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The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) marks the beginning of an era where
physics at the TeV scale can be probed at an unprecedented level. One important
goal of such investigations is to see whether the standard model (SM) of elementary particles is embedded within a set of new laws which make their presence
felt at the TeV scale. Several proposals of such new physics have been put forward, with motivations ranging from the naturalness problem of the Higgs mass
to solving the dark matter puzzle.
One distinguishing criterion for new physics, often used in these searches,
is a large amount of missing transverse energy, carried away by weakly interacting massive particles. However, this criterion may not be fulfilled in a number of
well-motivated theoretical scenarios. We have considered several such situations,
their characteristic signatures in the form of multiple leptons, and the criteria for
distinguishing among various scenarios of this kind. In this connection, we emphasize the usefulness of one type of signals, namely, same-sign trileptons and
four-leptons, not only as a clean discovery mode for new physics but also as a
probe to the underlying dynamics of supersymmetry with lepton number violation. We elaborate on the specific studies included in the thesis in the following.
In the presence of the T-parity violating Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) anomaly
term, the otherwise stable heavy photon A H in the Littlest Higgs model with Tparity (LHT) decays to either Standard Model (SM) gauge boson pairs, or to SM
fermions via loop diagrams. We make a detailed study of the collider signatures
where the A H can be reconstructed from invariant mass peaks in the opposite
sign same flavour dilepton or the four-lepton channel. This enables us to obtain
information about the fundamental symmetry breaking scale f in the LHT and
thereby the low-lying mass spectrum of the theory. In addition, indication of
the presence of the WZW term gives us hints of the possible UV completion of

the LHT via strong dynamics. The crucial observation is that the sum of all production processes of heavy T-odd quark pairs has a sizeable cross-section at the
LHC and these T-odd particles eventually all cascade decay down to the heavy
photon A H . We show that for certain regions of the parameter space with either a small f of around 500 GeV or relatively light T-odd quarks with a mass
of around 400 GeV, one can reconstruct the A H even at the previously planned
√
LHC run with s = 10 TeV and a modest integrated luminosity of 200 pb−1 . At
√
s = 14 TeV and with an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 , it is possible to cover a
large part of the typical parameter space of the LHT, with the scale f up to 1.5 TeV
and with T-odd quark masses almost up to 1 TeV. In this region of the parameter
space, the mass of the reconstructed A H ranges from 66 GeV to 230 GeV.
In two subsequent studies, we point out that same-sign multilepton events,
not given due attention yet for new physics search, can be extremely useful at the
LHC. After showing the easy reducibility of the standard model backgrounds, we
demonstrate the viability of same-sign trilepton (SS3ℓ) signals for R-parity breaking supersymmetry, at both 7 and 14 TeV. We find that same-sign four-leptons
(SS4ℓ), too, can have appreciable rates. Same-sign trileptons are also expected,
for example, in Little Higgs theories with T-parity broken by anomaly terms. For
the case of lepton-number (L) violating supersymmetry (SUSY), we demonstrate
the efficacy of these signals for both minimal supergravity as well as a more general phenomenological SUSY model. Furthermore, we show that it is extremely
unlikely to ever achieve similar rates in R-parity conserving SUSY. In addition,
we show how SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ, in conjunction with the mixed-sign trilepton and
four-lepton channels, can be used to extract dynamical information about the underlying SUSY theory, namely, the Majorana character of the decaying lightest
neutralino and the nature of L-violating couplings. We define suitable variables
and relationships between them which can be verified experimentally and which
are largely independent of the SUSY production cross-sections and the cascade
decay branching fractions. These theoretical predictions are validated by Monte
Carlo simulations including detector and background effects.
This thesis also includes a study on the so-called LHC inverse problem.
The problem of discriminating possible scenarios of TeV scale new physics with
large missing energy signature at the LHC has received some attention in the
recent past. We consider the complementary, and yet unexplored, case of theories predicting much softer missing energy spectra. As there is enough scope for

such models to fake each other by having similar final states at the LHC, we
have outlined a systematic method based on a combination of different kinematic features which can be used to distinguish among different possibilities.
These features often trace back to the underlying mass spectrum and the spins of
the new particles present in these models. As examples of “low missing energy
look-alikes”, we consider Supersymmetry with R-parity violation, Universal Extra Dimensions with both KK-parity conserved and KK-parity violated and the
Littlest Higgs model with T-parity violated by the Wess-Zumino-Witten anomaly
term. Through detailed Monte Carlo analysis of the four and higher lepton final states predicted by these models, we show that the models in their minimal
forms may be distinguished at the LHC, while non-minimal variations can always leave scope for further confusion. We find that, for strongly interacting
new particle mass-scale ∼ 600 GeV (1 TeV), the simplest versions of the differ√
ent theories can be discriminated at the LHC running at s = 14 TeV within an
integrated luminosity of 5 (30) fb−1 .
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Part I.

Introduction

1

Chapter 1.
The Standard Model and Beyond

1.1. Introduction
The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics [1] encompasses our current understanding of elementary particles and three of the four fundamental interactions.
In the SM, the matter sector consists of six quarks, three charged leptons and their
associated neutrinos, all of which are represented by fermionic quantum fields.
The quanta of the gauge fields, which mediate the interactions between the matter particles are known as gauge bosons. There are eight massless gauge bosons,
called gluons (g), which mediate the strong interactions among quarks, three
massive gauge bosons mediating the weak interactions, known as W ± and Z,
and finally one massless gauge boson responsible for the electromagnetic interactions, named photon (γ). The interactions among matter fields and gauge bosons
are described by the principle of local gauge invariance. The gauge group of the
SM is known to be SU (3)C × SU (2) L × U (1)Y , which describes the three fundamental interactions of nature , where strong interactions are described by SU (3)C

while electromagnetic and weak interactions are governed by SU (2) L × U (1)Y .

Gravitational interaction among elementary particles of very tiny mass, which

become relevant only near the so called Planck energy scale of around 1019 GeV,
is not a part of SM.
The transformation properties of the SM matter fields under the above gauge
3

group are determined by their respective charges under the gauge groups. The
quark fields transform as triplets of the SU (3)C gauge group, while the leptons
and neutrinos do not have colour charge, and hence they do not participate in
strong interactions. Under SU (2) L the left-handed fields transform as doublets
(where the left-handed projection of a field q is defined as q L = 21 (1 − γ5 )q), while

the right handed ones (q R = 21 (1 + γ5 )q) are singlets. The quark doublets in the
SM are
u
d

!

,
L

c
s

!

,
L

t
b

!

L

while the lepton doublets are given by
νe
e

!

,
L

νµ
µ

!

,
L

ντ
τ

!

L

If T3 are the eigenvalues of the third component of SU (2) L generators, and
Q denotes the electric charge of the fields, then the transformation under U (1)Y is
determined in terms of the hypercharge quantum numbers (Y), which are defined
by the relation:

Q = T3 +

Y
2

(1.1)

Once the gauge charges are thus fixed, one can write down the gaugeinvariant kinetic term in the Lagrangian for each field in the matter sector as (the
fermion mass term will be discussed later)
Lmatter = ψiγµ Dµ ψ

(1.2)

where the covariant derivative Dµ acts on the fermion fields as
Dµ ψ = (∂µ + igT a Aµa )ψ

(1.3)

Here T a are the generators of the corresponding gauge group in the representation in which the fermion fields transform, Aµa denote the gauge fields
carrying the gauge index a, and g is the coupling strength. The kinetic term of the
gauge fields, which also encodes the self-interaction of non-abelian gauge fields,
is given by
4

1
a
L gauge = − F µνa Fµν
,
4

(1.4)

a is the anti-symmetric field-strength tensor corresponding to each genwhere Fµν

erator of the gauge group, written as
a
Fµν
= ∂µ Aνa − ∂ν Aµa − g f abc Abµ Acν

(1.5)

f abc are called the structure constants of the group.
Gauge symmetry forbids any mass term for the gauge fields. But the gauge
bosons, mediating the short-range weak interactions, namely W ± and Z are required to be massive. Furthermore, since the left and right handed fermion fields
transform differently under the electroweak gauge group SU (2) L × U (1)Y , we

cannot write any gauge-invariant mass term (of the form mψψ) for them which

necessarily mixes the left and right handed components. Therefore, the mechanism for mass generation is a matter of special concern in the SM, which is solved
by the concept of spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) [2, 3]. In SSB, although
the Lagrangian of the theory is invariant under gauge transformations, the choice
of vacuum breaks the symmetry. It has been shown that a spontaneously broken gauge theory is renormalizable [4], thereby giving us a predictive quantum
field theory where masses of gauge bosons and fermions can be successfully generated. In the SM, the Glashow-Salam-Weinberg (GSW) model [5] proposes to
achieve the spontaneous breaking of the electroweak gauge group by postulating
the existence of an SU (2) L doublet complex scalar field, which takes an appropriate vacuum expectation value (VEV) to break the symmetry spontaneously. We
describe this model briefly in the following.

1.2. The Glashow-Salam-Weinberg Model
As mentioned before, the masses for the W ± and Z bosons, as well those of quarks
and leptons are generated by the mechanism of spontaneous symmetry breaking.
In the SM, since electric charge is conserved, and therefore the gauge group of
electromagnetism, U (1) EM , is an exact symmetry, we require the following pattern of SSB:
SU (2) L × U (1)Y −→ U (1) EM

(1.6)
5

In order to achieve the spontaneous breaking of electroweak symmetry, in
the GSW model, one introduces a complex SU (2) L doublet scalar field Φ with
hypercharge YΦ = +1:

Φ=

φ+
φ0

!

(1.7)

The Lagrangian density for Φ is given by:
LΦ = D µ Φ† Dµ Φ − V (Φ, Φ† ),

(1.8)

where, the gauge-invariant potential is chosen to be
V (Φ, Φ† ) = m2 Φ† Φ + λ(Φ† Φ)2

(1.9)

For m2 < 0, the potential has degenerate minima with
v2
Φ† Φ = ;
2

v=

r

− m2
λ

(1.10)

Without a loss of generality, by utilizing the freedom of SU (2) L gauge transformations, we can choose the VEV of Φ to be real and entirely in the electrically
neutral component of the Higgs field:

h 0| Φ | 0i =

0
√
v/ 2

!

(1.11)

This choice of VEV achieves the required breaking of SU (2) L × U (1)Y −→

U (1) EM . The W ± and Z boson masses are generated from the kinetic term of the
Higgs field, Eqn. 1.8. The mass terms for the fermion fields can be generated starting from gauge-invariant Yukawa couplings between the Higgs field and fermion
fields. For example, for electron, we can have the following term:
LYukawa = −ye (νe , e L )

φ+
φ0

!

eR + h.c.

