8.7:

1 3 H . . . .

L {T Momentum distributions of electrons and positrons for

momentum (MeV/c)

two event classes described in the text. Measured dis-
tributions are compared with the results of simulations
of muon decay in orbit and — e conversion.
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8.1.3.3 New initiatives

Based on a scheme originally developed during the eightiethE Moscow Meson Factory [943)e-
conversion experiments are being considered both in the &i#8iAn Japan. The key elements are:

— A pulsed proton beam allows to remove pion background bgcsal events in a delayed time
window. Proton extinction factors beloiv—* are needed.

— A large acceptance capture solenoid surrounding the pinduption target leads to a major in-
crease in muon flux.

— A bent solenoid transporting the muons to the experimeatgét results in a significant increase
in momentum transmission compared to a conventional gpatiichannel. A bent solenoid not
only removes neutral particles and photons but also seysaedtctric charges.

Unfortunately, the MECO proposal at BNL [944] designed gltimese lines was stopped because
of the high costs. Presently the possibilities are stuaiguetform a MECO-type of experiment at Fermi-
lab (mu2e). There is good hope that a proton beam with theregtjaharacteristics can be produced with
minor modifications to the existing accelerator complexalihwill become available after the Tevatron
stops operation in 2009. A letter of intent is in preparation

Further improvements are being considered for an expetiateRPARC. To fully exploit the life-
time difference to suppress pion induced background tharagpn has to occur in the beam line rather
than after the muon has stopped since the lifetime of the mwdom may be significantly shorter than
the 2.2us of the free muon. For this purpose a muon storage ring PREB¥ge Rotated Intense Slow
Muon source, see Fig. 8.8) is being considered [945] whickemaise of large-acceptance fixed-field
alternating-gradient (FFAG) magnets. A portion of the PRIBFAG ring is presently under construc-
tion as r&d project. As the name suggests the ring is also tsedduce the momentum spread of
the beam (from=30 % to~3 %) which is achieved by accelerating late muons and dext&igrearly

(1) pion capture solenoid

(2) transport solenoid

(3) muon phase rotation

(4) electron detection

Fig. 8.8: Layout of PRISM/PRIME. The experimental target is situadéthe entrance of the 18®ent solenoid
that transports decay electrons to the detection systeenteRefor further explanations.
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Table 8.3: 1« — e conversion searches.

project Lab status E,[GeV] p,[MeVic] u~ stops[s'] S a

SINDRUM II PSI finished 0.6 521 107 2 x 10713
MECO BNL cancelled 8 4525 10t 2 x 10717
mu2e FNAL  under study 8 4525 0.6x10' 4 x 10717
PRISM/PRIME J-PARC LOI 40 683 1012 5x 10719

“single-event sensitivity: value d$,. corresponding to an expectation of one observed event

muons in RF electric fields. The scheme requires the consinuof a pulsed proton beam [946] a de-

cision about which has not been made yet. The low momentueadmwf the muons allows the use of a
relatively thin target which is an essential ingredienttiaggh resolution in the momentum measurement
with the PRIME detector [691].

Table 8.3 lists the,~ stop rates and single-event sensitivities for the variaogepts discussed
above.

8.2 Searches for lepton flavour violation in 7 decays

Highest sensitivities to date are achieved at/atactories and further improvements are to be expected.
At the LHC the modes with three charged leptons in the finaéstach as — 3 could be sufficiently
clean to reach even higher sensitivity. Studies have bedorpeed for LHCb [154] and CMS (see
below).

8.2.1 B-factories

Present generatioB-factories operating around th&(4S) resonance also serverafactories, because
the production cross sectiong; = 1.1nb ando.+,- = 0.9nb are quite similar at center-of-mass
energy near 10.58:eV. Babar and BELLE have thus been able to reach the highestigignso lepton
flavour violating tau decays.

Many theories beyond the Standard Model allow/fér— ¢+~ andr* — ¢*¢T¢* decays, where
(~ =e,u", atthe level ok~ O(10719 — 10~7). Examples are:

— SM with additional heavy right-handed Majorana neutrinosvith left-handed and right-handed
neutral isosinglets [947];

— mSUGRA models with right handed neutrinos introduced eageesaw mechanism [232, 948];
— supersymmetric models with Higgs exchange [168, 793] d18symmetry [159, 949];
— technicolour models with non-universdl &change [950].

Large neutrino mixing could induce large mixing between shipersymmetric partners of the
leptons. While some scenario’s predict higher ratesrfor— p*~ decays, others, for example with
inverted mass hierarchy for the sleptons [232], predichéigates for* — e~ decays.

Semi-leptonic neutrino-less decays involving pseuddascmesons liker®* — ¢+P° where
PY = 7% n,1 may be enhanced over — ¢(*/T/* decays in supersymmetric models, for example,
arising out of exchange of CP-odd pseudo-scalar neutragHimpson, which are further enhanced by
colour factors associated with these decays. The largdinogugf Higgs at thess vertex enhances final
states containing the meson, giving a prediction d8(7+ — u*n) : B(r* — p*uTp®) : B(rT —
pty) = 8.4 :1: 1.5 [796]. Some models with heavy Dirac neutrinos [191, 951} thiggs doublet
models, R-parity violating supersymmetric models, andoflaxchangingZ’ models with non-universal
couplings [952] allow for observable parameter space ofpigysics [953], while respecting the existing

experimental bounds at the level fO(10~7).
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8.2.1.1 Search Strategy

In the cleare™e™ annihilation environment, the decay products of two tawslpced are well separated
in space as illustrated in Fig. 8.9.

\
2222277777 1 [T RN —
|

Fig. 8.9: Transverse and longitudinal views of a simulated- i~y event in the Babar detector. The second tau
decays tevw.
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Fig. 8.10: mgc vs. AE for simulatedr — v events as re-  Fig. 8.11: Measured distribution ofngc

constructed in the Babar detector. The tails of distrimgiare vs. AF for = — pvy reconstructed by

due to initial state radiation and photon energy recontbnc ~ Babar [184]. The shaded region taken from

effects. Latter causes also the shiff ihE). Fig. 8.10 contains 68% of the hypothetical
signal events.

As shown in Fig. 8.10 neutrino-lessdecays have two characteristic features:

— the measured energy ofdaughters is close to half the center-of-mass energy,
— the total invariant mass of the daughters is centered drthenmass of the lepton.

While for £¢¢ modes the achieved mass resolution is excellent, the tesol{s) of the ¢~ final state
improves from~ 20 MeV to 9 MeV by assigning the point of closest approach of themitrajectory
to theete™ collision axis as the decay vertex and by using a kinematiwifit the v CM energy
constrained tq/s/2 [184]. The energy resolution is typically 45 MeV with a lorail tdue to radiation.
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The principal sources of background are radiative QED (demor Bhabha) and continuung)
events as well as* 7~ events with a mis-identified standard model decay mode. €Tisealso some
irreducible contribution fromr+ 7~ events with hard initial state radiation in which one of #fedecays
into a mode with the same charged patrticle as the signal. ¥emngle,r — pv decays accompanied
by a hardy is an irreducible background in the— 1y search.

The general strategy to search for the neutrino-less des&yslefine a signal region, typically of
size~ 20, in the energy-mass plane of thedaughters and to reduce the background expectation from
well-known CM processes inside the signal region by opfingia set of selection criteria:

— the missing momentum is consistent with the zero-massthgpis
the missing momentum points inside the acceptance of tieetde
the second tau is found with the correct invariant mass
minimal opening angle between two tau decay products
minimal value for the highest momentum of any reconstaittack
particle identification

The analyses are performed irbind fashion by excluding events in the region of the signal bo un
all optimisations and systematic studies of the selectiiter@ have been completed. The cut values
are optimized using control samples, data sidebands andeM@arlo extrapolation to the signal region
to yield the lowest expected upper limit under the no-sidngdothesis. The measuredgc vs. AFE
distribution for ther — uy search after applying the constraints listed above is showigure 8.11.

For ther® — ¢+ P? searches, the pseudo-scalar mesdty are reconstructed in the following
decay modesxt? — ~~ for 7+ — (*70, n — vy andn — 7tr 70 (7% — ~4) for 7+ — ¢*5, and
n — ata n(n — ) andy — pOy for 7 — ¢ty

8.2.1.2  Experimental results from Babar and BELLE

By the beginning of 2007 Babar and BELLE had recorded integrduminosities ofZ ~400 and
700 fb!, respectively, which corresponds to a total~ef10°7-decays. Analysis of these data sam-
ples is still ongoing and published results include onlyt pathe data analysed. No signal has yet been
observed in any of the probed channels and some limits andotinesponding integrated luminosities
are summarized in Table 8.4. Frequentist upper limits haenlralculated for the combination of the
two experiments [176] using the technique of Cousins andhldigd [958] following the implementation
of Barlow [959].

Table 8.4: Integrated luminosities and observed upper limits on tlaatining fractions at 90% C.L. for selected
LFV tau decays by Babar and BELLE.

Babar BELLE
Channel L Bur, Ref. L Bur, Ref.
(fo~1) (1078) (fb~1) (1078)
T = ety 232 11 [175] 535 12 [174]
= pFy 232 6.8 [184] 535 4.5 [174]
Y A as 92 11-33 [632] 535 2-4 [954]
7t - etrd 339 13 [636] 401 8.0 [955]
T — pFn0 339 11 [636] 401 12 [955]
= = ety 339 16 [636] 401 9.2 [955]
T+ = utn 339 15 [636] 401 6.5 [955]
= ety 339 24 [636] 401 16 [955]
Tt = uty 339 14 [636] 401 13 [955]
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8.2.1.3  Projection of limits to higher luminosities

B(r* — pty) and B(t* — p*uTut) have been lowered by five orders of magnitude over the past
twenty-five years. Further significant improvements in gty are expected during the next five years.
Depending upon the nature of backgrounds contributing twengsearch, two extreme scenarios can be
envisioned in extrapolating to higher luminosities:

— If the expected background is kept beld@(1) events, while maintaining the same efficiency
BY « 1/L if no signal events would be observed.q# — p*uFu* searches, for example, the
backgrounds are still quite low and the irreducible backgds are negligible even for projected
SuperB-factories.

— If there is background now already and no reduction coulaldbéved in the future measurements

B%(i o 1/vV/L.

The /L scaling is, however, unduly pessimistic since the analiyspsove steadily. Better understand-
ing of the nature of the backgrounds will lead to a more efffecteparation of signal and background.

Ther* — u*y searches suffer from significant background from heth,~ and~+7~ events
and to a lesser extend frogg production. While one can expect to reduce these backgsowiith
continued optimization with more luminosity at the presday B-factories, much of the background
from 77~ events is irreducible coming from — v decays accompanied by initial state radiation.
This source represents about 20% of the total backgrouriteiegarches performed by the Babar exper-
iment [184] and it is conceivable that an analysis can beldped that reduces all but this background
with minimal impact on the efficiency. One could also inclueksv selection criteria such as a cut on the
polar angle of the photon which could reduce the radiatisetiucible” background by 85% with a 40%
loss of signal efficiency. Table 8.5 summarizes the futursiseities for various LFV decay modes.

Table 8.5: Expected 90% CL upper limits on LFY decays with75 ab~* assuming no signal is found and
reducible backgrounds are small (O(1) events) and the irreducible backgrounds scale/ds

Decay mode Sensitivity
T — 7y 2 x 1077
T— ey 2x 1079

T — [ 2 x 10710
T — eee 2 x 10719
T — un 4 x 10710
T —en 7 x 10710

In order to further reduce the impact of irreducible backapas at a future Super B-factory ex-
periment, one can consider what is necessary to improve dss nesolution of the, e.g:,— ~ system.
Currently, this resolution is limited by the angular resolution. Therefore improvements might be ex-
pected if the granularity of the electromagnetic calorenés increased.

822 CMS

So far, onlyr — p transitions have been studied since muons are more easitifidd and the CMS

trigger thresholds for muons are generally lower than fectebns. The- — iy channel was studied in
the past [969] both for CMS and for ATLAS but found not to be qatitive with the prospects at the
B-factories. Ther — 3 channel looks more promising and will be discussed below.

8.2.2.1 7 production at the LHC

It is planned to operate the LHC in three different phasegerfd commissioning phase the LHC will
be ramped up to an initial luminosity @f = 1032 cm~2s~! followed by a low luminosity phaseZ(=
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2 x 1033 em~2s1). A high luminosity phase witl = 103* cm =2 s~ will start in 2010 and last for a
period of several years. The integrated luminosity per yethibe 10 — 30 fb~! and100 — 300 fb~* for
the low and high luminosity phases, respectively [970].

The rate ofr leptons produced was estimated with the helpofHIA 6.227 using the parton
distribution function CTEQ5L. The results are shown in Tals. During the low luminosity phase

Table 8.6: Number ofr leptons per year produced during the low-luminosity phdsbeLHC.

production channe] W — v, ~/Z — 717 BY — 71X B*f 717X By—71X D,—71X
N,/10 fb~! 1.7x10%5 3.2x107 4.0x 10" 38 x 101  79x 109 1.5x 102

assuming an integrated luminosity of orily fb—! per year about0'2 r leptons will be produced within
the CMS detector. The dominant production sources lefptons at the LHC are thB, and variousB
mesons. Thé&l and theZ production sources will provide considerably leskeptons per year, but at
higher energies which is an advantage for the efficient teteof their decay products (see below).