(1.12)

After the Higgs field gets a VEV, Eqn.1.12 gives rise to a term of the form
ye
LYukawa = − √ (v + h)ee,
2
6

(1.13)

where the first term can be interpreted as electron mass with the value
ye v
me = √
2

(1.14)

Here, of course, the Yukawa couplings are free parameters of the theory. The
masses for the other fermions can be generated in a similar manner. Note that,
although neutrinos have been found to have a tiny mass, in the SM, their masses
are not incorporated. Thus neutrino masses can be thought of as a first hint of
physics beyond the SM.
Out of the four degrees of freedom of the complex scalar doublet field
Φ, only one real scalar component, h, is a physical scalar particle, known as
the Higgs boson. The other three components, the so called would-be NambuGoldstone bosons generate the longitudinal components of the W ± and Z bosons.
Note that, before SSB, the W and Z bosons, being massless, have two transverse polarization degrees of freedom each, while after SSB, they become massive, thereby gaining a third longitudinal mode.
The predictions of the standard model have been tested to high accuracies in experiments carried out at both high-energy colliders like the LEP and
Tevatron, as well as in low-energy experiments of flavour physics. In almost all
cases, experimental data are consistent with the predictions of GSW model. In
this connection, we should mention that there is a persisting discrepancy of about
3 standard deviations between the SM prediction of the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon, and the corresponding measurement for it [6]. However, some
uncertainty in the theory prediction, caused by strong interaction effects, still remain.
No experimental evidence for the Higgs boson has been found yet, whose
discovery would validate the GSW model of electroweak symmetry breaking.
Previous collider experiments like LEP have placed lower bounds on its mass,
while the Tevatron and the ongoing LHC experiments continue to make these
bounds more stringent.

1.3. New Physics Beyond the SM : Motivations
Apart from finding the Higgs boson, all the predictions of the SM have been successfully verified. The two pieces of experimental findings suggesting the existence of physics beyond the SM are the evidence for neutrino masses (observed
7

in the form of neutrino oscillations) [7] and the astrophysical evidence for nonbaryonic dark matter in the universe. Although neutrino masses can be easily accommodated in the SM framework by postulating the existence of right-handed
neutrinos, the nature of neutrino masses is largely still unknown. Moreover, the
extreme smallness of their masses perhaps calls for a deeper explanation of why
they are so many orders of magnitude below all the other fermion masses, including even the mass of particles belonging to the same SU (2) L multiplets, namely
the charged leptons. Also inexplicable is the mixing pattern of the neutrinos
which differs drastically from what is observed in the quark sector. If neutrinos
are found to be of Majorana nature, then lepton number would be violated by
their mass terms, thereby signalling the presence of physics beyond the SM. Several proposals for explaining the nature of neutrino masses have been made, starting from see-saw mechanisms [8] largely motivated by high-scale grand unified
theories (GUT) [9], to low-scale models like supersymmetry with lepton-number
violation [10].
Astrophysical evidences in the form of anomalous behaviours of galaxy rotation curves [11] first led to the proposition that non-baryonic dark matter exists
in the universe. Thereafter, this proposal has received support from various other
pieces of evidence coming from astrophysics and standard big-bang cosmology.
Currently, a cosmological model with cold (non-relativistic) dark matter and a
positive cosmological constant fits the cosmological data very well [12] (most importantly the cosmic microwave background radiation (CMBR) data from WMAP
[13] and also the requirements of structure formation in the universe in the form
of galaxies and galaxy clusters). Furthermore, the recent observation of colliding
galaxy clusters, known as bullet clusters, is being considered as a very direct evidence for collisionless cold dark matter [14]. These findings largely rely on X-ray
observations by the Chandra X-ray telescope and gravitational lensing methods,
the later being subject to significant uncertainties.
Apart from the experimental evidence, there have been theoretical considerations motivating the existence of new physics beyond the SM. The primary
problem here is the phenomenon of electroweak symmetry breaking. In the SM,
no dynamic explanation is given for the form of the Higgs potential. And the parameters of the potential are subject to large radiative corrections, if we have new
physics coming in at some high scales (like the GUT or Planck scales). In particular, the mass of the Higgs boson will be very sensitive to the higher scale where

8

the SM ceases to be a valid description of nature. The radiative corrections to the
Higgs mass due to loops of, for example, top quarks, are quadratically sensitive
to the cut-off scale. It will then require a large fine-tuning of parameters to keep
the value of Higgs mass at the weak scale. This so called hierarchy problem [15]
has motivated the proposal of several new physics scenarios, the most novel one
being the existence of supersymmetry (SUSY), a symmetry relating bosonic and
fermionic degrees of freedom. This postulates the existence of a mirror world of
the SM, where we have a partner for every SM particle whose spin differs by half
a unit. Other possibilities include the Higgs being a pseudo Nambu-Goldstone
boson, and its mass being protected from radiative corrections by a shift symmetry. This possibility has been realized in several models, including the so called
little Higgs models. Finally, one can have extra dimensions coming in at different
length scales, thereby bringing the scale of new physics to a lower value, and removing the hierarchy problem. In the next chapter, we consider these possibilities
in a more detailed manner.
Finally, we must mention that the SM, although a very successful and predictive theory of elementary particles, is not satisfactory in itself. There are several parameters whose values can only be fixed by experiments, and the SM offers
no explanation for them. The most important point in this connection is the hierarchy of fermion masses. Excluding the neutrinos, the fermion masses vary
from 0.5 MeV to 175 GeV, a span of about five orders of magnitude. The Higgs
mechanism does not offer any explanation for this, since the Yukawa couplings
are free parameters. It should be noted that the most commonly suggested extensions of the SM do not offer any explanation for the fermion Yukawas either,
and in many cases, they introduce a even larger set of unknown parameters. The
mixing angles in the quark and lepton sectors are also found to be widely different. Thus not only the electroweak sector of the SM requires further theoretical
explorations, the flavour sector is also not sufficiently well understood.
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Chapter 2.
Physics beyond the SM: a brief overview
of some possible scenarios

In this chapter we shall consider some possible scenarios of new physics beyond
the SM, whose motivations, as discussed in the previous chapter, range from the
naturalness problem of the electroweak scale to solving puzzles posed by the
existence of dark matter and tiny neutrino masses. In the following, we discuss
some of these possibilities whose phenomenology at the LHC has been further
explored in the later chapters of the thesis. We start with supersymmetry (SUSY),
the very well known prototype of new physics, and then move on to universal
extra dimensions (UED). We end this chapter with an overview of little Higgs
scenarios, in particular the littlest Higgs model with T-parity (LHT). In each one
of these cases, we also consider the possibility of violation of the often imposed
discrete Z2 -type symmetries, viz., R-parity in SUSY, KK-parity in UED and Tparity in LHT.

2.1. Supersymmetry
2.1.1. Introduction
Weak-scale supersymmetry [1–5] provides a natural solution to the gauge-hierarchy
problem discussed in the previous chapter. In the minimal supersymmetric ver13

sion of the standard model (MSSM), one postulates the existence of a new bosonic
degree of freedom corresponding to each fermionic degree of freedom in the SM
and vice versa, all other quantum numbers remaining the same. Thus there are
new scalar particles, known as sleptons, squarks and sneutrinos, as well as new
fermions, known as gauginos. If SUSY is exact, then the quadratically divergent contributions to the Higgs mass, due to the top quark, say, is cancelled by
the contribution of the top squarks (there are two of them, corresponding to the
left and right handed top quark components), thereby ameliorating the hierarchy
problem altogether. However, exact SUSY also predicts that the masses of the
superpartners will be the same as that of their SM counterparts. This is not allowed experimentally, since then we should have already observed, for example,
a scalar particle with the same mass and charge as that of the electron. Thus, if
it exists, SUSY must be a broken symmetry of nature. If it is broken in the Lagrangian by terms whose co-efficients are not dimensionless (the so-called soft
SUSY breaking terms), then it can still be shown that the residual radiative correction to the Higgs mass squared depends only logarithmically on the cut-off
scale, and the quadratic contributions still cancel out [6]. This is one of the primary reasons which prompted the acceptance of MSSM with soft SUSY breaking
as a viable candidate of physics beyond the standard model. It should be mentioned that there are a number of other attractive features of MSSM, two of which
deserve mention. As we know, if one considers the running of gauge couplings
in the SM, they tend to unify at a very high energy scale of about 1015 GeV, although they do not quite meet at a point at this scale. This fact is related to the
quest for grand unified theories where the SM gauge groups are embedded in
one single larger gauge group, which is then spontaneously broken at a higher
energy scale. The running of gauge couplings is modified when we include the
contributions due to the superparticles also, and one finds that the convergence
of the couplings to a single value is much better achieved in this case [7]. Another
attractive feature that can be built into SUSY models is the radiative mechanism
of electroweak symmetry breaking. As we have seen in section 1.2, the potential
for the Higgs field is proposed in an ad hoc manner in the SM, and no explanation is provided for the negative sign of the mass-squared term in the scalar
potential. In high-scale models of SUSY breaking, one can start with positive
mass-squared values at a higher scale, and then radiative effects can give rise to
a negative mass squared for the Higgs field at the weak-scale, thereby trigger-
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ing spontaneous electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB). It must be mentioned
that apart from all these nice features of weak scale supersymmetric versions of
the SM, there are a number of other wonderful mathematical properties of SUSY
quantum field theories that are worth studying in themselves [8, 9].

2.1.2. A brief review of MSSM
In the MSSM [1, 2], each of the known fundamental particles belong to either a
chiral or gauge supermultiplet, containing its superpartner with spin differing
by half a unit. In the SM, the left and right handed components of the quarks and
leptons are two component Weyl fermions with different gauge transformation
properties. Therefore, each must have its own complex scalar partner, known as
left and right chiral squarks and sleptons. For example, the superpartners of the
left and right handed electron fields are named left and right chiral selectrons,
and denoted by ẽ L and ẽR . Similarly, we have two smuons and staus each. Since
the neutrinos are massless in the SM, and are always left-handed, their superpartners, the sneutrinos, are denoted by ν̃e , ν̃µ and ν̃τ , corresponding to three different
flavours. We also have the squarks denoted by q̃ L and q̃ R , with q running over all
the six flavours. From the conditions of anomaly cancellation, and also in order to
give masses to both the up and down type quarks (and leptons) while complying
with a requirement coming from the structure of the SUSY Lagrangian (namely,
holomorphicity of the superpotential), one is required to introduce two complex
Higgs doublets in the MSSM, one with hypercharge Y = +1 and the other with
Y = −1, denoted as Hu and Hd respectively. The fermionic partners of the Higgs
scalar fields are known as higgsinos, denoted by H̃u and H̃d . We summarize the
particle content of the chiral supermultiplets along with their gauge quantum
numbers in Table 2.1.
We now turn to the gauge supermultiplets, which contain the SM gauge
bosons and their spin-1/2 counterparts, known as gauginos. The spin-1/2 colouroctet partner of the gluon is known as the gluino (g̃). The partners of W-bosons,
W ± and W 0 , are called winos, and are denoted as W̃ ± and W̃ 0 . Similarly, the
partner of the U (1)Y gauge boson is called the bino, B̃. We summarize the gauge
supermultiplets along with their quantum numbers in Table 2.2.
We shall not be reviewing here the detailed method of constructing a supersymmetric Lagrangian describing all possible interactions of the sparticles and
15

spin 0

spin 1/2

SU (3)C , SU (2) L , U (1)Y

(ueL deL )

(u L d L )

( 3, 2 , 13 )

ue∗R

u†R

( 3, 1, − 34 )

de∗R

d†R

( 3, 1, 23 )

(ν e L )

( 1, 2 , −1)

e

(νe e
eL )

e†R

( 1, 1, 2)

Hu

( Hu+ Hu0 )

( 1, 2 , +1)

Hd

( Hd0 Hd− )

e u+ H
e u0 )
(H

Names
squarks, quarks

Q
u
d

sleptons, leptons

Higgs, higgsinos

L

e
e∗R

e0 H
e −)
(H
d
d

( 1, 2 , −1)

Table 2.1.: Chiral supermultiplets in the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model. The spin-0 fields are complex scalars, and the spin-1/2 fields
are left-handed two-component Weyl fermions [2].
particles of the MSSM. Instead, we refer the reader to excellent reviews [1, 2]
on this subject for this. The most general non-gauge interactions of the chiral
supermultiplets are determined by an analytic function of the complex scalar
fields, known as the superpotential, W. Equivalently, the superpotential is often written in terms of the so-called chiral superfields, which contain all the
bosonic, fermionic and auxiliary (non-dynamical, and therefore, physically irrelevant) components of a supermultiplet. The condition of supersymmetry invariance of the Lagrangian involving gauge and chiral superfields enforces the superpotential to be gauge invariant. The scalar potential involving generic scalar
fields φ in a SUSY theory is completely determined by the other interactions
(gauge and Yukawa) of the theory, and therefore, is very restrictive. This is an
unique feature of supersymmetric models. It is given by
V (φ, φ∗ ) = |

∂W 2 1
| + ∑ g2a (φ∗ T a φ)2
∂φ
2 a

(2.1)

Note that, since V (φ, φ∗ ) is a sum of squares, it is always non-negative, and
therefore, bounded from below.
The MSSM superpotential is given by [2]
WMSSM = yl ij Li Hd Ēj + yd ij Qi Hd D̄ j + yu ij Qi Hu Ūj + µHu Hd
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(2.2)

Names

spin 1/2

spin 1

SU (3)C , SU (2) L , U (1)Y

gluino, gluon

ge

g

( 8, 1 , 0)

W± W0

( 1, 3 , 0)

B0

( 1, 1 , 0)

winos, W bosons
bino, B boson

e0
e± W
W
e0
B

Table 2.2.: Gauge supermultiplets in the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model [2].

where Hu and Hd are the two Higgs superfields, L and Q are the SU(2)-doublet
lepton and quark superfields and E, U, and D are the singlet lepton, up-type
quark, and down-type quark superfields, respectively. µ is the Higgsino mass
parameter and yij ’s are the strengths of the Yukawa interactions.
As we shall see in the next subsection, this is not the most general gauge
invariant and renormalizable superpotential. The other possible terms in the superpotential violate either baryon (B) or lepton number (L) by one unit. They can
be avoided by imposing an additional multiplicative discrete symmetry, known
as R-parity, which is defined as R p = (−1)3B+ L+2S , where S is the spin of the
corresponding particle. This prevents, for example, terms which can lead to fast
proton decay. However, the purpose is equally well-served if only one between B
and L is conserved. It can be easily seen that all the sparticles are R-odd, while the
SM particles are R-even. This leads to some very important consequences. First of
all, in all the interaction vertices involving sparticles, there will be an even number of sparticles present. Thus, supersymmetric particles can only be produced in
pairs in collider experiments, if R-parity conservation is assumed. Furthermore,
the lightest SUSY particle, known as the LSP, will not be able to decay, thereby
furnishing a viable dark matter candidate.
As mentioned before, since SUSY can at most be a broken symmetry in nature, we need to specify the soft SUSY breaking terms in the Lagrangian. Unless a
specific mechanism for SUSY breaking is assumed, this leads to the introduction
of a number of new unknown parameters in the theory, making supersymmetry phenomenology highly involved. In the MSSM, the most general soft SUSY
breaking terms are given by [2, 6]
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1
M1 B̃ B̃ + M2 W̃ W̃ + M3 g̃ g̃ + c.c
2

˜¯ Q̃H − ē˜a L̃H + c.c
− ū˜ au Q̃Hu − da
e
d
d
d

Lsoft = −

˜¯ 2 d˜¯† − ē˜m2 ē˜†
− Q̃† m2Q Q̃ − L̃† m2L L̃ − ū˜ mū2 ū˜ † − dm
ē
d̄

− m2Hu Hu∗ Hu − m2Hd Hd∗ Hd − (bHu Hd + c.c) .

(2.3)

In writing eq. 2.3, we have suppressed all gauge indices in the fields. Here,
M1 , M2 and M3 are the soft SUSY-breaking mass terms for the bino, wino and
gluino respectively. Next we have the cubic scalar couplings, where each of au ,
ad and ae are 3 × 3 matrices in family space. The five squark and slepton mass

matrices m2Q etc. are also 3 × 3 complex matrices in the family space, which are

however required to be hermitian. And finally we have the SUSY breaking terms
for the Higgs potential in the last line of eq. 2.3.
After EWSB, in the Higgs sector we have five scalar mass eigenstates :
two CP-even neutral scalars h0 and H 0 , one CP-odd neutral scalar A0 , and two
charged scalars H ± . One crucial parameter in the Higgs sector is the ratio of
the two Higgs VEV’s, namely, tan β = vu /vd . It can be shown that the lightest
CP-even Higgs mass in MSSM has a tree-level upper bound of MZ , while after
including radiative corrections its mass can be lifted to around 135 GeV.
The higgsinos and electroweak gauginos also mix with each other after
EWSB. The four mass eigenstates obtained by combining the two neutral higgsinos and two neutral gauginos are known as neutralinos χ˜0 (i = 1, 2, 3, 4). The
i

charged higgsinos and winos mix to form two mass eigenstates with charge ±1,
known as charginos χ˜± (i = 1, 2). The gluino, being a colour octet fermion, cani

not mix with any other particle in the MSSM.
If the soft terms are chosen in the most general way, then the mass eigenstates of the MSSM squarks and sleptons should be obtained by diagonalizing
the three 6 × 6 mass matrices for up- and down-type squarks and the charged

sleptons, while the sneutrino mass matrix is a 3 × 3 one. But such general mix-

ing can lead to potentially very large flavour changing and CP-violating effects,
thereby placing severe constraints on the model [10]. In order to avoid these very
large contributions, one generally assumes that the squark and slepton mass matrices are flavour-blind, each being proportional to a 3 × 3 identity matrix in the

family space, for example, m2Q = m2Q 1 etc. One further assumes that the possi-
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ble mixing induced by au , ad and ae are each proportional to the corresponding
Yukawa coupling matrices. Since the Yukawa couplings for the first two generations are rather small, the only substantial mixing occurs among the third generation squarks and sleptons. Thus, for example, after EWSB, t̃ L and t̃R can mix to
give two mass eigenstates t̃1 and t̃2 .
The phenomenology of SUSY models has been studied exhaustively in the
literature, and various possible scenarios of SUSY breaking have been proposed.
Usually, being within the MSSM field content, one does not find a successful
mechanism to break SUSY spontaneously, without running into phenomenological inconsistencies. Therefore, the existence of a separate SUSY breaking sector is
envisioned, known as the hidden sector, where SUSY is broken spontaneously by
one of several possible mechanisms. This breaking is thereafter communicated
to the visible MSSM sector. The case where gravitational interactions mediate
the transfer of SUSY breaking from the hidden to the visible sector is known as
gravity mediated SUSY breaking [11], which is one of the most widely studied
mechanisms. There are other possible scenarios like gauge [12] and anomaly [13]
mediated SUSY breaking , too.
As far as collider searches of R-parity conserving SUSY [14, 15] are concerned, they largely rely on the presence of large missing energies in the final
state, coming from the undetected stable LSP. In addition, since strongly interacting SUSY particles, the squarks and gluinos, are dominantly produced in hadron
colliders, in these environments, one generally also expects hard jets in the events
coming from their decays. Thus, SUSY cascades originate in the initially pair produced sparticles and end with a pair of LSP’s, together with jets, leptons etc.
Leptonic signatures, with different possible lepton multiplicities, accompanied
by jets and missing transverse energy are viable and widely used channels for
SUSY searches at colliders.

2.1.3. R-parity violation
As mentioned in the previous subsection, if lepton and/or baryon number are allowed to be broken, the MSSM superpotential can be augmented by the following
terms [16, 17]:
WR/ p = λijk Li L j Ēk + λ′ijk Li Q j D̄k + λ′′ ijk Ūi D̄ j D̄k + ǫi Li Hu .

(2.4)
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where i, j, and k are flavour indices. Here the λ′′ ijk term leads to baryon number (B) violating interactions while the other three terms lead to the violation of
lepton number (L). Proton decay can be easily avoided if only one between B and
L is conserved and R-parity violating (RPV) SUSY models are constructed with
this in view. There are also upper bounds on individual R-parity violating operators, coming mainly from constraints in the flavour sector [16]. Since product
couplings are often more constrained, one generally assumes the presence of one
R-parity violating term at a time while studying phenomenological implications.
Of these, the versions containing L-violating interactions, trilinear and/or bilinear, have the added motivation of offering explanations of neutrino masses and
mixing [18,19]. It should be mentioned that one can obtain scenarios with only Lviolating terms present by imposing a different type of discrete symmetry known
as baryon triality, which is a Z3 symmetry, defined by Z3B = exp(2πi [ B − 2Y ]/3),
where Y is the weak hypercharge [2].

The consequences of RPV interactions have been explored extensively in
the literature [16, 17, 20]. In the presence of R-parity violating interactions, the
collider searches for SUSY can be completely altered. There can be single sparticle production at colliders, in addition to the usual pair production processes.
Furthermore, gauginos can be produced in association with SM fermions via tchannel sfermion exchange. Sparticle decays can also be modified by R-parity violating interactions. However, since the R-parity violating couplings are already
constrained by many experiments, and also because of requirements coming from
specific models (like neutrino mass generation by including L-violation), they are
often required to be smaller than the gauge couplings. In that case, the heavier
sparticles will all decay with the usual R-parity conserving modes down to the
LSP, and then the LSP will no longer remain stable but decay through the new
couplings. Thus one expects the multiplicity of final state particles to increase. In
particular, when L-violation takes place, although the conventional large missing
ET signature of SUSY is degraded, the possibility of obtaining multilepton final
states is enhanced [20]. Also, as will be shown in great detail in Chapter 5, we
have demonstrated that in presence of these L-violating operators, rather striking same-sign three-and four-lepton final states, which are free from SM backgrounds, are expected with large rates at the LHC [21, 22].
In presence of the λ-type couplings, if the neutralino is the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP), it will decay to a lepton-antilepton pair (not necessarily
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of the same flavour) and a neutrino. Thus, starting from the pair production of
squarks/gluinos in the initial parton level 2 → 2 hard scattering, we can obtain
two neutralinos at the end of the decay cascade, whose decay in turn can give rise

to multilepton final states with large rates. The λ′ -type interactions, on the other
hand, cause a neutralino LSP to decay into a lepton and two quarks. The bilinear
terms ǫi Li Hu imply mixing between neutrinos and neutralinos as also between
charged leptons and charginos [19]. Consequently, the lightest neutralino LSP
can, for example, decay into a neutrino and the Z or a charged lepton and the W,
the latter mode being of larger branching ratio.
It should be noted that if R-parity is violated, the LSP is no longer stable,
and therefore it is no longer constrained to be neutral (which would otherwise
be the case from cosmological considerations). Thus, one can have several possibilities for the LSP. However, in the constrained versions of supersymmetry,
known as cMSSM or mSUGRA, whereby one assumes universal soft SUSY breaking terms near the GUT scale, one generally finds either the lightest neutralino or
the lighter stau to be the LSP in most of the parameter space regions. In later
chapters of this thesis, we shall consider some striking phenomenology of both
the neutralino and stau LSP scenarios. Finally, we should mention that in the
absence of R-parity, although the lightest neutralino is no longer a dark matter
candidate, one can have alternative dark matter candidates such as the axino or
the gravitino.