8.2.2.2 1 — 3u detection

A key feature of CMS is dT magnetic field, which ensures the measurement of chargegidipano-
menta with a resolution af, . /pt = 1.5% for 10 GeV muons [970] using a four-station muon system.
A silicon pixel detector and tracker allow to reconstruat@®lary vertices with a resolution of about
50 pm [971] and help to improve the muon reconstruction. FurtleeenCMS has an electromagnetic
calorimeter (ECAL) composed dtbWO, and a copper scintillator hadronic calorimeter (HCAL). As
a result of the high magnetic field and the amount of matehi bhas to be crossed only muons with
pt > 3 GeV/c are accepted. The reconstruction efficiency variesden~70% at5 GeV [972] and
~98% at 100 GeV/c [970Q].

The two levels of the CMS trigger system are called “level l1T)(and “high level” (HLT). The
triggers relevant for this analysis are the dedicated siagd di-muon triggers. For the low luminosity
phase it is planned to use ag thresholds for single muons 14 GeV/c at L1 and 19 GeV/c foHh&.
The thresholds for the di-muon trigger will be 3 GeV/c at LHanGeV/c for the HLT.

Most 7 — 3u events produced vidl’ and Z decays will be accepted by the present triggers.
Unfortunately, the lowpt of the muons from the decays ofs originating in D, or B decay result
in a very low trigger efficiency (Fig.8.12). Dedicated trgggalgorithms with improved efficiency are
presently being studied.

To improve the identification of lowr muons a new method is currently under development
combining the energy deposit in the ECAL, HCAL and the nundfeeconstructed muon track segments
in the muon systems. The invariant mass distribution of metactedr — 3u events is shown in
Fig.8.13. The resolution is about 24 Me¥/ which ensures a good capability to reduce background
events.

8.2.2.3 Background and expected sensitivity

The main sources of muons are decay®aind B mesons which are copiously produced at LHC ener-
gies. A previous study [973] suggested that these backdreuants can be suppressed by appropriate
selection criteria. The probability to misidentify an ev&om pile-up is small and cosmic rays can be re-
jected by timing. Due to the high momentum of the muons froradi’ andZ decays, the contribution

to the background is negligible [974].

One rare decay that can mimic the signalls — ¢uv, followed by a decayp — ppu. This
background can be reduced by an invariant mass cut aroungl riteess. Radiative® decay¢y — uuy
survives this cut since the photon usually remains undedecThese radiative decays and any other
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Fig. 8.12: pr distributions of the leading and next-to-leading Fig. 8.13: Invariant mass distribution from
muon from the decay — 3u at CMS. The indicated trigger the simulation ofr — 3 events.

thresholds for the low luminosity phase are clearly too Hayh

the efficient detection of these events.

heavy meson decays may be suppressed using secondarypreppexties and isolation criteria and by
exploring the three-muon angular distributions. Thesdistuare in progress.

Predictions of the achieveable sensitivity are availablan older CMS Note [973]. In case no
signal is observed the expected upper limit onthe: 3. branching ratio a95% CL for the W source
is7.0x 1078 (3.8 1078) for 10 fb~! (30 fb~!) of collected data. For th& source a limit 0f}.4 x 10~7
and for the B meson source a limit af.1 x 10~ was derived assuming an integrated luminosity of
30 fb~!. The D, source was not studied in this early paper.

Potentially including the muons from» and B meson decays may lead to significant improve-
ments of the sensitivity. Further studies are necessaryate@rirm predictions.

83 By, — etuT

The present limits BB — eu) < 1.7 x 1077 [976] determined by Belle and (BY — eu) <
6.1 x 1076 [977] from CDF are of interest since they place bounds on thsses of two Pati-Salam lep-
toquarks [351] (see below). Both measurements are almokglzund free so significant improvements
should be expected from these experiments. These decaysrhade similarities with thng — pe
decay for which an upper limit of.7 x 10~!? exists [978].

The prospects of a more sensitive search have been studidtefaHCb experiment [979]. Al-
though background levels are higher, this is more than cosgied by the improved single-event sen-
sitivity. The event selection closely follows that of thd — .+~ decay. The dominant backgrounds
come from (i) events in which two b hadrons decay into leptmrmabining to a fake vertex and (ii) from
two-body charmless hadronic decays when the two hadronsaidentified as leptons. Signal and
background are separated on the basis of particle idetitiicainvariant masso(mz)=50 MeV/&),
transverse momenta, proper distance and the isolatioredBfhcandidate from the other decay prod-
ucts. See Ref. [979] for details. Simulation shows that foirdegrated luminosity of 2fb! the total
background can be reduced 480 events with a selection efficiency of 1.4%. Assuming nmalg
would be found the 90% C.L. upper limits would b& x 10~8 and6.5 x 108 for B(BY — e* 1) and
B(B? — e T), respectively. These values correspond to 90% C.L. lowetd on the Leptoquark mass
and mixings of 9& F? . TeV and 65<F . TeV, WhereFffL’fx are factors taking into account generation

mixing within the model. Present limits are 50 TeV and 21 Tregpectively (see Fig. 8.14).
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Fig. 8.14: 90% C.L. limits on BBY — ep) (left panel) and BBY — eu) (right panel) and the corresponding
lower limits on the products of Pati-Salam leptoquark massraixing. Present results are compared with results
projected for LHCb for an integrated luminosity of 2fhin case no signal would be observed. Dashed regions
indicate the theoretical uncertainties in the relatiomteetn the variables.

8.4 In flight conversions

Lepton Flavour Violation could manifest itself in the corsien of high-energy muons into tau leptons
when scattering on nucleons in a fixed target configurati®][9Muons can be produced much more
copiously than tau leptons $s0— 7 conversions could be more sensitive than neutrinotess X de-
cays. When considering the effective lepton-flavour-viatafour-fermion couplings, tau decays mainly
involve light quarks, so heavy quark couplings are only éypsonstrained [981]. In SUSY models,
muon to tau conversion could be greatly enhanced by Higgsatiea at energies where heavy quarks
contribute [798].

Within the context of this workshop the experimental fegigjbof such experiment has been in-
vestigated. The cross section for mu to tau lepton conversiotarget has been estimated to be at most
550 ab [981] for 50 GeV muons, using an effective model independent interfioetaf the tau decay
LFV constraints [953] based on the 2000 data [982]. By r@sgahe upper limit on Br — pr™77) to
the current value [956, 957], one obtains an upper limit & 90L on the cross section df7 ab. This
value scales roughly linearly with the muon energy. In thetext of the MSSM, the experimental data
available in 2004 constrained the cross section in the réoge0.1 ab to1 ab for muon energies from
100 GeV t0300 GeV [799].

The following assumptions were made to assess the expdahieasibility:

— the goal is a sensitivity to the cross section correspanthnl/10 of the present limits from tau
decay, collecting at least thousand events per year,

— the active target consists of 330 planes@i m thick silicon, with either strip or pixel readout;

— the target has transverse dimensions corresponding teearotl m? and the beam is distributed
homogeneously over the target.

As a consequence,75 x 10 muons/yr are needed which, assuming a 10% duty cycle and an
effective data-taking year af)” s, corresponds t8.75 x 10" muons/s (peak) angl75 x 10'2 muons/s
(average).

Using the LEPTO 6.5.1 generator [983] deep inelastic muattesing off nucleons was studied.

191



The amount of power dissipated in the target is sustainalé,the interaction rate is 0.6 interactions
per 25 ns, which is comparable to LHC experiments. Radid¢ieels and occupancy in the silicon active
target appear to be tractable, provided pixel readout id.use

When requiring momentum transfer above 2 GeV and invariaagshof the hadronic final state
above 3 GeV an effective interaction cross section of 47 nbfaand. This value reduces to 15 nb when
applying the level 0 trigger requirement of at least 60 GeViadronic energy which results in a rate of
7.7 MHz. The amount of data that needs to be extracted frortrdloker for further event selection can
probably be handled at such rate.

Unfortunately it appears that the required muon flux is inpatible with the operation of calorime-
ters as triggering and detecting devices. Assuming an LEbelectro-magnetic calorimeter with a
2.6 cm thick lead absorber and an integration time of 25 n$,a@suming that electrons from muon de-
cay travel unscreened for 4 m before encountering the electignetic calorimeter, three high energy
electrons per 25 ns integration time reach the calorimptekenting any effective way of triggering on
electrons. Assuming an LHCb-like hadronic calorimeteudtired in towers consisting of 75 layers
including 13 x 13 cm? scintillating pads and 16 mm of iron each, each tower wilede25 TeV of equiv-
alent hadronic energy for each 25 ns of integration timelpestause of the muon flux energy loss. The
Poisson fluctuation of the number of muons will induce a flattun in the detected hadronic energy per
tower of about 200 GeV, preventing the use of the hadronricagter as a trigger fqu /N — 7.X.

In conclusion, the idea of using an intense but transvergaiyad muon flux to produce and detect
LFV muon conversions to tau leptons does not appear feasiltiés preliminary study, mainly because
it does not appear possible to operate calorimeters at these
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9 Experimental studies of electric and magnetic dipole moments
9.1 Electric dipole moments

We review here the current status and prospects of the smafoh fundamental EDMs, a flavour-
diagonal signal of CP violation. At the non-relativistiovéd, the EDMd determines a coupling of the
spin to an external electric fiel®{ ~ dE - S. Searches for intrinsic EDMs have a long history, stretch-
ing back to the prescient work of Purcell and Ramsey who used¢utron EDM as a test of parity in
nuclear physics. At the present time, there are two primastivations for anticipating a nonzero EDM
at or near current sensitivity levels. Firstly, a viable masm for baryogenesis requires a néw-odd
source, which if tied to the electroweak scale necessasly important implications for EDMs. The
second is tha’ P-odd phases appear quite generically in models of new physitoduced for other
reasons, e.g. in supersymmetric models. Indeed, it is dmlimited field content of the SM which
limits the appearance @f P-violation to the CKM phase anéycp. The lack of any observation of a
nonzero EDM has, on the flip-side, provided an impressivecgoaf constraints on new physics, and
there is now a lengthy body of literature on the constraimigdsed, for example, on the soft-breaking
sector of the MSSM. Generically, the EDMs ensure that K&#-odd phases in this sector are at most
of O(10~! — 10~2), a tuning that appears rather unwarranted giver@fie) value of the CKM phase.

The strongest current EDM constraints are shown for thraeacteristic classes of observables in
Table 9.1, and will be discussed in detail in the following.

Table 9.1: Current constraints within three representative clastE®Ms.

Class EDM Current Bound Ref.
Paramagnetic 2057 |d1| < 9 x 107%ecm [179]
Diamagnetic 199Hg |dig| < 2 x 107%8e cm [984]
Nucleon n |dn| < 3 x 107%ecm [985]

We summarize first the details of the EDM constraints, andrtieced bounds on a generic class
of C'P-odd operators normalized at 1 GeV, commenting on how thé¢ gemeration of experiments
will impact significantly on the level of sensitivity in alestors. We then turn to a brief discussion of
some of the constraints on new physics that ensue from thmsedb. More detailed discussions of
phenomenology of EDMs is given in the first half of this repggee e.g. Section 5.7).

9.1.1 C P-odd operators and electric dipole moments

We will briefly review the relevant formulae for the obserlaEDMSs in terms ofC P-odd operators
normalized at 1 GeV. Including the most significant flavoiagdnal C' P-odd operators (see e.g. [986])
up to dimension six, the corresponding effective Lagramggkes the form,

2 . .
e 9s 5 a Apva ? A ¢ Y
Ly = 39,2 0 GG — 3 Z di ¥i(Fo)vsi — 3 Z di ¥;9s(Go )51
i=e,u,d,s i=u,d,s
1 ~ c - .
_|_§w fachZVGV@bGﬁu, + Z Cij (7/12‘1/)2‘)(7703'@757703') + ... (9.1)
L,j=eq

The 6-term, as it has a dimensionless coefficient, is particulddngerous leading to the stroldgP
problem and in what follows we will invoke the axion mechamif©87] to remove this term.

The physical observables can be conveniently separatedhinte main categories, depending
on the physical mechanisms via which an EDM can be gener&Bdds of paramagnetic atoms and
molecules; EDMs of diamagnetic atoms; and the neutron ED. ifheritance pattern for these three
classes is represented schematically in Fig. 9.1 and, vitideexperimental constraints on the three

1Q°2



Energy Energy
A fundamental CP-odd phasgs A fundamental CP-odd phasgs
TeV —— TeV ——

‘\ q¢’ ~ qq N q¢’ ~ qq
;\/‘/ : Pl / : et
nuclear- ' i ~ nuclear \\ i ~
\ VL8N neutron EDM AN VL 8w neutron EDM
N R B
ANEERN ' \ EDMs of
AN . v |nuclei and ions
S ' .| (deuteron, etc]
\ \\ ! AN
ANy BN
EDMs of paramagneti A +
EDMs of 'EDMs of molecules, . EDMs of
atomic—|— | paramagnetic diamagnetic atomic—|— (YbF,PbO,HfF+) diamagnetic atom|
atoms (TI) atoms (Hg) atoms in traps (Rb,Cs) | (Hg,Xe, Ra, Rn)

Fig. 9.1: A schematic plot of the hierarchy of scales between the téptand hadronic CP-odd sources and
three generic classes of observable EDMs. The dashed lideste generically weaker dependencies in SUSY
models. The current situation is given on the left, while loa tight we show the dependencies of several classes
of next-generation experiments.

classes of EDMs differ by several orders of magnitude, itripartant that the actual sensitivity to the
operators in (9.1) turns out to be quite comparable in alksasrhis is due to various enhancements
or suppression factors which are relevant in each caseaphnassociated with various violations of
“Schiff shielding” — the non-relativistic statement that electric field applied to a neutral atom must
necessarily be screened and thus remove any sensitivitye taDM.