2.2. Minimal universal extra dimension
2.2.1. Introduction and a brief description of mUED
A rather exciting development in physics beyond the standard model in the last
few years is the formulation of theories with compact spacelike extra dimensions,
whose phenomenology can be tested at the TeV scale. The idea is based on concepts first introduced by Kaluza and Klein [23] in the 1920’s. Extra-dimensional
theories can be divided into two main classes. The first includes those where the
standard model fields are confined to a (3 + 1) dimensional subspace (3-brane) of
the full manifold. Models with the extra spacelike dimensions being both flat [24]
or warped [25] fall in this category, although there have been numerous attempts
to put some or all of the fields in the ‘bulk’ even within the ambits of these the21

ories. On the other hand, there is a class of models known as Universal Extra
Dimension(s) (UED) [26], where all of the SM fields can access the additional dimensions.
In the minimal version of UED (mUED), there is only one extra dimension
y compactified on a circle of radius R (S1 symmetry). The need to introduce chiral fermions in the resulting four-dimensional effective theory prompts one to
impose additional conditions on the extra dimension. This condition is known
as ‘orbifolding’ where two diametrically opposite ends of the compact dimension are connected by an axis, about which there is a reflection symmetry. This
Z2 symmetry breaks the translational invariance along the fifth dimension (denoted by the co-ordinate y) and generates two fixed points at y = 0 and y = πR.
From a four-dimensional viewpoint, every field will then have an infinite tower
of Kaluza-Klein (KK) modes, the zero modes being identified as the corresponding SM states. The spectrum is essentially governed by R−1 , where R is the radius
of the extra dimension.
UED scenarios can have a number of interesting phenomenological implications. These include a new mechanism of supersymmetry breaking [27], relaxation of the upper limit of the lightest supersymmetric neutral Higgs [28], addressing the issue of fermion mass hierarchy from a different perspective [29] and
lowering the unification scale down to a few TeV’s [30–32].
In the absence of the orbifold fixed points, the component of momentum
along the extra dimension is conserved. From a four-dimensional perspective,
this implies KK number conservation, where KK number is given by the position
of an excited state in the tower. However, the presence of the two orbifold fixed
points breaks the translational symmetry along the compact dimension, and KK
number is consequently violated. In principle, one may have some additional
interaction terms localised at these fixed points, causing mixing among different
KK states. However, if these interactions are symmetric under the exchange of
the fixed points (this is another Z2 symmetry, not to be confused with the Z2 of
y ↔ −y), the conservation of KK number breaks down to the conservation of KK

parity1 , given by (−1)n , where n is the KK number. This not only implies that
1 In

principle, it is possible to have fixed point localized operators that are asymmetric in na-

ture [26]. This could violate KK-parity, analogous to the violation of R-parity in supersymmetry. In absence of KK-parity, the phenomenology of UED will be drastically different and will
be discussed in brief in the next subsection.
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level-one KK-modes, the lightest among the new particles, are always produced
in pairs, but also ensures that the KK modes do not affect electroweak processes
at the tree level. The multiplicatively conserved nature of KK-parity implies that
the lightest among the first excitations of the SM fields is stable, and a potential
dark matter candidate [33].
The tree-level mass of a level-n KK particle is given by m2n = m20 + n2 /R2 ,
where m0 is the mass associated with the corresponding SM field. Therefore, the
tree level mUED spectrum is extremely degenerate and, to start with, the first
excitation of any massless SM particle can be the lightest KK-odd particle (LKP).
In practice, radiative corrections [34] play an important role in determining the
actual spectrum. The correction term can be finite (bulk correction) or it may depend on Λ, the cut-off scale of the model (boundary correction). Bulk corrections
arise due to the winding of the internal lines in a loop around the compactified direction [34], and are non-zero and finite only for the gauge boson KK-excitations.
On the other hand, the boundary corrections are not finite, but are logarithmically divergent. They are just the counterterms of the total orbifold correction,
with the finite parts being completely unknown. Assuming that the boundary kinetic terms vanish at the cut-off scale Λ, the corrections from the boundary terms,
for a renormalization scale µ, are proportional to L0 ≡ ln(Λ2 /µ2 ). The bulk and

boundary corrections for level-n doublet quarks and leptons (Qn and Ln ), singlet
quarks and leptons (qn and en ) and KK gauge bosons (gn , Wn , Zn and Bn ) are
given by,
• Bulk corrections:

39 ζ (3) a1
,
2 π 2 R2
5 ζ ( 3) a2
,
δ (m2Wn ) = −
2 π 2 R2
3 ζ ( 3) a3
δ (m2gn ) = −
,
2 π 2 R2
δ (m2Bn ) = −

(2.5)

3
where, ζ (3) = ∑∞
n =1 1/n ≃ 1.202.
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• Boundary corrections:
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a1
δ̄ m Qn = mn 3 a3 +
a2 +
L0 , δ̄ mun = mn (3 a3 + a1 ) L0 ,
16
16



a1 
27
9
L0 ,
δ̄ m Ln = mn
δ̄ mdn = mn 3 a3 +
a2 +
a1 L 0 ,
4
16
16
a1 2
9 a1
m n L0 ,
δ̄ (m2Bn ) = −
m L0
δ̄ men =
4
6 n
15 a2 2
23 a3 2
δ̄ (m2Wn ) =
m L0 ,
δ̄ (m2gn ) =
m n L0 ,
2 n
2

3
λH
3
a2 + a1 −
L0 + m2H ,
δ̄ (m2Hn ) = m2n
(2.6)
2
4
16π 2
where ai ≡ g2i /16 π 2 , i = 1 . . . 3, gi being the respective gauge coupling constants
and m2H is the boundary term for the Higgs scalar, which has been chosen to be

zero in our studies in Chapter 6.
These radiative corrections partially remove the degeneracy in the spectrum [34] and, over most of the parameter space, γ1 , the first excitation of the
hypercharge gauge boson (B), is the LKP 2 . γ1 can also produce the right amount
of relic density and turns out to be a good dark matter candidate [33]. The mass of
γ1 is approximately R−1 and hence the overclosure of the universe puts an upper
bound on R−1 < 1400 GeV. The lower limit on R−1 comes from the low energy
observables and direct search of new particles at the Tevatron. Constraints from
g − 2 of the muon [35], flavour changing neutral currents [36–38], Z → bb̄ [39],

the ρ parameter [26, 40], other electroweak precision tests [41], etc. imply that
R −1 >
∼ 300 GeV. The masses of KK particles are also dependent on Λ, the cut-off
of UED as an effective theory, which is essentially a free parameter. One loop cor-

rected SU (3), SU (2) and U (1) gauge couplings show power law running in the
mUED model and almost meet at the scale Λ= 20R−1 [30]. Thus one often takes
Λ = 20R−1 as the cut-off of the model. If one does not demand such unification,
one can extend the value of Λ to about 40R−1 , above which the U (1) coupling
becomes nonperturbative.
After incorporating the radiative effects, the typical UED spectrum shows
that the coloured KK states are on top of the spectrum. Among them, g1 , the n = 1
gluon, is the heaviest. It can decay to both n = 1 singlet (q1 ) and doublet (Q1 )
quarks with almost the same branching ratio, although there is a slight kinematic
preference for the singlet channel. q1 can decay only to γ1 and an SM quark. On
2 The
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KK Weinberg angle is small so that B1 ≈ γ1 and W13 ≈ Z1 .

the other hand, a doublet quark Q1 decays mostly to W1 or Z1 . Hadronic decay
modes of W1 and Z1 are closed kinematically, so that they decay to different n = 1
doublet leptons. Therefore Z1 can decay only to L1 l or ν1 ν. The KK leptons finally
decay to γ1 and SM leptons. Thus, the principal signals of such a scenario are n
jets + m leptons + MET, where m can vary from 1 to 4.

2.2.2. KK-parity violation
Let us now briefly introduce KK-parity violation and its phenomenological consequences. As discussed in the previous subsection, operators localised at the
orbifold fixed points give rise to mixing between different KK-states. In presence
of such operators that are symmetric under exchange of the fixed points, even
and odd KK-parity states mix separately, so that KK-parity is still a conserved
quantity. However, it is possible to have fixed point operators which are asymmetric in nature, leading to the violation of KK-parity [26]. The phenomenology
of KK-parity violation was studied in some detail in Ref. [42]. KK-parity violating
couplings allow the LKP to decay into SM particles.
The asymmetry in the localised operators can be introduced by adding the
following extra contribution to the operators localized at the point y = 0:

Lf =

λ
Λ

Z

[iψ̄Γα Dα ψ − i( Dα ψ̄ )Γα ψ] δ(y)dy,

(2.7)

where, ψ( xµ , y) is the 5-dimensional fermion field, Γα are the gamma matrices and
Dα are the covariant derivatives defined in (4+1) dimensions, λ is the strength of
the KK-parity violating coupling, and Λ is the cut-off scale. The above operator
has the following consequences:
• Equation 2.7 gives rise to KK-parity violating mixing between KK-even and

odd states. Of them, the mixing between n = 0 and n = 1 states are most
relevant from the point of view of LHC phenomenology. The admixture of
n ≥ 2 KK-states with the n = 0 state is suppressed by the higher masses of

the former.

• Equation 2.7 leads to the coupling between two KK-fermions (ψ(l ) and ψ(m) )
(n)

(n)

and a gauge boson (Aµ ): ihgψ̄(l ) γµ Aµ ψ(m) , where h is a dimensionless

coupling parametrised as h = λ/(2πΛR) and g is the gauge coupling. This
coupling can be KK-parity violating, if (−1)n+m+l = −1.
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• In the KK-basis, interaction terms involving one n = 0 and two n = 1 parti( 1)

( 1) ( 0)

cles are allowed by KK-parity. As an example consider the terms igψ̄KK γµ Aµ ψKK ,
( 1)

( 0) ( 1)

(n)

igψ̄KK γµ Aµ ψKK etc., where ψKK is level-n fermion in the KK-basis. As a result of the mixing between n = 0 and 1 fermions , the above interactions
give rise to KK-parity violating couplings between two n = 0 particles with
one n = 1 particle in the mass eigenstate basis.
We have only considered the consequences of the fermionic kinetic terms
localized at the point y = 0. However, in principle, one could also introduce kinetic terms for the 5-dimensional gauge bosons at y = 0. Such terms would lead
to KK-parity violating decay of n = 1 gauge bosons into a pair of SM electroweak
gauge bosons. For W1± and Z1 -boson, the KK-parity conserving decays are overwhelmingly dominant. Therefore, the KK-parity violating decays of W1± and Z1 boson are phenomenologically insignificant. On the other hand, the LKP (γ1 ),
being completely B1 dominated, can not have any coupling with the standard
model ZZ or W + W − pairs. Therefore, from the point of view of collider phenomenology, the KK-parity violating kinetic terms for the 5-dimensional gauge
bosons are not significant.
We have already noted that, as a consequence of KK-parity violation, the
lightest n = 1 particle decays into two or more SM particles. Thus, γ1 can decay
into SM fermion-antifermion pairs. The KK-parity violating couplings of γ1 with
the SM fermions are given by

LKKV = √

eh
2cosθW

µ
f¯[YL γµ (1 − γ5 ) − YR γµ (1 + γ5 )]γ1 f ,

(2.8)

where f is an SM fermion and YL and YR are the hypercharges of f L and f R
respectively. For λ ∼ 1 and ΛR ∼ 20, the maximum value of the parameter h is

hmax ∼ 0.01. In our later analysis, we have taken h to be the same for all fermionic

flavours. With this assumption, the decay branching fraction of γ1 becomes independent of the value of h. We thus find a 53.3% branching fraction for γ1 → qq̄
and 38.9 (7.8)% branching fraction for γ1 → l l¯ (νν̄ ). For small values of the pa-

rameter h, the decay branching fractions of other n = 1 particles are insensitive

to KK-parity violation, since such effects are suppressed by the cut-off scale Λ, so
that they cannot compete with the KK-parity conserving modes. Therefore, the
only phenomenological difference between UED with KK-parity conserved and
KK-parity violated is the decay of the LKP and its decay gives rise to additional
jets and leptons in the final states of UED cascades. Thus the additional leptons
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lead to rather clean signatures with the possibility of reconstructing the γ1 as an
invariant mass peak. On the whole, depending on whether either or both of the
pair-produced γ1 ’s decay leptonically, the lepton multiplicity of the ensuing final
states may vary between 0 and 8.

2.3. Little Higgs models
2.3.1. Introduction
Little Higgs models [43, 44] have been proposed a few years ago to explain electroweak symmetry breaking and, in particular, to solve the so-called little hierarchy problem [45]. We can view the Standard Model (SM) as an effective field
theory (EFT) with a cutoff Λ and parametrize new physics in terms of higherdimensional operators which are suppressed by inverse powers of Λ. Precision
tests of the SM have not shown any significant deviations, which in turn translates into a cutoff of about Λ ∼ 5 − 10 TeV which is more than an order of mag-

nitude above the electroweak scale. Since radiative corrections to the Higgs mass
are quadratically sensitive to the cutoff Λ, some amount of fine-tuning is needed

to get a Higgs which is lighter than about 200 GeV as indicated by electroweak
precision data.
Little Higgs models suggest a way of stabilizing the mass of the Higgs in the
presence of a cut-off Λ of the above kind of magnitude. Here the Higgs particle is
a pseudo-Goldstone boson of a global symmetry G which is spontaneously broken at a scale f to a subgroup H. This symmetry protects the Higgs mass from getting quadratic divergences at one loop. The electroweak symmetry is broken via
the Coleman-Weinberg mechanism [46] and the Higgs mass is generated radiatively, which leads naturally to a light Higgs boson m H ∼ ( g2 /4π ) f ≈ 100 GeV,

if the scale f ∼ 1 TeV. The little Higgs model can then be interpreted as an EFT
up to a new cutoff scale of Λ ∼ 4π f ∼ 10 TeV.

Among the different versions of this approach, the littlest Higgs model [47]
achieves the cancellation of quadratic divergences with a minimal number of new
degrees of freedom. However, precision electroweak constraints imply that the
mass scale of the new particles in such theories has to be of the order of f >
∼ 5 TeV
in most of the natural parameter space [48], thus necessitating fine-tuning once
more. The problem is circumvented through the introduction of an additional
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discrete symmetry, the so-called T-parity [49,50], whereby all particles in the spectrum are classified as T-even or T-odd. This allows one to have the Higgs mass
protected from quadratic divergences, and at the same time see a spectrum of additional gauge bosons, scalars and fermions, in the mass range of a few hundred
GeV, with the lightest T-odd particle (LTP), typically the heavy neutral partner
of the photon, A H , being stable. In particular, for the Littlest Higgs model with
T-parity (LHT) [50–53] it was shown in Refs. [52, 54, 55], that a scale f as low as
500 GeV is compatible with electroweak precision data. Furthermore, if T-parity
is exact, the LTP can also be a potential dark matter (DM) candidate [51, 54, 56].
The experimental signals at colliders of a scenario with exact T-parity have
close resemblance with those of supersymmetry with conserved R-parity or universal extra dimensions with KK-parity. First of all, T-odd particles can only be
produced in pairs. Furthermore, all T-odd particles cascade decay down to the
LTP which then carries away substantial missing transverse momentum, accompanied by jets and/or leptons rendered hard through the release of energy in the
decay of the heavy new particles.
The phenomenology of the LHT with exact T-parity at the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) has been studied quite extensively [57–60]. Efforts are also on to
discriminate the LHT signals from those of other scenarios where large missing
ET is predicted [61]. Later on, it was pointed out in Ref. [62] that T-parity can
be violated in the EFT by topological effects related to anomalies in the underlying theory (UV completion of the LHT), by the Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) [63]
anomaly term. However, relatively few studies have taken place on the collider
signals of the scenario with T-parity violation [64–66]. Although Ref. [66] gives
a very comprehensive list of signals for several regions in the parameter space,
definitely more detailed studies of this interesting possibility are required, in particular, since the WZW term is a direct window into the UV completion of the
LHT.

2.3.2. The Littlest Higgs model with T-parity
In the LHT a global symmetry SU (5) is spontaneously broken down to SO(5) at
a scale f ∼ 1 TeV. An [SU (2) × U (1)]2 gauge symmetry is imposed, which is

simultaneously broken to the diagonal subgroup SU (2) L × U (1)Y , the latter be-

ing identified with the SM gauge group. This leads to four heavy gauge bosons
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±
WH
, Z H and A H with masses ∼ f in addition to the SM gauge fields. The SM

Higgs doublet is part of an assortment of pseudo-Goldstone bosons which result from the spontaneous breaking of the global symmetry. This symmetry protects the Higgs mass from getting quadratic divergences at one loop, even in the
presence of gauge and Yukawa interactions. The multiplet of Goldstone bosons
contains a heavy SU (2) triplet scalar Φ as well. In contrast to SUSY, the new
states which cancel the quadratically divergent contributions to the Higgs mass
due to the top quark, gauge boson and Higgs boson loops, respectively, are heavy
fermions, additional gauge bosons and triplet Higgs states.
In order to comply with strong constraints from electroweak precision data
on the Littlest Higgs model [48], one imposes T-parity [49] which maps the two
pairs of gauge groups SU (2)i × U (1)i , i = 1, 2 into each other, forcing the cor-

responding gauge couplings to be equal, with g1 = g2 and g1′ = g2′ . All SM
particles, including the Higgs doublet, are even under T-parity, whereas the four
additional heavy gauge bosons and the Higgs triplet are T-odd. The top quark
has two heavy fermionic partners, T+ (T-even) and T− (T-odd). For consistency of

the model, one has to introduce the additional heavy, T-odd vector-like fermions
i (i = 1, 2, 3) for each SM quark and lepton field. For further
uiH , diH , eiH and νH

details on the LHT, we refer the reader to Refs. [50–53].
The masses of the heavy gauge bosons in the LHT are given by




v2
5v2
f g′
MWH = MZH = g f 1 − 2 ≈ 0.65 f ,
1 − 2 ≈ 0.16 f ,
MAH = √
8f
8f
5
(2.9)
where corrections of O(v2 / f 2 ) are neglected in the approximate numerical val-

ues. Thus these particles have masses of several hundreds of GeV for f ∼ 1 TeV,

although A H , the heavy partner of the photon, can be quite light, because of the
small prefactor, and is usually assumed to be the LTP. The masses of the heavy,
T-odd fermions are determined by general 3 × 3 mass matrices in the (mirror)
ij

ij

flavour space, mq H ,l H ∼ κq,l f with i, j = 1, 2, 3. We simplify our analysis by asij

suming that κq = κq δij . The parameter κq ∼ O(1) thus determines the masses of
the heavy quarks in the following way:


√
v2
mu H = 2κq f 1 − 2 ,
8f

md H =

√

2κq f ,

(2.10)

thereby allowing the new heavy quarks to have masses ranging from several hundreds of GeV to a TeV, for f ∼ 1 TeV. Similarly, the masses of the heavy leptons in
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the spectrum are determined by a common parameter κl . Note that these heavy
quarks and leptons cannot be decoupled from the model as there is an upper
bound κ ≤ 4.8 (for f = 1 TeV) obtained from 4-fermion operators [52]. We will
come back to lower limits on the masses of the heavy quarks and therefore on κq

in the context of the model with T-parity violation.
The mass of the triplet scalar Φ is related to the doublet Higgs mass by
√
mΦ = 2m H f /v. Two more dimensionless parameters λ1 and λ2 appear in the
√
top quark sector; the top mass being given by mt = (λ1 / 1 + R2 )v, where R =
λ1 /λ2 . The masses of the two heavy partners of the top quark, T+ and T− , can be
√
expressed as m T+ = λ2 1 + R2 f and m T− = λ2 f . We use mt = 175 GeV in our
analysis and set R = 1.