9.1.2 EDMs of paramagnetic atoms

For paramagnetic atoms, Schiff shielding is violated batieistic effects which can in fact be very large.
One has roughly [988, 989],
dpara(de) ~ 100° Z%d,, (9.2)

which for large atoms such as Thallium amounts to a huge eenaent of the field seen by the electron
EDM (see e.g. [988,990]), which counteracts the apparémihgr sensitivity of the TI EDM bound,
dr) = —585d, — 43 GeV x e C 8", (9.3)

We have also included here the most relevai-odd electron-nucleon interaction, namélyeiyse N N,
which in turn is related to the semileptonic 4-fermion operain (9.1).

9.1.3 EDMs of diamagnetic atoms

For diamagnetic atoms, Schiff shielding is instead vialdtg the finite size of the nucleus and differences
in the distribution of the charge and the EDM. However, thia rather subtle effect,

ddia ~ 10Z*(RN /Ra)?dy, (9.4)

and the suppression by the ratio of nuclear to atomic r&thi/ R 4, generally leads to a suppression of
the sensitivity to the nuclear EDM, parameterized to legdirder by the Schiff momertt, by a factor of
10% (see e.g. [988,990]). Thus, although the apparent seihsitivthe Hg EDM is orders of magnitude
stronger than for the TI EDM, both experiments currentlydhemmparable sensitivity to variodsP-odd
operators and thus play a very complementary role. Comgpithia atomicd, (.S), nuclearS(g-nn),
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and QCDgfrljz,N(ch), components of the calculation [986, 990], we have

dig = 7 x 1073 e (dy — dg) + 1072 d. + O(Cs, Cyy) (9.5)

where the overall uncertainty is rather large, a factor & 2lue to significant cancellations between
various contributions. A valuable feature @ is its sensitivity to the triplet combination of colour
EDM operatorsi,.

9.1.4 Neutron EDM

The neutron EDM measurement is of course not sensitive talibee atomic enhancement/suppression
factors and, using the results obtained using QCD sum rglenigues [986] (see also [991] for al-
ternative chiral approaches), wherein under Peccei-Qrefaxation of the axion the contribution of
sea-quarks is also suppressed at leading order:

dy = (144 0.6)(dg —0.25d,) + (1.1 £ 0.5)e(dy + 0.5d,,) + 20 MeV x e w + O(Cyy). (9.6)

Note that the proportionality td, (gq) ~ m,(qq) ~ f2m?2 removes any sensitivity to the poorly known
absolute value of the light quark masses.

9.1.5 Future developments

The experimental situation is currently very active, andmber of new EDM experiments, as detailed in
this report, promise to improve the level of sensitivity ihtlhree classes by one-two orders of magnitude
in the coming years. These include: new searches for EDM®lafipable paramagnetic molecules,
which aim to exploit additional polarization effects enbiaug the effective field seen by the unpaired
electron by a remarkable factor of up16°, and are therefore primarily sensitive to the electron EDM;
new searches for the EDM of the neutron in cryogenic systemd;also proposed searches for EDMs
of charged nuclei and ions using storage rings. This lattehrique clearly aims to avoid the effect of
Schiff shielding and enhance sensitivity to the nuclear E&nd its hadronic constituents. A schematic
summary of how a number of these new experiments will be Bens$d the set o’ P-odd operators is
exhibited in Fig. 9.1.

9.1.6 Constraints on new physics

Taking the existing bounds, and the formulae above, we itted following set of constraints on the
C P-odd sources at 1 GeV (assuming an axion removes the dependeé),

de + (26 MeV)? (3% + 7 Ces + 5Ceb> ‘ <16 x10"%"ecm from dpy, (9.7)
mq mg my
‘(d~d — a~lu) + (’)(d~5, de,Cyq, Cge)| < 2 % 1072 ¢ cm  from drg, (9.8)
(e(cid 4 0.56d,) + 1.3(dg — 0.25d,) + O(dy, w, qu)‘ <2%x 100 cem from dy, (9.9)

where the additionad(- - - ) dependencies are known less precisely, but may not alwagsléeading
in particular models. The precision of these results vdres 10-15% for the Tl bound, to around 50%
for the neutron bound, and to a factor of a few for Hg. It is rekable to note that, accounting for the
naive mass-dependendg « my, all these constraints are of essentially the same orderaghitude
and thus highly complementary. Constraints obtained inhtidronic sector using other calculational
techniques differ somewhat but generally give results isterst with these within the quoted precision.

The application of these constraints to models of new plyisas many facets and is discussed
in several specific cases elsewhere in this report. We wiiit [our attention here to just a few simple
examples relevant to the motivations noted above.
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Fig. 9.2: Constraints on the CMSSM phasgs and¢,, from a combination of the three most sensitive EDM
constraintsd,,, dr anddy,, for Msysy = 500 GeV, andtan 8 = 3 (from [986]). The region allowed by EDM
constraints is at the intersection of all three bands aréune 6,, = 0.

9.1.7 The SUSY C P-problem

It is now rather well-known that a generic spectrum of softSYtbhreaking parameters in the MSSM
will generate EDMs via 1-loop diagrams [839] that violate #xisting bounds by one-to-two orders
of magnitude leading to the SUSY P problem. The situation is summarized rather schematically
Fig. 9.2.

In many respects the situation is better described by theuatraf fine tuning of the MSSM
spectrum that is required to avoid these leading-orderritotions, and by how much the ability to
avoid the EDM constraints is limited by secondary constsairom numerous, and more robust, 2-
loop contributions [1068] and four-fermion sources [99R)deed, if we consider two extreme cases:
(i) the 2HDM, where all SUSY fermions and sfermions are vesg\y; and (ii) split SUSY, where all
SUSY scalars are very heavy, one finds that while 1-loop EDidsappressed, 2-loop contributions are
already very close to the current bounds [844,845,992]s hbdes well for the ability of next-generation
experiments to provide a comprehensive test of large SU&¥qshat the electroweak scale, regardless
of the detailed form of the SUSY spectrum.

9.1.8 Constraints on new SUSY thresholds

If SUSY is indeed discovered at the LHC, but with no sign ofg#win the soft-sector, one may instead
consider the ability of EDMs to detect new supersymmeftfie-odd thresholds. At dimension-five there

are severaR-parity—conserving operators, besides those well-knavamgples associated with neutrino

masses and baryon and lepton number violation [993]. Vgrttie relevant dimension-five superpotential
as [994]

Y
(U:Q))(Dr Q1) + (Uit Q) (Dat Q).
” (9.10)
one finds that order-on€ P-odd coefficients with a generic flavor structure, partidyléor the semi-
leptonic operators, are probed by the sensitivitylgfanddy, at the remarkable level of ~ 10% GeV

[994]. This is comparable to, or better than, the correspmngensitivity of lepton-flavor violating
observables.

qq
ijkl
Aqq

qe
AW =gl HyH, -9

— A, Aqe (Uin)EkLl +

9.1.9 Constraints on minimal electroweak baryogenesis

As noted above, one of the primary motivations for anti¢cigahonzero EDMs at or near the current level
of sensitivity is through the need for a viable mechanismasf/bgenesis. This is clear in essentially all
baryogenesis mechanisms that are tied to the electrowabik #s a simple illustration, one can consider
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aminimal extension of the SM Higgs sector [995-997],

Uooia 2o c zg t eyt 2 ot ¢yt
Laime = 35 (HH) + - (HUH)USHQ;s + 5 (HUH)DEHIQ, + - (HV ) ESHI L. (9.11)

2 2
CP Cp Cp

The first term is required to induce a sufficiently strong fosler electroweak phase transition, while the
remaining operators provide the additional source (orcas)rofC P-violation, where we have assumed
consistency with the principle of minimal flavour violatiorModified Higgs couplings of this kind,
including C P-violating effects, are currently the subject of significeesearch within collider physics,
relevant to the LHC in particular [578], making EDM probeswidels of this kind quite complementary.

As discussed in [997], such a scenario can reproduce thé&eddaryon-to-entropy ratioy, =
8.9 x 10~ !, while remaining consistent with the EDM bounds, providee thresholds and the Higgs
mass are quite low, e.gl00 GeV < A, Acp < 800 GeV. The EDMs in this case are generated at
the 2-loop level, and it is clear that an improvement in EDMss#vity by an order of magnitude would
provide a conclusive test of minimal mechanisms of this form

9.2 Neutron EDM

The neutron electric dipole moment is sensitive to many csiof CP violation. Most famously, it
constrains QCD (the “strong CP problem”), but it also puggtticonstraints on Supersymmetry and
other physics models beyond the Standard Model. The Stamdadel prediction of~ 10732 ecmis a
factor of 10 below existing limits, so any convincing signal within cemt or foreseen sensitivity ranges
will be a clear indication of physics beyond the SM.

All current nEDM experiments use NMR techniques to searcklfectric-field induced changes in
the Larmor precession frequency of bottled ultracold rengr Recent results from a room-temperature
apparatus at ILL yielded a new limit dfl,,| < 2.9 x 10726 ecm (90% CL) which rules out many
“natural” varieties of SUSY. Several new experiments hapeiprove on this limit: two of these involve
new cryogenic techniques that promise an eventual inclieasensitivity by two orders of magnitude.
First results, at the level of 10727 e cm, are to be expected within about four years.

92.1 ILL

A measurement of the neutron EDM was carried out at the ILlwbeh 1996 and 2002, by a collabo-
ration from the University of Sussex, the Rutherford Apptetaboratory, and the ILL itself. The final

published result provided a limit dfl,,| < 2.9 x 10726 ecm (90% CL) [998]. This represents a factor
of two improvement beyond the intermediate result [999] almaost a factor of four beyond the results
existing prior to this experiment [1000, 1001]. The colledimn, which has now expanded to include
Oxford University and the University of Kure, has designad developed “CryoEDM”, a cryogenic ver-

sion of the experiment that is expected to achieve two ordensagnitude improvement in sensitivity.

Construction and initial testing are underway at the timedfing.

Experimental technique

The room-temperature measurement was carried out usireglsitiracold neutrons (i.e. having energies
< 200 neV) from the ILL reactor. The Ramsey technique of sepdrascillatory fields was used to
determine the Larmor precession frequency of the neutrathsnwi and E fields. The signature of an
EDM is a frequency shift proportional to any change in theliappelectric field.

The innovative feature of this experiment was the use of algibhg atomic-mercury magnetome-
ter [1002]. Spin-polarized Hg atoms shared the same volwrtheaneutrons, and the measurement of
their precession frequency provided a continuous higblnéisn monitoring of the magnetic field drift:
prior to this, such drift entirely dominated the tirﬂﬁfield induced frequency changes that were sought.

Systematics
Analysis of the data revealed a new source of systematic, &hich, as the problem of B-field drift had
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been virtually eliminated, became potentially the domiremor. Its origins lay in a geometric-phase
(GP) effect [1003] - an unfortunate collusion between anwlsapplied axialB-field gradient and the
component of induced in the particle’s rest frame by the Lorentz transfmion of the electric field.
This GP effect induced a frequency shift proportionaFtpand hence a false EDM signal. In fact, the
Hg magnetometer itself was some 50 times more susceptilthésteffect than were the neutrons, so the
introduction of the magnetometer brought the GP systematicit.

This effect was overcome by careful measurement of the oreuwit-Hg frequency ratios for both
polarities of magnetic field, in order to determine the painminally corresponding to zero applied
axial B-field gradient, as well as by a series of auxiliary sm@aments to pin down small corrections due
to local dipole [1004] and quadrupole fields (as well as that&arotation). The final result therefore
remained statistically limited.

The experiment is now complete and, as will be discussedwbéhe equipment will be used for
further studies by another collaboration based largelii@®SI.

Still another collaboration, led by the PNPI in Russia, isdaleping a new room-temperature
nEDM apparatus, which they plan to run at ILL. It is also inted to reach a sensitivity ef 10727 e cm,
to be achieved in part by the use of multiple back-to-backsueament chambers with opposing electric
fields to cancel some systematic errors.