2.3.3. T-parity violation
As mentioned before, it was first pointed out in Ref. [62] that T-parity can be violated in the EFT by topological effects related to anomalies in the underlying
theory (UV completion of the LHT). This induces a Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW)
term [63] in the low-energy effective Lagrangian, similarly to the WZW term of
odd intrinsic parity in the usual chiral Lagrangian for QCD. This term encodes the
Adler-Bell-Jackiw chiral anomaly [67] within the EFT framework and describes,
for instance, the decay π 0 → γγ. The structure of the WZW term is thereby
uniquely determined by the symmetry breaking pattern G → H and the gauged
subgroups, up to a multiplicative quantized constant. This constant is related to
the representation of new fermions in the underlying theory, if we assume that
it is strongly interacting and a fermion condensate forms which signals spontaneous symmetry breaking. Essentially, as in QCD, the prefactor of the WZW term
is a function of the number of ‘colors’ in the underlying theory.
Of course, there is no such WZW term, if there are no chiral anomalies in
the underlying theory, for instance, if the low-energy non-linear sigma model
Lagrangian of the LHT derives from a linear sigma model with new heavy fundamental scalar fields which break the symmetry, see Ref. [68] for an explicit construction of such an UV completion with unbroken T-parity.
As mentioned above, T-parity violation in the LHT and thus the decay of
the heavy photon A H arises via the so-called Wess-Zumino-Witten term, which,
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according to Ref. [62], can be written as follows:
ΓWZW =

N
(Γ0 [Σ] + Γ[Σ, Al , Ar ]) .
48π 2

(2.11)

The functional Γ0 [Σ] is the ungauged WZW term which depends only on the nonlinear sigma model field Σ. It cannot be expressed as a four-dimensional integral
over a local Lagrangian. Instead, a closed form can be written as an integral over
a five-dimensional manifold with ordinary spacetime as its boundary [63]. The
term Γ[Σ, Al , Ar ] is the gauged part of the WZW term. This part can be written
as an ordinary four-dimensional integral over a local Lagrangian. The explicit
expressions for the functionals and the relation of the fields Al,r to the gauge fields
in the LHT can be found in Ref. [62]. While these functionals are uniquely given
by the symmetry breaking pattern SU (5) → SO(5) and the gauged subgroups in

the LHT, the integer N in Eq. (2.11) depends on the UV completion of the LHT.
In strongly coupled underlying theories it will be related to the representation
of the fermions whose condensate acts as order parameter of the spontaneous
symmetry breaking. In the simplest case, N will be the number of ‘colours’ in that
UV completion, as is the case for the WZW term in ordinary QCD. The overall
coefficient N/48π 2 encapsulates the effect of the chiral anomaly, which is a oneloop effect in the corresponding high-scale theory.
As noted in Ref. [62], the WZW term in Eq. (2.11) is not manifestly gauge
invariant. Gauge invariance is violated by terms with three or four gauge bosons
µ

with an odd number of T-odd gauge bosons, e.g. by a term like ǫµνρσ VH V ν ∂ρ V σ ,
where VH is a T-odd gauge boson and V denotes a SM gauge boson. Such anomalous terms need to be cancelled to have a consistent theory and some mechanisms
to achieve this are discussed in Ref. [62]. After this cancellation, the leading T-odd
interactions appear only at order 1/ f 2 . For instance, we get a vertex with one
µ

T-odd gauge boson and two SM gauge bosons from ǫµνρσ ( H † H/ f 2 )VH V ν ∂ρ V σ ,
after the Higgs doublet H gets a vacuum expectation value v.
To leading order in 1/ f , the part of the WZW term containing one neutral
T-odd gauge boson is given, in unitary gauge, by
Z

Ng2 g′
Γn =
d4 x (v + h)2 ǫµνρσ ×
48π 2 f 2


ρ
µ
2 ν ρ σ
+ν ρ
D A W −σ + W −ν D A W +σ + i (3gxw + g′ sw )W +ν W −ρ Z σ
−(6/5) A H c−
w Z ∂ Z +W
i
1 µ
−2 ν ρ σ
+ν ρ
−σ
−ν ρ
+σ
′
+ν −ρ σ
+ t−
Z
.
2c
Z
∂
Z
+
W
D
W
+
W
D
W
−
2i
(
2gc
+
g
s
)
W
W
Z
w
w
w
w
H
A
A

(2.12)
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µ

Here h is the physical Higgs boson, D A W ±ν = (∂µ ∓ ieAµ )W ±ν and sw , cw and

tw denote the sine, cosine and tangent of the weak mixing angle, respectively.

All T-violating vertices with up to four legs have been tabulated in Ref. [66] and
implemented into a model file for CalcHEP 2.5 [69, 70].
If A H is heavy, the vertices in Eq. (2.12) lead to its decay into a pair of Zbosons or into W + W − with a decay width of the order of eV [64]. On the other
hand, if M A H < 2MW , the heavy photon cannot decay into on-shell SM gauge
bosons. It could still decay into (one or two) off-shell SM gauge bosons, but for
low masses loop induced decays into SM fermions will dominate. In fact, as discussed in Ref. [66], the T-violating vertices can couple the A H to two SM fermions
via a triangle loop. But since the corresponding one-loop diagrams are logarithmically divergent, one needs to add counterterms to the effective Lagrangian of
the form


f
f
µ
f¯γµ c L PL + c R PR f A H ,


1
f
2
= ci,ǫ
+ log(µ ) + O (1) ,
ǫ

Lct =
f

ci

(2.13)
(2.14)

where PL,R = (1 ∓ γ5 )/2. As shown in Ref. [66] the counterterms can also be

written in a manifestly gauge invariant way. These counterterms are only some
of the infinitely many terms which have to be included anyway at higher orders
in the momentum and loop expansion in the EFT. This procedure to renormalize
the EFT order by order is well known from chiral perturbation theory [71] and,
as usually done there, dimensional regularization was used in Ref. [66] which
preserves chiral and gauge invariance.
f

The coefficients ci (µ) of the counterterms can be estimated by naive dimensional analysis [72] or naturalness arguments. Since the scale dependence of the
f

loop diagrams is cancelled by the scale dependence of the counterterms ci (µ),
any change of order one in the renormalization scale should be compensated by
f

a change of order one in ci (µ). Therefore these coefficients are given, up to O (1)

factors, by the coefficients of the leading 1/ǫ divergence in dimensional regularf

ization of the loop integrals. The coefficients ci,ǫ are explicitly listed in Ref. [66]
and we have included the vertices from Eq. (2.13) in the CalcHEP model file.
Note that the unknown constant N from Eq. (2.12) cancels out in the branching ratios of A H . Actually, if we could measure the total decay width of A H , we
could even get information on N itself, in the same way as the decay π 0 → γγ
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yields information about the number of colors in ordinary QCD, however, the
width of O (eV) for A H is too small to be measurable.

The prefactor of the WZW term, N/48π 2 , is of the size of a one-loop ef-

fect, thus the coupling of A H and other T-odd gauge bosons to SM fermions via
a triangle-loop is effectively 2-loop suppressed. Therefore these T-violating couplings will not affect the production mechanism of T-odd particles and their cascade decays at colliders, or EW precision observables [66]. In particular, T-parity
violation should still satisfy the EW data with a rather small scale f . It is only in
decays of the A H that the anomaly term acquires phenomenological importance.
As we demonstrate in what follows, reconstruction of the A H mass becomes possible through such decays, thus confirming the bosonic nature of the LTP.
The phenomenology at colliders of the LHT with T-parity violation changes
completely [62, 64–66]. Assuming that A H is the LTP, the T-violating terms will
lead to its decay into SM particles either directly into two electroweak gauge
bosons or via one-loop graphs into SM fermion pairs. The decay width will be
very small, of the order of eV. Nevertheless, A H will promptly decay inside the
detector and one does therefore not expect events with large missing transverse
energy. As we will see in Chapter 4, this allows one to reconstruct the masses
of the new particles, in particular of A H itself. On the other hand, since the Tviolating couplings are very small, the production mechanism of T-odd particles
is essentially unchanged from the case with exact T-parity and the T-odd particles will again cascade decay down to A H . Of course, with T-parity violation, the
unstable LTP will now no longer be a suitable DM candidate. The LEP bounds
of order 100 GeV still apply to all T-odd particles except for the A H . In addition, based on an analysis of recent Tevatron data from CDF Vista on multijet
events [73], it has been argued in Ref. [66] that a bound of mq H > 350 GeV applies
to the LHT with broken T-parity.
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Chapter 3.
LHC : probing physics with hadron
colliders

3.1. The Large Hadron Collider : An overview
The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [1] is the highest energy man-made accelerator ever built. It’s located at CERN, Geneva, where it spans the border between Switzerland and France about 100 meters underground. It is a protonproton collider situated within a tunnel of circumference 27 kilometers. Its design energy is 7 TeV per proton, giving rise to 14 TeV energy in the centre of
mass. Apart from protons, the LHC also collides lead ions for studying heavy
ion physics, especially the formation of quark-gluon plasma. The highest energy
hadron collider before the LHC was the Tevatron collider at Fermilab, Chicago,
which made important advances in particle physics including the discovery of
the top quark. Tevatron was a proton-antiproton collider with a centre of mass
energy of 1.96 TeV.
Unlike in electron-positron colliders like LEP, at hadron colliders the effective energy scale that can be probed is not the centre of mass energy, but a fraction
of that, since the constituent partons inside the proton (quarks and gluons), which
participate in hard collisions producing heavier particles, carry only a part of the
proton’s energy. Therefore, the energy scale that can be probed at the LHC is of
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the order of a TeV. In addition to centre of mass energy, another important factor
in a collider experiment is the number of particles passing each other per unit
time through unit transverse area at the interaction point, which is known as instantaneous luminosity. The design luminosity of the LHC is 1034 cm−2 s−1 which
is generally expressed as 10 nb−1 s−1 . This instantaneous luminosity corresponds
to an integrated luminosity of around 100 fb −1 per year.
Due to certain technical problems, in the initial phase of its running, the
LHC operated at a lower centre of mass energy of 7 TeV and by the end of 2011,
has collected around 5 fb−1 of data. During its 2012 run, the energy will be upgraded to 8 TeV with a target of accumulating around 15 fb−1 of data by the end
of this year.
Six primary experiments are underway at the LHC, each one being characterised by its unique particle detector. The two large experiments, ATLAS [2]
and CMS [3], are general-purpose detectors designed to look for and study Higgs
physics, electroweak and QCD physics (most importantly physics with heavier
quarks like the top and bottom), and any new physics that may exist beyond
the standard model. Having two independently designed detectors is vital for
cross-confirmation of any new discoveries made. The ATLAS (A Toroidal LHC
Apparatus) detector is the largest volume particle detector ever constructed. It is
46 m long, 25 m high and 25 m wide and weighs 7000 tonnes. The CMS (Compact
Muon Solenoid) detector is built around a huge solenoid magnet. This takes the
form of a cylindrical coil of superconducting cable that generates a magnetic field
of 4 Tesla. Although it is smaller in size than ATLAS (21 m long, 15 m wide and
15 m high), it weighs much more, a staggering 12500 tonnes.
Apart from ATLAS and CMS, there are two medium-size experiments, ALICE and LHCb. The ALICE experiment is designed to study heavy-ion collisions,
and the formation of quark-gluon plasma, while the LHCb experiment will study
the physics of B-hadrons, trying to uncover any hint of new physics through precision studies. Two further experiments, TOTEM and LHCf, are much smaller in
size. They are designed to focus on ”forward particles” (protons or heavy ions).
These are particles that just brush past each other as the beams collide, rather than
meeting head-on.
The ATLAS, CMS, ALICE and LHCb detectors are installed in four huge
underground caverns located around the ring of the LHC. The detectors used
by the TOTEM experiment are positioned near the CMS detector, whereas those
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Figure 3.1.: A schematic view of the ATLAS detector.

used by LHCf are near the ATLAS detector.

3.2. Particle detection : important components of a
detector
Since in this thesis we shall be concerned with studying the manifestations of
new physics beyond the standard model at the LHC in the form of various events
comprising of leptons, jets and missing transverse momentum, it will be useful to
note down the various components of a general purpose detector like ATLAS and
CMS, which are used to identify the particles and determine their momentum,
energy, electric charge etc. We describe below these important components one
by one [4] (also see Fig.3.1 for an illustrative picture of the ATLAS detector):
1. Tracker: The tracking chamber, placed at the innermost part of a cylindrical detector, is used to determine trajectories of charged particles and their
electromagnetic energy loss. At ATLAS and CMS, the trackers can cover
a pseudo-rapidity range of around |η | < 2.5. For measuring charge parti-

cle momenta, a high magnetic field is used (2 Tesla for ATLAS and 4 Tesla
for CMS), the curvature of the trajectory being inversely proportional to the
particle momentum. If B is the external magnetic field, and Q is the electric
charge of a particle, then the curvature is proportional to ( QB/p), where
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p is the particle’s momentum. As charged particles travel through matter
they also lose energy, and this energy loss measurement as a function of distance traversed can also be used for particle identification. In particular, the
dependence of the energy loss by excitation and ionization on a particle’s
charge and its speed is given by the Bethe-Bloch formula:

dE
∝
dx



Q
β

2

(3.1)

Using this formula, one can determine β(= v/c), and therefore the mass of
the particle, if the momentum is known from the curvature measurement.
All these measurements are possible if the value of the electric charge Q
is known from some other source, if not, then one might need some additional measurement like the time-of-flight, to determine the particle’s identity completely.
2. Electromagnetic Calorimeter: Surrounding the tracking system is the electromagnetic calorimeter, which is used to measure the energy of electrons
and photons. As is well-known, high-energy electrons and photons often
lead to cascades of electromagnetic showers due to bremsstrahlung and
pair production. The number of particles created increase exponentially
with the depth of the medium. Since the incident energy to be measured
by the electromagnetic calorimetry (ECAL) is proportional to the maximum
number of particles created (N), the energy resolution is characterized by
√
1/ N. The rapidity coverage of the ECAL can be around |ηe,γ | < 3.0 or
slightly higher for ATLAS and CMS.

3. Hadronic Calorimeter: The hadronic calorimeter (HCAL) is used to measure the energies of hadrons, and functions similarly as the ECAL, using
showers generated by high-energy hadrons. The rapidity coverage of the
HCAL, which is located outside the ECAL component, is about |ηhadrons | <

5.0, which is higher than that of ECAL.

4. Muon Chamber: Since very high energy muons have a longer lifetime than
that of a muon at rest, they travel a long distance before decaying. Therefore, the muon chamber is located at the outermost layer of the detectors.
They are used to measure the momenta of the muons very precisely.
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3.3. Modelling detector resolution effects
The effects of finite resolution of a detector is taken into account by smearing the
momenta and energies of the particles in a prescribed manner determined by the
detector materials. Throughout this thesis, we have followed the prescriptions
given for the ATLAS detector as a prototype [2, 5]. We have approximated the
detector resolution effects by smearing the energies or transverse momenta with
Gaussian functions. The different contributions to the resolution error have been
added in quadrature. In the following, we note down the resolution parameters
used in our work:
• Electron energy (E) resolution:
σ( E )
c
a
= √ ⊕b⊕ ,
E
E
E

(3.2)

where

( a, b, c) =




 (0.030 GeV1/2 , 0.005, 0.2 GeV),


 (0.055 GeV1/2 , 0.005, 0.6 GeV),

|η | < 1.5,

(3.3)

1.5 < |η | < 2.5.

• Muon transverse momentum (pT ) resolution:



 a,

with

σ( PT )
=

PT

 a + b log

( a, b) =

pT < 100 GeV,
pT
,
100 GeV




 (0.008, 0.037),



 (0.020, 0.050),

(3.4)

pT > 100 GeV,

|η | < 1.5,

(3.5)

1.5 < |η | < 2.5.

• Jet transverse energy (ET ) resolution:

a
σ( ET )
= √ ,
ET
ET

(3.6)

with a = 0.5 GeV1/2 .
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3.4. Important kinematic variables used at a hadron
collider
The constituents of the colliding protons, the partons, carry a fraction of the original proton momenta. In particular, each parton-parton collision has a different
centre of mass frame, which is boosted along the beam direction with respect to
the proton-proton centre of mass frame (which is also the lab frame). Here we call
the beam direction the longitudinal direction (or z-direction), and the other two
orthogonal directions constitute the transverse plane. To describe the final states
of a collision, it is thus convenient to use a co-ordinate system that transforms
in a simple manner under longitudinal boosts [4]. Therefore, instead of using a
spherical polar co-ordinate system to describe the momentum components of a
particle (namely, p, the magnitude of the momentum, θ, the polar angle and φ, the
q
azimuthal angle), we use the transverse momentum pT (= p2x + p2y = p sin θ ),
rapidity (y) and azimuthal angle φ. The rapidity of a particle is defined by:
y=

1 E + pz
ln
2 E − pz

(3.7)

Now, it can be easily seen that in a frame boosted with respect to the lab
frame with a relative velocity β0 , the rapidity of the particle will be given by
y ′ = y − y0
where y0 =

1
2

(3.8)

1+ β

ln 1− β00 . Thus, a longitudinal boost is just a translation in y.

Hence if we use the variables ( pT , y, φ) to describe a final state instead of ( pT , θ, φ),
the boosted final state will look identical except for a shift in y, thus making it very
convenient. As a corollary, the rapidity difference ∆y = y2 − y1 = y2′ − y1′ will be

invariant in two frames.

To summarize, we therefore use a co-ordinate system, in which a particle’s
four-momentum is written in terms of ( pT , y, φ) with
pµ = ( ET cosh y, pT cos φ, pT sin φ, ET sinh y)
q
where ET = p2T + m2 .

(3.9)

For very highly energetic particles with pT ≫ m, ET ∼ pT , and
y→
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1 1 + cos θ
ln
≡η
2 1 − cos θ

(3.10)

η is known as the pseudo-rapidity, which is in one-to-one correspondence
with the polar angle θ, with −∞ < η < ∞. But note that, a small excursion in η
takes one to very forward angles, for example, η = 5 corresponds to θ = 0.77◦ .

Another particular variable which is useful for defining separation (in the
pseudo-rapidity azimuthal angle plane) among objects like jets and leptons is
defined as:
∆R =

q

(∆η )2 + (∆φ)2

(3.11)

We shall make use of these variables throughout in our studies, and shall
define other relevant kinematic variables in the specific contexts where they will
be useful.
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Chapter 4.
Low mass resonances in the littlest
Higgs model with T-parity violation

4.1. Introduction
We introduced little Higgs models, and in particular, the littlest Higgs model with
T-parity (LHT) in Chapter 2.3. There, we also saw that in the presence of the Tparity violating Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) anomaly term, the otherwise stable
heavy photon A H in the LHT decays to either Standard Model (SM) gauge boson
pairs, or to SM fermions via loop diagrams. In this chapter, we make a detailed
study of the collider signatures where the A H can be reconstructed from invariant
mass peaks in the opposite sign same flavour dilepton or the four-lepton channel [1]. This enables us to obtain information about the fundamental symmetry
breaking scale f in the LHT and thereby the low-lying mass spectrum of the theory. In addition, indication of the presence of the WZW term gives us hints of the
possible UV completion of the LHT via strong dynamics.
This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 4.2 we discuss the dilepton and four-lepton signal processes, starting with the parton-level production of
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heavy T-odd quark pairs and the decay modes and branching ratios of A H . We
also argue why the A H is different from the often considered Z ′ gauge boson or
the first Kaluza-Klein excitation of the graviton and thus could have escaped detection, even with a low mass of the order of 100 GeV. Finally, we present our
choice of benchmark points for several values for the heavy quark masses mq H
and for several values for the mass of the heavy photon M A H . Section 4.3 gives
details on our event generation for the signal and the background. We describe
the main sources of backgrounds from the SM and from within the LHT. We then
go on to present our event selection criteria for the dilepton and the four-lepton
signal and the various cuts to reduce the backgrounds. In Sec. 4.4 we present our
results, first for the dilepton signal and then for the four-lepton signature. In both
cases, we give numbers for the expected signal and background cross-sections
after the cuts for the LHC running at a center of mass energy of 10 TeV (14 TeV)
and the number of signal and background events for an integrated luminosity of
200 pb −1 (30 fb−1 ). We summarize and conclude in Section 4.5.

4.2. The dilepton and four-lepton signal processes
4.2.1. Parton level production of heavy T-odd quark pairs
As the cross-section for direct single or pair production of A H is very tiny, this
gauge boson can essentially only be produced via the decay of heavier T-odd
particles. Hence, in principle, we should be considering the production of all
such T-odd particle pairs and their subsequent decays. But owing to the substantial technical difficulties in simulating all such processes together, we restrict our
attention to the production of heavy T-odd quarks in the initial parton level hard
scattering. Needless to say, our cross-sections for the specific final states that we
consider are then rather underestimated, and can be taken as lower bounds.
We consider the following processes for the production of T-odd quark
pairs at the LHC:
pp → q H q̄ H + X,

where q H = u H , d H , c H , s H , b H , t H ,

(4.1)

pp → u H u H + X, ū H ū H + X, d H d H + X, d¯H d¯H + X,
u H d H + X, ū H d¯H + X, u H d¯H + X,

(4.2)

where t H denotes the lighter T-odd partner of the top quark. Since, T− , the heavier
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T-odd partner of the top quark has a mass of 1013 GeV (for f = 1 TeV) and is thus
heavier than t H (for most of our choices for κq below), its cross-section is much
smaller and we have neglected its pair production. Of course, for lower values
of f , both T− T̄− and heavy T-odd gauge boson productions can have appreciable
cross-section at the LHC.
In general, we expect the processes in Eq. (4.1) to be dominant because of
the strong interaction production channels through gluon-gluon fusion and qq̄annihilation. But the electroweak processes from Eq. (4.2) also contribute significantly to the cross-section via t-channel T-odd gauge boson exchange, especially
when the T-odd gauge bosons become relatively light, i.e. for low values of f .
For instance, for f = 1 TeV and κq = 0.5, we find mq H ∼ 700 GeV and the total
production cross-section for a pair of heavy T-odd quarks is about 2.1 (0.7) pb

for the LHC running at 14 (10) TeV. On the other hand, we can also obtain
mq H ∼ 700 GeV by choosing f = 500 GeV and κq = 1. In this later case the

cross-section goes up to 5.8 (2.3) pb, where actually the electroweak processes
from Eq. (4.2) are found to dominate. This fact has also been observed recently
in Ref. [2]. We will come back to this point below. If the heavy T-odd quarks do
not lie much above the lower bound of mq H > 350 GeV, we get a cross-section of
36 (13) pb for mq H ∼ 400 GeV with f = 1 TeV. For details on the production of

the heavy quarks and the relevant plots for the variation of these cross-sections
with f or mq H , we refer the reader to the Refs. [3, 4]. We have checked that for individual processes, our results agree with them. Note, however, as f determines

the mass of A H , and in turn its decay modes, in order to study the effect of variation of quark masses with M A H fixed, in some cases we vary κq to adjust the
masses of the heavy T-odd quarks.
The important fact is that the sum of the cross-sections of all T-odd quark
pair production processes can be sizeable, in particular for not too large mq H . This
will allow us to extract a clear signal after cuts are applied. Furthermore, since
additional electroweak processes which can, for instance, produce pairs of T-odd
gauge bosons VH VH , finally also lead to two A H ’s, the given cross-sections, as
mentioned before, are actually rather lower bounds.
WH

The initially produced T-odd heavy quarks subsequently decay as q H →

q′ , Z

H q,

A H q and then WH → A H W, q̄q′H and Z H → A H h, qq̄ H . At one point

in such decay chains of a pair of q H ’s, we are left with two A H bosons, which will

further decay as discussed in the next subsection. There will also be several hard
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jets and leptons and some amount of missing ET , if there are decays of W ± and Z
into neutrinos.
The initial parton level hard-scattering matrix elements and the relevant
decay branching ratios for the signal in the LHT with T-parity violation are calculated with the help of CalcHEP (Version 2.5.1) [5]. We have used the CalcHEP
model files for the LHT (with exact T-parity) from Ref. [4]1 and the one from
Refs. [7, 8] for the T-violating terms. We have used the leading order CTEQ6L [9]
parton distribution functions with NLO running of αs with αs ( MZ ) = 0.118. The
QCD factorization and renormalization scales were set equal to the sum of the
masses of the particles which are produced in the initial parton level scattering
process.