Cryogenic experiments overview

It has been known for several decades [1005] that/818eutrons incident on superfluitHe at 0.5
K will down-scatter, transferring their energy and momentto the helium and becoming ultracold
neutrons (UCN) in the process. This so-called super-thieti@N source provides a much higher flux
than is available simply from the low-energy tail of the Maidistribution. In addition, the immersion
of the apparatus in a bath of liquid helium should allow foe fhrovision of stronger electric fields
than could be sustainei vacuo. The other two variables that contribute to the figure of nieni
this experiment, namely the polarization and the NMR cahezdime, should also be improved: the
incident cold neutron beam can be very highly polarized, taedoolarization remains intact during the
down-scattering process; and the improved uniformity ofjnedic field attainable with superconducting
shields and coil will reduce depolarization during storagkile losses from up-scattering will be much
reduced due to the cryogenic temperatures of the walls afebieron storage vessels.

ILL CryoEDM experiment status

The majority of the apparatus for the cryoEDM experiment baen installed at ILL, and testing is
underway. UCN production via this superthermal mechaniss lbeen demonstrated [1006], and the
solid-state UCN detectors developed by the collaboratawelalso been shown to work well [1007]. At
the time of writing, there are still some hardware probleoisd resolved, in particular with components
in and around the Ramsey measurement chamber. A highiprecsan of the magnetic field was
carried out in 2007, and measurements were made of the nqugtarization. An initial HV system will
be installed in spring 2008. By the end of 2008, the systempee&ed to have a statistical sensitivity of
~ 10727 ecm.

Future plans
In order to achieve optimum sensitivity, a number of improeats will need to be made:

- The superconducting magnetic shielding requires adtitiprotective “end caps” to shield fully
the ends of the superconducting solenoid.

- The current measurement chamber only has two cells: omeH¥itapplied, and one at ground as
a control. Itis planned to upgrade to a four-cell chambeth Wie HV applied to the central elec-
trode, in order to be able to carry out simultaneous measmenwith electric fields in opposite
directions. As well as canceling several potential systenaarors, this will reduce the statistical
uncertainty by doubling the number of neutrons counted.
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- The ILL is preparing a new beam line with six times the cutlseavailable intensity of 8.R
neutrons, and wishes to transfer the experiment to that bgenin 2009. Funding for these
improvements is expected to be contingent on successfoirrgof the existing apparatus.

A sensitivity of~ 2 x 10728 e cm should be achievable within two to three years of runnirt@new
beam line.

9.2.2 PSI

The present best limit for the neutron electric dipole monEBDM), |d,,| < 2.9 x 10726 e cm [998], was
obtained by the Sussex/Rutherford/ILL collaboration frm@asurements at the ILL source for ultracold
neutrons [1008], as discussed in the previous section. Aperienent is at this point statistically limited
and also facing systematic challenges not far away [998,1(@MM4]. In order to make further progress,
both, statistical sensitivity and control of systematlwye to be improved. Gaining in statistics requires
new sources for ultracold neutrons (UCN). These can berated into the experiment as for the new
cryogenic EDM searches (see [1009]), delivering UCN in sflid helium, or a multipurpose UCN
source, delivering UCN in vacuum. This high intensity UCNis® is presently under construction at
the Paul Scherrer Institut in Villigen, Switzerland [101@]is expected to become operational towards
the end of 2008 and to deliver UCN densities of more than 160G ¢o typical experiments, i.e. almost
two orders of magnitude more than presently available.

The in-vacuum technique will be pushed to its limits, deing first results in about 4 years. The
following steps are planned by a sizeable internationdéboration [1011]:

- While the new UCN source is under construction the collatbon operates and improves the ap-
paratus of the former Sussex/RAL/ILL collaboration at ILIreBoble. In order to better control
the systematic issues, the magnetic field and its gradiditiseamonitored and stabilized using an
array of laser optically pumped Cs-magnetometers [1L01IB31LAN order of magnitude improve-
ment compared to todays field fluctuations over the typicadasueement times of 100-1000 s is
certainly feasible. It is also necessary to improve theiseitg of the Hg co-magnetometer [1014].
Other improvements of the system are with regard to UCN zalion and detection as well as
upgrading the data acquisition system. The hardware sféwg accompanied by a full simulation
of the system.

- It is planned to move the apparatus from ILL to PSI towardsehd of 2008 in order to be ready
for data taking for about two years, 2009 and 2010. In additimthe improvements of phase
I, an external magnetic field stabilization system and a twatpre stabilization are envisaged.
Furthermore, work on developing a second co-magnetomsteg @ hyper-polarized noble gas
species is ongoing and might further improve the systematimtrol. In case of a successful
development, also the replacement of the Hg system togefitieen increase of the electric field
strength may become possible. In any case, a factor of 5 gaarisitivity is expected from the
higher UCN intensity, corresponding to a limit of abdut- 6 x 102" ecm in case the EDM is
not found. In parallel to the described activities, the gesf a new experimental apparatus will
start in 2007. After a major design effort in 2008, set-uphaf hew apparatus will start in 2009.

- The new experiment will be an optimized version of the ra@mperature in-vacuum approach.
Another order of magnitude gain in sensitivity will be olokad by a considerable increase of the
statistics due to a larger experimental voluma,/(5), a better adaption to the UCN source(2),
longer running time  v/3) and by an improvement of the electric field strengtl2), Completion
of the new experimental apparatus is anticipated for endo@b2and data taking planned for
2011-2014.

The features of the experiment include
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- continued use of the successful Ramsey-technique with WCkacuum and the apparatus at
room-temperature,

- increased sensitivity due to much larger UCN statistidb@iew PSI source, larger experimental
volume, better polarization product and possibly largectic field strength,

- application of a double neutron chamber system,

- improved magnetic field control and stabilization with tplé laser optically pumped Cs-mag-
netometers, and

- an improved co-magnetometry system.

As another very strong source for UCN is currently under taction at the FRMII in Munich,
in the long run and for the optimum conditions for the expeiry the collaboration will have the oppor-
tunity to choose between PSI and FRMII.

9.2.3 SNS

A sizeable US collaboration [1015] is planning to developgyogenic experiment, following an early
concept by Golub and Lamoreaux [1016]. It will be based atSN& 1.4 MW spallation source at Oak
Ridge. A fundamental neutron physics beam line is undertogctgon, which will include a double
monochromator to select 88neutrons for UCN production in liquid helium.

In this experiment, spin-polarizetHe will be used both as a magnetometer and as a neutron de-
tector. The precession of thele can, in principle, be detected with SQUID magnetometdesanwhile,
the cross section for the absorption reactioniHe — p + 3H + 764 keV is negligible for a total spin
J =1, but very large £ 5 Mb) for J = 0. In consequence, a scintillation signal from this reaction
will be detected with a beat frequency corresponding to tfierdnce between the Larmor precession
frequencies of the neutrons and tiée.

An application for funding to construct this experiment isrently under review. Extensive tests
are underway to study, for example, the electric fieldsraatale in liquid helium, théHe spin relaxation
time and the diffusion ofHe in*He. If construction goes according to plan, commissioniriltbe in
approximately 2013, with results following probably fourfive years later. The ultimate sensitivity will
be below 162 e cm.

9.3 The deuteron EDM

A new concept of investigating the EDM of bare nuclei in magngtorage rings has been developed by
the storage ring EDM collaboration (SREC) over the pastre¢years. The latest version of the methods
analyzed turns out to be very sensitive for light (bare) eughd promises the best EDM experiment for
focp, quark and quark-color EDMs.

The search for hadronic EDMs has been dominated by the skarameutron EDM and nuclear
Schiff moments in heavy diamagnetic atoms, suci'ddg. The latter depend on nuclear theory to relate
the measured Schiff moment to the underlying CP violatitigraction.

The sensitive ‘traditional’ EDM experiments are, so farparformed on electrically neutral sys-
tems, such as the neutron, atoms, or molecules. A strontgielgeld is imposed, together with a weak
magnetic field, and using NMR techniques, a change of the daprecession frequency is looked for.
The application of strong electric fields precludes a shifigward use of this technique on charged
particles. These particles would accelerate out of thepsétaving little time to make an accurate mea-
surement.

Attempt to search for an EDM on simple nuclear systems, sadheproton or deuteron, when
part of an atom, are severely hindered by shielding. Thisatled Schiff-screening precludes an external
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electric field to penetrate to the nucleus. Due to rearraegemf the atomic electrons, the net effect of
the electric field on the nucleus is essentially zero. Knowaptholes include relativistic effects, non-

electric components in the binding of the electrons, andxéeneed size of the nucleus. None of these
loopholes are sufficiently strong to allow a sensitive measent on a light atom. For hydrogen atoms,
the atomic EDM resulting from a nuclear EDM is down by someesearders of magnitude.

Nevertheless, light nuclei, and the deuteron in particudae attractive to search for hadronic
EDMs because of their relatively simple structure. Morepaenovel experimental technique, using the
motional electric field experienced by a relativistic padiwhen traversing a magnetic field, make it
possible to directly search for EDM on charged systems, aadhe (bare) deuteron.

9.3.1 Theoretical considerations

The deuteron is the simplest nucleus. It consists of a weaddyd proton and neutron in a predominantly
3S, state, with a small admixture of the D-state. From a thecabtpoint of view, the deuteron is
especially attractive, because it is the simplest systewhich the P-odd, T-odd nucleon-nucleon (NN)
interaction contributes to an EDM. Moreover, the deutermoperties are well understood, so reliable
and precise calculations are possible.

In [1048], a framework is presented that could serve as #reggroint for the microscopic calcu-
lation of complex systems. The most general form of the adigon, based only on symmetry consid-
erations, contains ten P- and T-odd meson-nucleon couptingtants for the lightest pseudo-scalar and
vector mesonsa(, p, n andw).

This P-odd, T-odd interaction inducesPawave admixture to the deuteron wave function. It is
this admixture that leads to an EDM. Since the proton androeuhat make up the deuteron may also
have an EDM, a disentanglement of one- and two-body cortiiits,

dp ~ d%) +d (9.12)

to the EDM is necessary to uncover the underlying structtitbeoP-odd T-odd physics.

The two-body component is predominantly due to the poltidneeffect, and shows little model
dependence for all leading high-quality potentials. Aiddial contributions arrive from meson exchange.

The one body contribution is simply the sum of the proton aadtton EDMs. The nucleon
EDM has a wide variety of sources, as already discussed éondltron. There exists no good model
to describe the non-perturbative dynamics of bound quatksommonly used method is to evaluate
hadronic loop diagrams, containing mesonic and baryonijreds of freedom. Within the framework
presented in [1048], the EDMs for the proton, neutron andeten are found (reproducing only the pion
dependence),

dy = —0.0552 10037 40145 +-..
dy = +0.14g" —0.14g% 4. (9.13)
dp = +0.09g" +0.23g" .

These dependences clearly show the complementarity af these particles.

The magnitudes of the coupling constants can be calculatedefveral viable sources of CP-
violation. In the Standard Model, there is room for CP-viiola via the so-called parameter. In the
case of the nucleons, one has the relation

dp ~ —d, ~ 3 x 1071%9 ecm, (9.14)
which yields the severe constrathic 1 x 10719, For the deuteron, one finds

dp ~ —1071%9 ecm. (9.15)
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At the level ofdp ~ 1072 ecm, one probed at the level ofl0~'3. Sinced contributes differently to
the neutron and the deuteron, it is clear that both expetsreme complementary. Indeed. the prediction

dp/dy = —1/3 (9.16)

provides a beautiful check as to wheties the source of the observed EDMs, should both be measured.
In fact, measurement of the EDMs of the proton, deuteron*atedwould allow to verify if they satisfy
the relation

dp :dy:dspye~1:3:-3 (9.17)

Here, it was assumed th#3ile has properties very similar to the neutron, which providest of the
spin.

Generic supersymmetric models contain a plethora of neticfes, which may be discovered at
LHC, and new CP-violating phases. Following the work by Ladbeer al. [1049] and the review by
Pospelov and Ritz [728], we find that SUSY loops give rise wirary quark EDMs/,, as well as
quark-color EDMs,ch. For the neutron and deuteron one finds (with the color EDM g@iaided in
isoscalar and isovector parts)

d, ~ 1.4(dg—0.25d,) +0.83¢ (cid + &u) +0.27e (&d - ciu)

o AN (9.18)

dp ~  (dg+dy) —0.2¢ (dd + du) + 6e (dd - du> ,

and similar relations foe.g. the mercury EDM. The isovector part is limited fi@:(dy; — d,,)| < 2 x
10726 ccm by the present limit on th&?Hg atom. The experimental bound on the neutron suggests
that|e(dq + d,,)| < 4 x 10726 e cm, assuming the isoscalar contribution to be dominant. Alsibiis
case, the deuteron and neutron show complementarity. $hisparticular in their sensitivity to the
isovector contribution, which is 20 times larger for the @ean.

The large sensitivity to new physics (see. [1049]) and the relative simplicity of calculating the
nuclear wavefunction, make it clear that small nuclei halebg discovery potential and should therefore
be vigorously pursued.

9.3.2 Experimental approach

All sensitive EDM searches are performed on neutral systerhigh are (essentially) at rest. The only
exception is the proposed use of molecular ions (H&éad ThF) [1050], but also for this experiment,
the motion of the molecules is not crucial.

In the recent past, several novel techniques have beengedpo use the motional electric field
sensed by a particle moving through a magnetic field at vestit velocities. The evolution of the spin
orientation for a spin-1/2 particle in an electromagnee'tdf(ﬁ, E) is described by the so-called Thomas
or BMT equation [1051]. The spin precession ve&relative to the momentum of the particle, is given
by [1052]

ﬁ:£[§+<a—

m

) x Bl (BeGxB- 2050 B)] @9

with /i = 2(1 4 a) (¢/m) S andd = 1/2 (e/m) S. It was assumed that - B = 0. The first two terms
between brackets will be referred towag whereas the last one will be referred ta.gs

For fast particles, the electric field in the rest frame of plagticle is dominated bﬁ x B. For
commonplace storage rings, this field can exceed the sizstatia electric field made in the laboratory
by more than an order of magnitude, thus giving the storaggmethod a distinct advantage.

In a homogeneous magnetic field, B andd, 5 x B are orthogonal, leading to a small
tilt in the precession plane and an second order increase iprecession frequency. Although this was
used to set a limit on the muon EDM [181, 1053], it does nowvallor a sensitive search.
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The application of a radially oriented electric field} to slow downw, and thus to increase the
tilt, was proposed in [1054]. For a field strength

_af
S Grap’

the spin of an originally longitudinally polarized beam r@ms aligned with the momentum at all times.
In this cases - £ = 0, and thus

E, (9.20)

*:%g(mﬁxé) (9.21)

The EDM thus manifests itself as a precession of the spinnardlne motional electric fields* =

v [E + 3 x E], i.e. as a growing vertical polarization component parallel&o This approach can

be used for all particles with a small magnetic anomaly, st the necessary electric field strength
remains feasible. Concept experiments, employing thisnigce, have been worked out for the muon
[1055-1057] and the deuteron [1058]. Other candidate ghestihave been identified as well (seg
[1059)).

A third, most sensitive approach is reminiscent of the mtgmesonance technique introduced
by Rabi [1060]. The spin is allowed to precess under the inflaeof a dipole magnetic field. In the
original application, an oscillating magnetic field orietitperpendicular to the driving field is applied.
By scanning the oscillation frequency, a resonance willdseoved when the frequency of the oscillating
field matches the spin precession frequency.

In this application, the oscillating magnetic field are esjgld by an oscillating electric field [1061].
When at resonance, the electric field coherently interadts tive electric dipole moment. As a conse-
guence, the polarization component along the magneticdiddlates in the case of a sizeable EDM. In
practice, only the onset of the first oscillation cycle wid tisible in the form of a slow growth of the
vertical polarization, proportional to the EDM.

The oscillating electric field is obtained by modulating Weéocity of the deuterons circulating in
a magnetic field, setting up a so-called synchrotron osicilia For a time dependent velocity(t) =
Bo + 05(t) generated by an oscillating longitudinal electric fi¢lg(¢) and a constant magnetic field
B, the spin evolution follows from

Q

6 — — - — — — —

— {{aB + gﬂo X B} + g {55@) x B — ERF(t)H = G + 0Q(t) (9.22)
The first term vyields spin precession abad, without affecting the polarization parallel to it. For
5B(t) = dBcos(wt + 1), and BSB > 3%y/(y + 1) Egrp, the parallel polarization component is given
by

dPy /dt ~ % P86 B cos (Awt + Ad), (9.23)

with Aw = Qp —w andA¢ = ¢ — 1. The beam is assumed to have a longitudinal polarizatipat
injection time. ForAw = 0 the vertical polarization will grow continuously at a rat@portional to the
EDM. Maximum sensitivity is obtained fa\¢ = 0 or =, whereas forA¢ = 7/2 or 37 /2 there is no
sensitivity to the EDM. The latter will prove useful in coolling systematic errors. At the same time,
the radial polarization component is given by

P ~ Pysin(Qot + ¢). (9.24)

This polarization component can be incorporated in a feddbgcle, to phase-lock the velocity modu-
lation to the spin precessione. to guarantee\w = 0 and A¢ constant. In addition, observation Qf
allows to measure or stabilize the magnetic field.

From Eq. (9.23) and (9.24), the main design criteria ardyedsrived, several of which are com-
mon to all other EDM experiments. They include

10



high initial polarizationFy;

large field strengtte®// « (63 B);

close control over the resonance conditidns and phase\¢;
long spin coherence tim@, (¢);

long synchrotron coherence timg(t);

sensitive method for independent observatio#pénd P, .

The parameters of the current concept deuteron EDM ring @septed in Tab. 9.2. Coherent

Table 9.2: Parameters of the concept deuteron EDM storage ring.

Parameter symbol design value
Deuteron momentum PD 1500 MeVe
Magnetic field strength B 2 T
Bending radius P 25 m
Length of each straight section l 5 m
Orbit length L 26 m
Momentum compaction ap 1
Cyclotron period te 137 ns
Spin precession period ts 660 ns
Spin coherence time Ts 1000 s
Motional electric field E* [~ 375 MV/m
Synchrotron amplitude 53/ 1 %
Synchrotron harmonic h 40
Particles per fill N 10'2
Initial polarization P, 0.9
EDM precession rate @ = 10726 ecm wy 1 prad/s

synchrotron oscillation can be obtained by a set of two RHKieay one operating at a harmonic of the
revolution frequency to bring the beam close to the spiregyotron resonance, and a second operating
at the resonance frequency to create a forced oscillation.

The statistical reach of the experiment is determined bytimeber of particles used to determine
the polarization, as well as the analyzing power of the polater. The most efficient way to probe the
deuteron polarization at the energy considered is by nuslkegttering. To obtain high efficiency, con-
ventional techniques, in which a target is inserted intoob@m are unsuitable. Instead, slow extraction
of the beam onto a thick analyzer target is necessary. Sltnaation could be realized by exciting a
weak beam resonance, or alternatively, by Coulomb soadteyif a thin gas jet. The thickness of the
analyzer target is optimized to yield maximum efficiencyjehihmay reach the percent level.

The EDM will create a left-right asymmetry in the scatterexitigle rate, whose initial rate of
growth is proportional to the EDM. False signals frang,, oscillating radial magnetic fields in the ring
will be mitigated by varying the lattice parameters. Thidl whange the systematic error amplitude,
while leaving the EDM signal unchanged. Various featurethefring design and bunches with opposite
EDM signals will be used to reduce the impact of other systenedffects.

The expected very high observability of most of the field inf@etions in the experiment comes
from the combination of gross amplification of the origina&rtpirbations in the control bunches, and
observation and correction of the amplified parasitic ghogitthe vertical polarization component. This
growth is many orders of magnitude more sensitive to ringarfgetions than any other beam parameter.
Preliminary studies shows no unmanageable sources ofnsgsteerrors at the level of the expected
statistical uncertainty of0=2° ecm.
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There is currently great interest in EDM experiments beeadisheir potential to find new physics
complementary to and even reaching beyond that which caonwwelfat future accelerators (LHC and
beyond). The new approach described here would be the msstige experiment for the measurement
of several possible sources of EDMs in nucleons and nucteihi® foreseeable future, if systematic
uncertainties can be controlled.

9.4 EDM of deformed nuclei: 225Ra

In the nuclear sector, the strongest EDM limits have beemgeell measurements which restrict the
EDM of '"Hg to < 2.1 x 1072®ecm. A promising avenue for extending these searches is ® tak
advantage of the large enhancements in the atomic EDM peeldior octupole-deformed nuclei. One
such case i$*°Ra, which is predicted to be two to three orders of magnitudeersensitive to T-violating
interactions thart?Hg. The next generation EDM search around laser-cooled rapgped??°Ra is
being developed by the Argon group. They have demonstratedverse cooling, Zeeman slowing,
and capturing of??Ra and*?Ra atoms in a magneto-optical trap (MOT). They have measuiay

of the transition frequencies, lifetimes, hyperfine siplgs and isotope shifts of the critical transitions.
This new development should enable them to launch a new gmerof nuclear EDM searches. The
combination of optical trapping and the use of octupole deém nuclei should extend the reach of a
new EDM search by two orders of magnitude. A non-zero EDM anthignetic atoms is expected to be
most sensitive to a chromo-electric induced EDM effect.

Radium-225 is an especially good case for the search of théd BErause it has a relatively long
lifetime (¢, 2 = 14.9 d), has spin 1/2 which eliminates systematic effeststd electric quadrupole cou-
pling, is available in relatively large quantities from ttiecay of the long-lived?*Th (t1/2 = 7300 yr),
and has a well-established octupole nature. The octupdtendation enhances parity doubling of the
energy levels. For example, the sensitivity to T-odd, P-effdcts in??°Ra is expected to be a fac-
tor of approximately 400 larger than ?Hg, which has been used by previous searches to set the
lowest limit (< 2 x 1072% ecm) so far on the atomic EDM. The 14.9-day half-life féfRa is suffi-
ciently long that measurements can be performed and sytsman be checked without resorting to an
accelerator-based experiment. Nevertheless?4fRa beam facility were available for this experiment,
approximately a hundred times more atoms could be produbéhwould have the impact of improving
the sensitivity by yet another order of magnitude.

Laser cooling and trapping éf°Ra atoms was developed in preparation of an EDM search. The
laser trap allows one to collect and store the radioacivRa atoms that are otherwise too rare to be
used for the search with conventional atomic-beam or vapbrtype methods. Moreover, an EDM
measurement on atoms in a laser trap would benefit from thandatyes of high electric field, long
coherence time, and a negligible so-calledX' E” systematic effect.

The Argon group has demonstrated a magneto optical trap (MORa atoms by using thgs?
1Sy — 7s7p 3 Py transition as the primary trapping transition, aiéd *D; — 7s7p ! P, as the re-pump
transition (see Fig. 9.3). They used a Ti:Sapphire ringrlagstem to generate the 714 nm light to excite
the7s% 1Sy — 7s7p 3Py transition.The primary leak channel from this two-levehgiicycling system
is the decay fron¥s7p 3P, to 7s6d 3 D1, from which the atoms were pumped back to the ground-level
via the7s6d 2D, — 7s7p ' P, transition followed by a spontaneous decay frosap ! P; back to the
ground-level. The re-pump was induced by laser light at 18128n generated by a diode laser. This
re-pump transition can be excited for an average of 1400stine¢ore the atom leaks to other metastable
levels. Therefore, with the re-pump in place, an atom catedye an average df.5 x 107 times and stay
in the MOT for at least 30 s before it leaks to dark levels. HeeaMOT is used only to capture the atoms;
the trapped atoms would then be transferred to an opticalalipap for storage and measurement. They
plan to achieve a lifetime of 300 s in the dipole trap.

The ultimate goal of the present series of measurementgi®tide a measurement that is com-
parable in sensitivity to the atomic EDM experiment f8tHg. Because of the enhancement from the
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Fig. 9.3: Atomic level structure of
radium-225 indicating the cycling tran-
sition at 714 nm and the re-pump tran-
sition at 1428 nm. The values in boxes
indicate the relative transition probabil-
ities.

420 ns

 Without repump, 2.5 x 10* cycles.
» With repump at 1428 nm, 3.5 x 107 cycles.

Dzuba & Flambaum, Oct 2006

octupole deformation ¢f°Ra, the measurement would then be more than two orders ofitndgmore
sensitive to T-violating effects in the nucleus than thahef*’Hg experiment. The immediate goal over
the next two years is to provide an initial atomic EDM limitefl x 10726 e cm. Thereatfter, the plan is
to improve the experiment until the ultimate goal is achieve

9.5 Electrons bound in atoms and molecules
9.5.1 Theoretical aspects

We discuss here permanent EDMs of diatomic molecules itbgethe EDM of the electron and by
P- andT-odd e-N neutral currents. In heavy molecules the effective eledteld E.¢ on unpaired
electron(s) is many orders of magnitude higher than therexteaboratory field required to polarize
the molecule. As a result, the EDM of such molecules is styorghanced. The exact value of the
enhancement factor is very sensitive to relativistic éffemd to electronic correlations. In recent years
several methods to calculaié.; were suggested and reliable results were obtained for a eunfb
molecules.

The study of a non-relativistic electron in a stationaryestemmediately leads to the zero energy
shift ée for an atom in the external fielH, induced by the electron EDM. = d.o. Indeed, the average
accelerationia) = 0, so the average forcee(E) = 0. Thereforeje = —d. - (E) = 0. This statement
is known as Schiff theorem. In the relativistic case, thatmrsdependence of the Lorentz contraction
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of the electron EDM leads instead to a net overall atomic ERO6R]. Even thoughE) = 0, it still can
be (and indeed is) the case thdt - E) # 0, if d. is not spatially uniform. Taking account of the fact
that the length-contracted valuedf is NOT spatially uniform for an electron inside the Coulongidi
of an atom exactly reproduces the form of the enhancemetutrfac

Reliable calculations of atomic energy shifts are easién thie relativistic EDM Hamiltonian for
the Dirac electron, which automatically turns to zero inrloa-relativistic approximation [1018]:

0 0 N 0 0
me-a (00 ) 2o 0) b 029

This Hamiltonian is singular at the origin and we neglectezlexternal fieldZy. Using Eq. (9.25)
it is straightforward to show that the induced EDM of the heatomd,; is of the order ofl0a?Z3d,,
where Z is the number of protons in the nucleus. 4f ~ 10 the atomic enhancement factby, =
dat/d. ~ 103. This estimate holds for atoms with an unpaired electroh yvit % For higher angular
momenturry the centrifugal barrier strongly suppresggs

Atomic EDM can be also induced by a scalarl’-odde-N neutral current [1018]:
. Ga
Hg = szks’m%n(T), (9.26)

whereG is Fermi constanty; are Dirac matricesy(r) is the nuclear density normalized to unity, and
Zks = Zks, + Nks,, is the dimensionless coupling constant for a nucleus Witprotons andV
neutrons. Atomic EDMs induced by the interactions (9.2ZBPare obviously sensitive to relativistic
corrections to the wave function. Numerical calculatiols® ahow their sensitivity to correlation effects.
For example, the Dirac-Fock calculation for Tl giveg = —1910d,. while the final answer within all-
order many-body perturbation theorydg = —585d,. (see Ref. [1018] for details). Note that the present
limit on the electron EDM follows from the experiment with [IL79].

The internal electric field in a polar molecul&,,, ~ = ~ 10° V/em, is 4 — 5 orders of
magnitude larger than the typical laboratory field in an acoBDM experiment. This field is directed
along the molecular axis and is averaged to zero by the ootafi the molecule. The molecular axis can
be polarized in the direction of the external electric filg One usually needs the fielt) ~ 10* V/cm
to fully polarize the heavy diatomic molecule. The corregging molecular enhancement factor is
ol ~ kat X EE—OI ~ 104Ky

For closed-shell molecules all electrons are coupled amdehEDM is zero. Therefore one needs
a molecule with at least one unpaired electron. Such masduve nonzero projectidh of electronic
angular momentum on the molecular axis. Again, as in the chagoms, for the molecules with one
unpaired electron the largest enhancement corresporﬁi&té. The centrifugal barrier leads to strong
suppression of the factét,; for higher values of2. On the other hand, such molecules can be polarized
in a much weaker external field.

For strong external field the factork,,, depends orEy and it is more practical to define an
effective electric field on the electrdi.¢ so, that theP, T-odd energy shift for a fully polarized molecule
is equal to:

Sepr = Eogde + $Wsks, (9.27)

where two terms correspond to interactions (9.25) and 9.Z&lculated values of. and Wg for

a number of molecules are listed in Table 9.3. An EDM expenimg currently going on with YbF
molecules. This molecule has a ground state With- % The P, T-odd parameters (9.27) were calcu-
lated with different methods by several groups, and esémat the systematic uncertainty are available.
Several other molecules and molecular ions have been geddges the search for electron EDM includ-
ing PbO, PbF, HgH, and PtH PbF and HgH have = % and calculations are similar to the YbF case.
The ground state of PbO has closed shells and the experisidohe on the metastable state with two
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Table 9.3: Calculated values of parametdrsy andWs from Eq. (9.27) for diatomic molecules. The question
marks reflect the uncertainty in the knowledge of the grodatks

Molecule State Q Eer (1092%) W (kHz) Ref.
BaF ground 1/2 —-7.5+0.8 —-12+1 [1069, 1070]
YbF ground 1/2 —25+43 —44 45 [1032,1070]
HgF ground 1/2 —100 £ 15 —190 £+ 30 [1071]

HgH ground 1/2 -79 —144 [1071]

PbF ground 1/2 +29 +55 [1071]

PbO metastable 1 —26 [1034]

HI* ground 3/2 —4 [1036]

PtHT ground (?) 3 20 [1037]

HfF T metastable (?) 1 24 [1072]

unpaired electrons arfd = 1. Here electronic correlations are much stronger and cationls are more
difficult.

Finally, molecular ions like PtH are less studied and even their ground states are not known
exactly. Itis anticipated that such ions can be trapped dmagacoherence time for the EDM experiment
can be achieved. Recently the first estimates of the efteithd for PtH™ and several other molecular
ions were reported [1037]. These estimates are based oretativistic molecular calculations. Proper
relativistic molecular calculations for these ions may kieeanely challenging.

9.5.2 Experimental aspects

Over a dozen different experiments searching for the @eotlectric dipole moment that are under
way or planned will be reviewed here. At present the expertaleupper limit ond, is [179]: |d.| <
1.6 x 10~2"e cm, wheree is the unit of electronic charge.

Most of this work is being done in small groups on universiampuses. These experiments
employ a wide range of technologies and conceptual appesadhany of the latest generation of exper-
iments promise two or more orders of magnitude improvemesstatistical sensitivity, and most have
means to suppress systematic errors well beyond thosenedta the previous generation.

To detectd., most experiments rely on the energy sy = —d,. - E upon application o}
to an electron. Until recently, most experimental seardbesl. used gas-phase paramagnetic atoms
or molecules and employed the standard methods of atomiecmiar, and optical physics (laser and
rf spectroscopy, optical pumping, atomic and moleculanizear vapor cells, etc.) in order to directly
measure the energy shiff £. Recently, another class of experiments has been activesued, in
which paramagnetic atoms bound in a solid are studied. Hierprinciples are rather different than for
the gas-phase experiments, and technigques are more simntlawse used in condensed matter physics
(magnetization and electric polarization of macroscogimgles, cryogenic methods, etc.). We discuss
these two classes of experiments separately.

9.5.2.1 A simple model experiment using gas-phase atoms or molecules

Experimental searches fa using gas-phase atoms or molecules share many broad featbexh
consists of a state selector, where the initial spin statkeo$ystem is prepared; an interaction interval in
which the system evolves for a timein an electric fieldE (and often a magnetic fiell8 || E as well);
and a detector to determine the final state of the spin. Torstaiel the essential features, we consider
a simple model that is readily adapted to describe mostt&atixperimental conditions. In this model,
an “atom” of spin 1/2 with enhancement factBr containing an unpaired electron with spin magnetic
moment;, and EDMd,.. The spin is initially prepared to lie along i.e., is in the eigenstaqe(@ of spin
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alongz: |¢g) = |Xi> =L ( ! ) During the interaction interval the spin precesses alibut &2

RZAW!
andB = Bz, in thexy plane, by angl@¢ = —(d.RE + puB)7/h. Attime 7 the quantum state has then
—ig
evolved to[y) = % < eem > Finally, the detector measures the probability that tisellteng spin

state lies along. This is determined by the overlap of the wavefunctigh with ‘Xi> = % ( 1 >

. . . . 2
Hence the signa$ from IV detected atoms observed in timés S = N [(x"|')|” = N cos? ¢.

The angle¢ is the sum of a large termty = —pB7/(2h) and an extremely small tergy, =
—d.RET/(2h). To isolatep, one observes for E and B both parallel and anti-parallel. Reversing
E-B changes the relative sign ¢f and ¢, and thus changesS; the largest change if occurs by
choosingB such thaty; = 4 /4. With this choice, we havéy = S(E - B 2 0) = 51 £ 2¢).

The minimum uncertainty in determination of the phasen time , due to shot noise, &y = \/%

If the experiment is repeatetl/~ times for a total time of observatiofi the statistical uncertainty in
de 1S dd, = \/NIO\/% %‘ where we useRE = E.¢. In practice, other “technical” noise sources
can significantly increase this uncertainty, particuldligtuations in the magnetic field. Hence, careful
magnetic shielding is required in all EDM experiments.

9.5.2.2 Systematic errors

The EDM is revealed by a term in the signal proportional to B&tld pseudoscalar such Bs B. False
terms of the same apparent form can appear even without Blafiehn through a variety of experimental
imperfections. The most dangerous effects appear Wheepends on the sign &, which can occur

in several ways. For example, leakage currents flowing tiirdosulators separating the electric field
electrodes can generate an undesired magneticBeldAlso, if the atoms or molecules have a non-zero
velocity v, a motional magnetic fieldB o = %E X v exists in addition to the applied magnetic fidij
along with various other imperfections in the system, tiffisot can lead to systematic errors. A related
systematic effect involves geometric phases, which agp#a direction of the quantization axis (often
determined byBioial = B + Bmoy) Varies between the state selector and the analyzer [1018].

A variety of approaches are employed to deal with these dret systematics. Aside from leakage
currents, most systematics depend on a combination of twoase imperfections in the experiment
(i.e. misaligned or stray fields); these can be isolated Hipetately enhancing one imperfection and
looking for a change in the EDM signal. Some experimentszetilin addition to the atoms of interest,
additional species as so-called “co-magnetometers”. &baegnagnetometer species (e.g., paramagnetic
atoms with lowR) are chosen to have negligible or small enhancement fadiotsetain sensitivity to
magnetic systematics such as those mentioned above.

In paramagnetic molecule experiments, issues with sysierafiects are somewhat different.
Here the ratic€ . /Ecxt IS €nhanced, and relative sensitivity to magnetic systesat correspondingly
reduced. TheE x v effect is effectively eliminated by the large tensor Staffea [1019] typically
found in molecular states. The saturation of the molecutdarzation|P| (and hencef ) leads to a
well-understood non-linear dependence of the EDM signa Qpthat can discriminate against certain
systematics. Conversely, the extreme electric polatibalbkeads to a variety of new effects, such as a
dependence of the magnetic momanin €., and geometric phase-induced systematic errors related
to variations in the direction df..;.

9.5.2.3 Experiments with gas-phase atoms and molecules

- The Berkeley thallium atomic beam experiment
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This experiment gives the best current limit@n In its final version [179], two pairs of vertical
counter-propagating atomic beams, each consisting of H(81, R = —585 [1020]) and Na(Z =
11, Rna = 0.32), were employed (See Fig. 9.4). Spin alignment and rotatfdhe)62P1/2(F =1)
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> < 4 Light pipe
. T~
590 am” | ' \'500 nm photo-
dlodes
378 nm/ ' > <
—_—
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|j:|RF
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|
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Fig. 9.4: Schematic diagram of the Berkeley thallium experiment [LT®t to scale. Laser beams for state
selection and analysis at 590 nm (for Na) and 378 nm (for H)parpendicular to the page, with indicated linear
polarizations. The diagram shows the up-going atomic besatinge.

state of Tl and th&?s, s2(F =2, F = 1) states of Na were accomplished, respectively, by lasecalpti
pumping and by atomic beam magnetic resonance with sedaoatgllating rf fields of the Ramsey
type. Detection was achieved via alignment-sensitiverdaskiced fluorescence. In the interaction
region, with length~ 1 meter, the side-by-side atomic beams were exposed to niynidentical B
fields, but oppositéﬁ fields of~ 120 kV/cm. This provided common-mode rejection of magneticsgoi
and control of some systematic effects. Average thermalcitegs corresponded to an interaction time
T ~ 2.3 ms (1 ms) for Tl (Na) atoms. Use of counter-propagating atdmeiams served to cancel all
but a very small remnant of tHB x v effect. Various auxiliary measurements, including use afas

a co-magnetometer, further reduced this remnant and esbthe geometric phase effe€tand leakage
currents were measured using auxiliary measurements basth@ observable quadratic Stark effect in
TI. About 5.2 x 10'3 photo-electrons of signal per up/down beam pair were delteby the fluorescence
detectors. The final result ig, = (6.9+7.4) x 10~28¢ cm, which yields the limitd.| < 1.6x10~2"ecm
(90% cont.).

- Cesium vapor cell experiments

An experiment to search faf, in a vapor cell of Cs¥ = 55; Rcs = 115 [1021]) was reported
by L. Hunter and co-workers [1022] at Amherst in 1989. Thehuétis being revisited in a present-day
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search by led by M. Romalis at Princeton [1023]. The Amhexpeament was carried out with two
glass cells, one stacked on the other in theirection. Nominally equal and opposiﬁ fields were
applied in the two cells. The cells were filled with Cs, as veaIN, buffer gas to minimize Cs spin
relaxation. Circularly polarized laser beams, directesh@lz, were used for spin polarization via optical
pumping. Magnetic field components in all three directioreraweduced to less tha®—" G. Thus
precession of the atomic polarization in thg plane was nominally due t& alone. The final spin
orientation was monitored by a probe laser beam directadjaloThe effective interaction time was the
spin relaxation time- ~ 15 ms. The signals were the intensities of the probe beamatitiad through
each cell. A non-zero EDM would have been indicated by a digrece of these signals on the rotational
invariantJ - (o x E)T, whereo, J were the pump and probe circular polarizations, respdygtiviehe
most important sources of possible systematic error wetlealge currents and imperfect reversalbf
The result wagl, = (—1.5 4+ 5.5+ 1.5) x 10726 ecm.

In the new experiment at Princeton, each cell also contdiise at high pressure. Cs polarization
is transferred to th&Xe nuclei by spin-exchange collisions. Under certain condgithis coupling can
also give rise to a self-compensation mechanism, where @@amnges in components of magnetic field
transverse to the initial polarization axis are nearly etext by interaction between the alkali electron
spin and the noble gas nuclear spin. This leaves only a sgyogbrtional to an anomalous interaction
that does not scale with the magnetic moments—for exammaiction ofl. with E.¢. This mechanism
(which is understood in some detail [1024]) has the potkttiseduce both the effect of magnetic noise,
and some systematic errors.

- Experiments with laser-cooled atoms

Laser-cooled atoms offer significant advantages for eladdDM searches. The low velocities of
cold atoms yield long interaction times, and also suppﬁssv effects. However, these techniques typ-
ically yield small numbers of detectable atoms, and magmeatise must be controlled at unprecedented
levels. New systematics due to, e.g., electric forces omsi@and/or perturbations due to trapping fields
(see e.g. [1025]) can appear.

Experiments based on atoms trapped in an optical lattice baen proposed by a number of
investigators [1026—1028]. Two such experiments, sinwildneir design, are currently being developed:
one led by D.S. Weiss at Pennsylvania State University anthanled by D. Heinzen at the University
of Texas. Both plan to use Cs atoms to detégtalong with Rb atomsA = 37, Ry}, = 25) as a co-
magnetometer. The Texas apparatus consists of two sidébyfar-off-resonance optical dipole traps,
each in a vertical 1-D lattice configuration. These trapspdeieed in nominally equal and opposﬁa
fields and a commorB field of several mG parallel t&. To load the atoms into the optical lattice,
cold atomic beams from 2D magneto-optical traps exterighéoshields will be captured with optical
molasses between tigfield plates. The electric field plates will be constructeahf glass coated with
a transparent, conductive indium tin oxide layer.

We are aware of two other EDM experiments based on laseed@ibms. One employing a slow
“fountain”, in which Cs atoms are launched upwards and th#back down due to gravity, has been pro-
posed and developed by H. Gould and co-workers at the Lawf@earkeley National Laboratory [1029].
Another, using'°Fr(7 = 3.2 min; Z = 87, Rp, = 1150), has been proposed and is being developed by
a group at the Research Center of Nuclear Physics (RCNPkaQsaversity, Japan [1030].

- The YbF experiment

E. A. Hinds and co-workers [1031] at Imperial College, Lond@ave developed a molecular beam
experiment for investigation of, using YbF. Figure 9.5 shows the relevant energy level siraadf the
X 2% (v =0,N =0) J = 1/2 ground state of &“YbF molecule.'™Yb has nuclear spifyy, = 0,
while Iy = 1/2; hence the/ = 1/2 state has two hyperfine componenis= 1 and F' = 0, separated

201



170 MHz

F=0

Fig. 9.5: Schematic diagram, not to scale, of the hyperfine structiiteeaX 23 electronic state of’*YbF in the
lowest vibrational and rotational leved is the tensor Stark shift is the shift caused by the combination of the
Zeeman effect and the effect @f in Eeﬂr.

by 170 MHz. An external electric fielﬁ}cxt along z with magnitude€.,; = 8.3 kV/cm corresponds to
Ee & 13 GV/cm [1031, 1032], which splits thée' = 1,mgr = +1 levels by2d.E.¢. In this external
field, the levelF’ = 1, mp = 0 is shifted downward relative to. = +1 by an amountA = 6.7 MHz
due to the large tensor Stark shift associated with the mtdeelectric dipole.

In the experiment, a cold beam of YbF molecules is generayechbmical reactions within a
supersonic expansion of Ar or Xe carrier gas. Laser optigaiging removes all’ = 1 state molecules,
leaving onlyF’ = 0 remaining in the beam. Next, a 170 MHz rf magnetic field alorgxcites molecules
from F' = 0 to the coherent superpositidf) = %]F =1,mp= 1>+%\1, —1). While flying through
the central interaction region of length 65 cm, the beam®s&d to parallel electric and magnetic fields
(£€,£B)z (B ~ 0.1 mGauss). Next, an rf field drives eah= 1 molecule back td" = 0. Because of
the phase shift¢ developed in the central region, the final populatio’of 0 molecules is proportional
to cos? ¢. TheseF = 0 molecules are detected by laser-induced fluorescence prabe region.

The most significant systematic errors in this experimeatexpected to arise from variation in
the direction and magnitude ﬁi‘along the beam axis. If the direction ﬁfchanges in an absolute sense,
a geometric phase could be generated, aﬁbldhanges relative té3, the magnetic precession phase
proportional toE ey - B/\f)ext , could be affected. A preliminary result of the YbF expenrg031],
published in 2002, isd. = (—0.2 +3.2) x 10~2c cm. Many significant improvements have been made
since 2002, and it is likely that this experiment will yielaraich more precise result in the near future.

- The PbO experiment

A search ford, using the metastable(1)3Y; state of PbO is being carried out at Yale [1033].
Thea(1) state has a relatively long natural lifetimefa(1)] = 82(2) s, and can be populated in large
numbers using laser excitation in a vapor cell. In this stéte level of total (rotational + electronic)
angular momentuny = 1 contains two closely-spaced2“doublet” states of opposite parity, denoted
ase” and fT. An external electric fielcf)ext = €2 Mixese™ and f* states with the same value
of M, yielding molecular states with equal but opposite eleatrpolarizationP. The degree of polar-
ization |P| = 1 for €& 2 10 V/cm. When|P| = 1 the effective molecular field is calculated to be
Eet = 26 GV /cm [1034]. The opposite molecular polarization in the tRedoublet levels leads to
a sign difference in the EDM-induced energy shift betweeas¢htwo levels. This difference provides
an excellent opportunity for effective control of systeima&trrors, since comparison of the energy shifts
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in the upper and lower states acts as an “internal co-magetér” requiring only minor changes in
experimental parameters to monitor.

The Yale experiment is carried out in a cell containing Pb@ovaconsisting of an alumina body
supporting top and bottom gold foil electrodes, and flat bappwvindows on all 4 sides. The electric
field Eox, = Eext 2 IS quite uniform over a large cylindrical volume (diametesrd, height 4 cm), and is
chosen in the range 30-90 V/cm. The magnetic figldis chosen in the range 50-200 mG. The cell is
enclosed in an oven mounted in a vacuum chamber. At the apgtatmperature 700 C, the PbO density
iSs nppo ~ 4 x 1013 cm ™3,

A state with simultaneously well-defined spin and electqcdarization is populated as follows. A
pulsed laser beam withlinear polarization excites the transitiof[J = 07] — a(1)[J =17, M = 0].

(X is the electronic ground state of PbO.) Following the lasdsg a Raman transition is driven by
two microwave beams. The first, with linear polarization, excites the upward 28.2 GHz transitio
a(1)[J =17,M = 0] — a(1)[J = 2", M = +1]. The second, with linear polarization and detuned
to the red or blue with respect to the first by 20-60 MHz, dritless downward transitiom(1)[J =
2t M = £1] — a(1)[J = 1,M = +1]. The net result is that about 50% of the= 1", M = 0
molecules are transferred to a coherent superpositiall gt +1 levels in a single desiref2-doublet
component. The subsequent spin precession (dued@tw B) is detected by observing the frequency
of quantum beats in the fluorescence that accompanies souis decay to th& state. The signature
of a non-zero EDM is a term in the quantum beat frequency ghatoportional toEe - B and that
changes sign when one switches from érdoublet component to the other.

The present experimental configuration is sufficient todysthtistical uncertainty comparable to
the present limit onl, in a reasonable integration time of a few weeks. Howevegelamprovements
can be made in a next generation of the experiment. In the degnse, detection will be accomplished
via absorption of a resonant microwave probe beam tunedet@8t? GHz transition described above.
With this method, the signal-to-noise ratio is linearly podional to the path length of the probe beam in
the PbO vapor. In a second generation experiment the cebeamade~ 10 times longer than it is now,
and the probe beam can pass through the cell multiple timesibg suitable mirrors. Improvements in
sensitivity of up to a factor of 3000 over the current gerieraare envisioned.

- Other molecule experiments

E. Cornell and co-workers at the Joint Institute for LabomnatAstrophysics (Boulder, Colorado)
have proposed an experiment [1035] to searchdfoin the 2A; electronic state of the molecular ion
HfF*. The premise is to take advantage of the long spin coherémes typical for trapped ion exper-
iments with atoms, along with the large effective electr@diacting ond. in a molecule. Preliminary
calculations [1036] suggest that thA; state is a low-lying metastable state with very sriatioublet
splittings; as in PbO, this state could thus be polarizedrbglisexternal electric fields{ 10 V/cm) to
yield E.4 ~ 18 GV /cm [1037]. To search foii., electron-spin-resonance spectroscopy, using the Ram-
sey method, is to be performed in the presence of rotatirgjrel@nd magnetic fields. The electric field
polarizes the ions and its rotation prevents them from batgglerated out of the trap. As in PbO, use
of both upper and loweR-doublet components will yield opposite signs of the EDVhsilg but nearly
identical signals due to systematic effects. However,dkfgeriment has the unigue disadvantage that it
is impossible to reverse the electric field: in the laboratorme it must always point inward toward the
trap center.

N. Shafer-Ray and co-workers at Oklahoma University haep@sed an experiment to search
for d. in the grounoQHW electronic state of PbF [1038]. The proposed scheme isairalthe YbF
experiment, and the value éfg is also approximately the same as for YbF. The primary adwggnof
PbF is that its electric field-dependent magnetic momentldheanish when a suitable, large external
electric field€y ~ 67 kV/cm is applied [1038]. This could dramatically reduce metic field-related
systematic errors.
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9.5.2.4  Experiments with solid-state samples

Recently, S. Lamoreaux [1039] revived an old idea of F. Slogfdi040] to search foi,. by applying an
electric fieldE.y; to a solid sample with unpaired electron spinsd f 0, at sufficiently low temper-
ature the sample can acquire significant spin-polarizadimhthus a detectable magnetization along the
axis of Eey;. Lamoreaux pointed out that use of modern magnetometrimtgues and materials (such
asGd3GasO12: gadolinum gallium garnet, or GGG) could yield impressieastivity tod.. GGG has

a number of attractive properties. Its resistivity is sohhfg 10' Ohm-cm forT < 77 K) that it can
support large applied electric fieldﬁ((Xt ~ 10 kVv/cm) with very small leakage currents. Moreover, the
ion of interest in GGGGA? (Z = 64) has a non-negligible enhancement factor [1041]. A complem
tary experiment is being done by L. Hunter and co-workergl21@t Amherst College. Here, a strong
external magnetic field is applied to the ferrimagneticds6ld;_, Y« Fe;012 (gadolinium yttrium iron
garnet, or GdYIG), thus causing substantial polarizatibthe Gd3* electron spins. Ifl, # 0, this
results in electric charge polarization of the sample, &og & voltage developed across the sample that
reverses with applied magnetic field.

The basic theoretical considerations that must be takendotount to estimate the expected
signals [1043] in these solid-state experiments includestime types of calculations needed for free
atoms. In addition, however, it is necessary to construaietsofor the modification of atomic elec-
tron orbitals in the solid material, as well as the resporfsthe material to the EDM-induced pertur-
bation of the heavy paramagnetic atom. The results of thauledions are as follows. When all Gd
spins are polarized in the GdIG sample, the resulting maopis electric field across the sample is:
& = 0.7 x 10719(d./1072"ecm) V/cm. A similar calculation can be used to determine tbgrele of
spin polarization of GGG upon application of an externatkie field [1039]. An externally applied
electric field of 10 kV/cm yields an effective electric fisdld = ~AFE/d. = 3.6 x 10° V/cm acting on
the EDM ([1043]; see also [1044]). The resulting magneitral/ of the sample is simply related to its
magnetic susceptibility: M = xd€*/uq, wherep, is the magnetic moment of a &dion. Using the
standard expression fqi(T") in a paramagnetic sample, one finds~ 8ngq(d.£*)/(ksT). Herekp is
the Boltzmann constant aridis the sample temperature. This yields a magnetic#ux 47 M S over
an areaS of an infinite flat sheet. In a recent development [1044], Lasaox has pointed out that this
type of electrically-induced spin polarization can be afigal in a system that is super-paramagnetic, so
that its magnetic susceptibility is extremely large. It appears that GdIG (GdYIG with= 0) has this
property at sufficiently low magnetic field. If so, the sendly of a magnetization measurement in GdIG
atT = 4K could be similar to that of GGG at much lower temperaturesatly simplifying the required
experimental techniques.

- The Indiana GGG experiment

C. Y. Liu of Indiana University has devised a prototype expent [1045,1046] in which two GGG
disks, 4 cm in diameter and of thicknessl cm, are sandwiched between three planar electrodes. High
voltages are applied so that the electric fields in the topkattbm samples are in the same direction.
If d. # 0, a magnetic field similar to a dipole field should be generated this is to be detected by
a flux pickup coil located in the central ground plane. Theelais designed as a planar gradiometer
with 3 concentric loops, arranged to sum up the returning déloat to reject common-mode magnetic
fluctuations. As the electric field polarization is moduthtéhe gradiometer detects the changing flux
and feeds it to a SQUID sensor. The entire assembly is imménseliquid helium bath.

The EDM sensitivity of the prototype experiment is estindaie bedd, ~ 4 x 10726ecm. Al-
though this falls short of the ultimate desired sensitioity 03¢ cm, the prototype experiment is useful
as a learning tool for solving some basic technical probledsindiana, a second-generation exper-
iment is also being planned, which will operate at much loteenperatures~ 10—-15 mK), and will
employ lower-noise SQUID magnetometers. However, questiemain as to the nature of the magnetic
susceptibilityy of GGG at such low temperatures.
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Some thought has gone into possible systematic effectssrsyistem. Although crystals with
inversion symmetry such as GGG and GdIG should not exhibitesaf magnetoelectric effect [1047],
crystal defects and substitutional impurities can spddlidteal. Furthermore a quadratic magnetoelectric
effect does exist, and to avoid systematic errors arisiognfit, good control of electric field reversal is
required.

- The Amherst GAYIG experiment

GdYIG is ferrimagnetic, and both Gt ions and Fe lattices contribute to its magnetizatidn
Their contributions are generally of opposite sign, but atlerately low temperaturés the Fe compo-
nent is roughly constant while the Gd component changedlyapith 7. There exists a “compensation”
temperaturel - where the Gd and Fe magnetizations cancel each other, amgtmeagnetization/
vanishes. Fofl" > T (< T¢), M is dominated by Fe (Gd). The Gd contributiont6 can be reduced
by replacing some&d3* ions with non-magneti&3+. With = the average number of Y ions per unit
cell, (so that 3¢ is the average number of Gd ions per unit cell), the compemssmperature becomes
Te = [290 — 115(3 — z)] K. This dependence df¢ on x is exploited in the Amherst GdYIG experi-
ment. A toroidal sample is employed, consisting of two haibids, each in the shape of the letter C. One
“C" has x = 1.35 with a correspondind = 103 K. The other “C” hasr = 1.8 with a corresponding
Tc = 154 K. These are joined together with copper foil electrodedatimterface. AT = 127 K, the
magnetizations of the 2 “C’s” are identical, but their Gd metgzations are nominally opposite. When a
magnetic fieldd is applied to the sample with a toroidal current coil, all @ths are nominally oriented
toward the same copper electrode. Thus EDM signals ftgrandCs add constructively. However be-
low 103 K (above 154 K) the Gd magnetization is parallel (@antallel) toM in both C’s, which results
in cancellation of one EDM signal by the other. Data are aeglby observing the voltage differende
(B) between the two foil electrodes for positive (negative)ppty of the applied magnetic fielf. An
EDM should be revealed by the appearance of an asymnietryd — B that has a specific temperature
dependence, as described above.

A large spurious effect has been seen that mimics an EDM Isigimen 7" < 180 K, but which
deviates grossly from expectations f6r> 180 K. This effect, which is associated with a component of
magnetization that does not reverse withhas so far frustrated efforts to realize the full potertiahe
GdYIG experiment. The best limit that has been achievedrsis fA042]: d. < 5 x 10724 ecm.

9.6 Muon EDM

The best direct upper limits for an electric dipole momenDf of the muon come from the ex-
periments measuring the muon anomalous magnetic momeay}. (J-he CERN experiment obtained
1.1x107*® ecm (95% C.L.) [1053] and the preliminary limit from Brookheavis2.8 x 10~1¥ e cm [181].
Assuming lepton universality, the electron EDM limit@f < 2.2 x 102" ecm [179] can be scaled by
the electron to muon mass ratio, in order to obtain an intlifedt of d, < 5 x 1072* ecm. How-
ever, viable models exist in which the simple linear maséirsgaloes not apply and the value for the
muon EDM could be pushed up to values in 22 e cm region (see, e.g., [833, 1063—-1065]). In
order for experimental searches to become sufficientlyithemnsdedicated efforts are needed. Several
years ago, a letter of intent for a dedicated experiment ARIP[1066] was presented, proposing a
new sensitive “frozen spin” method [1054, 1055]: The an@uslmagnetic moment precession of the
muon spin in a storage ring can be compensated by the appticzta radial electric field, thus freezing
the spin; a potential electric dipole moment would lead totation of the spin out of the orbital plane
and thus an observable up-down asymmetry which increaghgimie. The projected sensitivity of the
proposed experiment (0.5 GeV/c muon momentum, 7 m ring sidsil0—2* — 1072% ecm. Recently

it has been pointed out that there is no immediate advantage Wworking at high muon momenta and
a sensitive approach with a very compact setup (125 MeV/cnmiomentum, 0.42 m ring radius) was
outlined [1057]. Already at an existing beam line, such &1 beam at PSI, a measurement with
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a sensitivity of better thad,, ~ 5 x 10~23 e cm within one year of data taking appears feasible. The
estimates for the sensitivity assume an operation in a fonen-per-time” mode and the experiment

would appear to be statistically limited. With an improvedon accumulation and injection scheme,

the sensitivity could be further increased [1067]. Thusahmmpact storage ring approach at an existing
facility could bring the proof of principle for the frozenisgechnigque and cover the next 3-4 orders of
magnitude in experimental sensitivity to a possible muomED

9.7 Muon g-2
In his famous 1928 paper [1073] Dirac pointed out that theratttion of an electron with external electric
and magnetic fields may have two extra terms where “the twa ¢éxtms

h h
= (0. H) +i—p1 (0. B), (9.28)

...when divided by the factdm can be regarded as the additional potential energy of tltrefedue
to its new degree of freedom.” These terms represent the etiagtipole (Dirac) moment and electric
dipole moment interactions with the external fields.

In modern notation, for the magnetic dipole moment of the mwe have:
_ 2 ie 2 5
uy |eF1(q°)vs + 2—F2(q )o35q° | uy (9.29)
my
whereF;(0) = 1, andF»(0) = ay.

The magnetic dipole moment of a charged lepton can diffanfits Dirac value ¢ = 2) for
several reasons. Recall that the protaprgalue is 5.6 ¢, = 1.79), a manifestation of its quark-gluon
internal structure. On the other hand, the leptons appdaave no internal structure, and the magnetic
dipole moments are thought to deviate from 2 through radiatorrections, i.e. resulting from virtual
particles that couple to the lepton. We should emphasizetiiege radiative corrections need not be
limited to the Standard Model particles. While the currexperimental uncertainty o£0.5 ppm on
the muon anomaly is 770 times larger than that on the eleetnomaly [1074], the former is far more
sensitive to the effects of high mass scales. In the lowetraliagram where mass effects appear, the
contribution of heavy virtual particles with mas$ scales a$micpton /M )2, giving the muon a factor of
(m,/me)? ~ 43000 increase in sensitivity over the electron.

9.7.1 The Standard Model value of the anomalous magnetic moment
The standard model value of a lepton’s anomalous magneticenbgie anomaly)

(gs - 2)
2
has contributions from three different sets of radiativecpsses: quantum electrodynamics (QED) —

with loops containing leptonse(u, 7) and photons; hadronic — with hadrons in vacuum polarinatio
loops; and weak — with loops involving the bosdis~Z, and Higgs:

Ay =

a?M _ Q?ED + a?adronic + azvoak ) (930)

The QED contribution has been calculated up to the leadirggléiwp corrections [1075]. The
dominant "Schwinger term” [1076}(?) = «/2r, is shown diagrammatically in Fig. 9.6(a). Examples
of the hadronic and weak contributions are given in Fig.[9-64).

The hadronic contribution cannot be calculated directiyrfiQCD, since the energy sca}egc2)
is very low, although Blum has performed a proof of principiculation on the lattice [1077]. Fortu-
nately, dispersion theory gives a relationship betweewalsaum polarization loop and the cross section
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Fig. 9.6: The Feynman graphs for: (a) lowest-order QED (Schwingem);téb) lowest-order hadronic correction;
(c) and (d) lowest order electroweak terms. The * emphagtzasin the loop the muon is off-shell. With the
known limits on the Higgs mass, the contribution from theglrHiggs loop is negligible.

for eTe~ — hadrons,

o (Hadi 1) = (47 [ SRR, (9.31)
37 4m2 S
where
R = oyot(ete” — hadrons) /oot (ete™ — utp™) (9.32)

and experimental data are used as input [1078,1079]

The Standard Model value of the muon anomaly has recently tesfewed [1078], and the latest
values of the contributions are given in Table 9.4. The suith@$e contributions, adding experimental

Table 9.4: Standard-model contributions to the muon anomalous megdigole momentga,,. All values are
taken from Ref. [1078].

QED 116 584 718.09 & 0.145100ps = 0.084 £ 0.041a550s X 10711
Hadronic (lowest order) au[HVP(06)] = 6901 + 424, £ 194 % Toco x10~11
Hadronic (higher order) ay[HVP ho] = —97.9 4 0.9, % 0.3 x10~1
Hadronic (light-by-light) ay[HLLS] = 110 £40 x10711
Electroweak a [EW] = 154+2+1 x10~ 1
and theoretical errors in quadrature, gives

as"® =11 659 1785 (61) x 107", (9.33)

which should be compared with the experimental world awe{ag0]
aS® = 11659 2080 (63) x 107" . (9.34)

One findsAa, = 295(88) x 107!, a3.4 ¢ difference. It is clear that both the theoretical and the
experimental uncertainty should be reduced to clarify Whethere is a true discrepancy or a statistical
fluctuation. We will discuss potential improvements to thkpegiment below.

9.7.2 Measurement of the magnetic dipole moment

The measured value of the muon anomaly has a 0.46 ppm stisticertainty and a 0.28 ppm system-
atic uncertainty, which are combined in quadrature to olttaé total error of 0.54 ppm. To significantly
improve the measured value, both errors must be reduced.r$¥eicuss the experimental technique,
and then the systematic errors.
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In all but the first experiments by Garwén al. [1080] the measurement of the magnetic anomaly
made use of the spin rotation in a magnetic field relative éonlomentum rotation:

G — _19B _ @(1 )
s 2m  ym
; gB
bo = ——
mry

Gy = Wg— o

—2\ ¢B B
_— <_9 ) B oL (9.35)

2 m m

A series of three beautiful experiments at CERN culminated 7.3 ppm measure af, [1081]. In
the third CERN experiment, a new technique was developeeldbais the observation that electrostatic
guadrupoles could be used for vertical focusing. With theaity transverse to the magnetic fielﬂ {
B= 0), the spin precession formula becomes

— 1 BXE
(o)

(9.36)

m

FOr Ymagic = 29.3, (p = 3.09 GeVie), the second term vanishes g becomes independent of the
electric field and the precise knowledge of the muon momentéiso the knowledge of the muon
trajectories to determine the average magnetic field besdass critical which reduces the uncertainty
in B.

This technique was used also in experiment E821 at the BemekhNational Laboratory Alter-
nating Gradient Synchrotron (AGS) [180, 1078]. The AGS @ndbeam is used to produce a beam of
pions, that decay to muons in an 80 m pion decay channel. Mwithsp,, ... are brought into the
storage ring and stored using a fast muon kicker. Calorirsgpéaced on the inner-radius of the storage
ring measure both the energy and arrival time of the decayreles. Since the highest energy electrons
are emitted anti-parallel to the muon spin the rate of higérgy electrons is modulated by the spin
precession frequency:

N(t, Ep) = No(Ep)e 7 [1 + A(Ey,) cos(wat + (Em))]- (9.37)

The time spectrum for electrons with > F;;, = 1.8 GeV is shown in [180] Fig. 9.7. The value of
w, is obtained from these data using the 5-parameter funcign(9.37)) as a starting point, but many
additional small effects must be taken into account [1898).0

The magnetic field is measured with nuclear magnetic resen@iMR) probes, and tied through
calibration to the Larmor frequency of the free proton [180je anomaly is determined from

w - W /wp __R
PN =Qpfwp A—TR’

(9.38)

where the tilde ono, indicates that the measured muon precession frequency ewes duljusted for
any necessary (small) corrections, such as the pitch andl reléctric field corrections [1078], and
X = /1y is the ratio of the muon to proton magnetic moments.

9.7.3 An improved g-2 experiment

One of the major features of an upgraded experiment wouldsubstantially increased flux of muons
into the storage ring. The BNL beam [180] took forward muawosif pion decays, and selected muons
1.7% below the pion momentum. With this scheme, approxilpatf of the injected beam consisted of
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Fig. 9.7: The time spectrum of0° positrons with energy greater than 1.8 GeV from the Y2000 Tire endpoint
energy is 3.1 GeV. The time interval for each of the diagomadjyles” is given on the right.

pions. An upgraded experiment would need to quadruple tadrgpoles in the pion decay channel, to
increase the beam-line acceptance. To decrease the habloatinjection one would need to go further
away from the pion momentum. Alternatively one could insgethe pion momentum to 5.32 GeV/c so
that backward decays would produce muons at the magic momenthen the pion flash would be
completely eliminated, which would significantly reduce #ystematic error from gain instabilities.

The inflector magnet that permits the beam to enter the stotag undeflected would need to be
replaced, since the present model loses half of the beamghrmultiple scattering in material across
the beam channel. The fast muon kicker would also need to peoirad. With the significant increase in
beam, the detectors would have to be segmented, new reddotibrics would be needed, and a better
measure of lost muons would also be needed.

To reduce the magnetic field systematic errors, significéiottevill be needed to improve on the
tracking of the field with time, and the calibration procezlused to tie the NMR frequency in the probes
to the free proton Larmor frequency [180].

While there are technical issues to be resolved, the présgmtique— magig, electrostatic focus-
ing, uniform magnetic field — could be pushed to below 0.1 ppongo further would probably require a
new technique. One possibility discussed by Francis F§t@82] would be to use muons at much higher
energy, say 15 GeV, which would increase the number of psemesthat can be observed. The storage
ring would consist of a small number of discrete magnets witiiorm field and edge focusing and the
field averaged over the orbit would be independent of orhius (particle momentum). The averaged
field could be calibrated by injecting polarized protons ahderving the proton g—2 precession.
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