4.2.2. Decay modes of A H
A comprehensive list of possible final states in the LHT with T-parity violation
after the decay of the A H ’s is given in Ref. [8]. Here we are interested in either
dilepton or four-lepton signals from the decay of the two A H ’s. The advantage
of these leptonic decay channels of A H is very apparent. As we will see, one can
obtain clean signatures over the backgrounds with a minimal number of selection
cuts and with luminosity building up, clear peaks in the invariant-mass distributions of dileptons or four leptons give us information about the A H mass and thus
on the symmetry breaking scale f . The decay branching fractions of A H to either
leptons (electron, muon) or to a pair of Z bosons (one of which might be off-shell)
+ −

are given in Table 4.1. Note that the BR for the further decay ZZ → l + l − l ′ l ′ ,

where l, l ′ = {e, µ}, is only 4.5 × 10−3 , but the signal in this channel is very clean

and the SM backgrounds, primarily from ZZ production, can be reduced efficiently as we will discuss below.

<
As already observed in Ref. [8], for lower masses (M A H <
∼ 120 GeV, f ∼
800 GeV) the decay of A H is dominated by the loop-induced two-body modes
into fermions, whereas for higher masses (M A H > 2MW , f > 1070 GeV) the twobody modes to gauge boson pairs dominate. For intermediate masses, both the
two-body and three-body modes compete (in the three-body mode we have one
1 A new CalcHEP model file has been

written by the authors of Ref. [2] which includes some miss-

ing factors of order v2 / f 2 in the couplings of T-odd fermions to the Z- and W-bosons, which
were found in Ref. [6]. These changes in the Feynman rules will, however, not significantly
affect our analysis, which focuses on the decays of the A H boson.

56

f

MAH

BR( A H → e+ e− ) + BR( A H → µ+ µ− )

BR( A H → ZZ (∗) )

(GeV)

(GeV)

(%)

(%)

500

66

7.59

∼0

750

109

7.40

0.18

1000

150

3.42

11.03

1100

166

0.99

8.67

1500

230

0.02

22.45

Table 4.1.: Decay branching fractions of A H to leptons (l = e, µ) or ZZ (∗) as a
function of the scale f , i.e. the mass M A H .

on-shell W ± or Z). The decay into two off-shell Z’s for low f will have a very
small branching-fraction, as the relative one-loop suppression is already compensated by the off-shellness of one vector boson.
As mentioned earlier, the decay rates of A H into fermions (quarks, charged
leptons, neutrinos) via one-loop triangle diagrams depend on the values of the
finite terms in the counterterms from Eq. (2.13). To obtain the results given in Table 4.1 we followed Ref. [8] and used naive dimensional analysis to fix the O (1)

constants from Eq. (2.14) to be exactly equal to one. These finite terms are determined by the UV completion of the LHT and could easily be different from one.
In particular, one could imagine a situation, where the underlying theory couples
differently to quarks and leptons. For instance, it could happen that all the couplings of the charged leptons could be bigger by a factor of two, which is well
within the uncertainty of naive dimensional analysis. This would increase the
partial decay width Γ( A H → all charged leptons) by a factor of four. The corresponding change of the branching ratio BR( A H → e+ e− ) + BR( A H → µ+ µ− ),

which is relevant for our study, depends on the total decay width and therefore on the mass of A H or the scale f . It increases by about a factor of three
for M A H = MZ , i.e. for f = 650 GeV. Such a scenario would of course require
less luminosity to get a certain number of dilepton events in our analysis below.
On the other hand, if the underlying theory increases the couplings of A H to only
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the quarks by a factor of two compared to naive dimensional analysis, then the
BR( A H → e+ e− ) + BR( A H → µ+ µ− ) would be smaller (by a factor of about
three for M A H = MZ ) and we would need more luminosity. While the precise
numbers for these fermionic branching ratios therefore crucially depend on the
unknown O (1) coefficients in the counterterms, the overall results of our analysis

are not expected to change. In particular, the required luminosity is not expected
to change by more than a factor of three, up or down.
As already noted in Ref. [8] as soon as the WW (∗) and ZZ (∗) decay channels
for A H open up for larger M A H or f , they quickly dominate over the fermionic
modes. Therefore the overall picture and the value of f where this cross-over
occurs, does not depend too sensitively on the precise values of the counterterms,
as long as they vary only in a reasonably small window around the values as
predicted by naive dimensional analysis.

4.2.3. Why is the A H different from a usual Z′ ?
Of course, the strategy to look for a resonance peak in the invariant mass distribution of dileptons is well known from the searches for a Z ′ gauge boson which
appears in many models of New Physics, see for instance the recent reviews [10]
and references therein.
Low energy weak neutral current experiments are affected by Z ′ exchange,
which is mainly sensitive to its mass, and by Z − Z ′ mixing. On the other hand,

measurements at the Z-pole are very sensitive to Z − Z ′ mixing, which lowers the
mass of the Z relative to the SM prediction and also modifies the Z f f¯ vertices. For
e+ e− colliders, like LEP2, a Z ′ much heavier than the center of mass energy would
manifest itself through induced four-fermion interactions, which then interfere
with virtual γ and Z contributions for leptonic and hadronic final states. The
primary discovery mode at hadron colliders, like the Tevatron, is from the direct
Drell-Yan production of a dilepton resonance.
The bounds on the Z ′ mass in a variety of popular models are usually obtained by assuming the Z ′ coupling to SM fermions to be of electroweak strength
and family universal. Then for some models the strongest bounds come from
electroweak precision tests yielding MZ′ >
∼ 1200 − 1400 GeV at 95% confidence
level. On the other hand, for a sequential Z ′ model, the LEP2 lower bound is even
around 1800 GeV. For other models, the bounds from direct searches at the Teva58

tron are better than those derived from electroweak data, typically one obtains
MZ′ >
∼ 800 − 1000 GeV for these models [10].

Why does this fact not rule out a A H with a mass around 50 − 250 GeV

which we will consider below ? The crucial point is that although a light A H decays with a large BR into a pair of SM fermions, the actual coupling of A H to two
SM fermions is very small. Essentially, the coupling is of the size of a two-loop
effect as discussed in Section 2.3.3. Thus the couplings are very different from the
most commonly considered Z ′ models with couplings of electroweak strength
for which the above limits apply. Therefore the direct production cross-section of
such a low-mass A H in e+ e− colliders like LEP2 or at the Tevatron is tiny, of the
order of 10−6 pb [8]. Also the four-fermion operators induced by Z ′ at low energies have only a small coupling and will not affect low-energy weak observables.
Furthermore, the coupling of A H to WW or ZZ which is directly induced by the
WZW term, see Eq. (2.12), is very small and thus the production cross-section for
A H radiated off some W or Z boson is again very small. Therefore the A H cannot be produced directly, but only via the decay of heavier T-odd particles, which
themselves have not yet been observed.
As far as the decay A H → ZZ is concerned, again the small coupling of

A H to SM fermions leads to a tiny s-channel production cross-section at LEP2 or

the Tevatron. This is in contrast to the case of models with warped extra dimensions, like Randall-Sundrum (RS) [11], where the first Kaluza-Klein excitation of
the graviton, G1 , can have a sizeable coupling to SM fermions and also often decays into ZZ with a branching ratio of typically 5%. From the absence of any
deviation from the SM signal in e+ e− → ZZ at LEP2 it was concluded in Ref. [12]

that MG1 > 700 GeV. Recently, CDF [13] has searched for a new heavy particle
decaying to ZZ → eeee in the mass range of 500 − 1000 GeV. In 1.1 fb−1 of in-

tegrated luminosity, no event was observed after all the selection cuts, with an
expected background of 0.028 ± 0.014 events. Within the RS-model, this trans-

lates into σ( p p̄ → G1 ) × BR( G1 → ZZ ) < 4 pb at 95% C.L. for MG1 ∼ 500 GeV.
Since the mass region below 400 GeV was used to control the background from
hadrons faking electrons, a potential signal from a lighter resonance, like the A H

with a mass around 150 − 250 GeV, could not be observed. In any case, no signal is expected, since for a A H of mass 230 GeV, produced in cascade decays of

T-odd quarks with mass 400 GeV, σ( p p̄ → A H ) × BR( A H → ZZ ) = 0.03 pb. This

is well below the above bound. A light A H with a mass well below 1 TeV, giving
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a simultaneous signal in the dilepton and four-lepton channels (via ZZ), also sets
the LHT with T-parity violation apart from R-parity violating SUSY models with
an additional Z ′ which can decay into four leptons via a slepton/sneutrino pair,
as proposed in Ref. [14].

4.2.4. Choice of benchmark points
As discussed above, the production cross-section of heavy T-odd quark pairs decreases with increasing mass mq H , up to the discussed enhancement of the electroweak processes from Eq. (4.2) for low f . We therefore will choose benchmark
points (BP’s) with mq H ∼ 400, 700, 1000 GeV to see this effect. The point with the

lightest mass is close to the bound mq H > 350 GeV found in Ref. [8] from recent
Tevatron data.
The intermediate mass region 120 GeV < m A H < 165 GeV (800 GeV < f <
1100 GeV) will be the most difficult to analyze, since neither the BR of A H into
dileptons nor into four leptons (via ZZ) dominates as can be seen from Table 4.1.
Therefore we first take a benchmark point from this region and choose f = 1 TeV
which corresponds to M A H = 150 GeV. Later, we will also take f = 500 GeV,
where the dilepton mode dominates and f = 1500 GeV, where the dilepton mode
is negligible and the decay into ZZ and thus into four leptons is important.
The first two BP’s with f = 1 TeV are chosen in order to illustrate the effect
of low and heavy quark masses both at the production level and at the level of
kinematical variables. We take for the first BP-1 mq H = 400 GeV (κq = 0.285) and
for the second BP-2 mq H = 700 GeV (κq = 0.5), see Table 4.2.
As we will see below, BP-1 with a rather low mq H leads to a clean dilepton
signal over the backgrounds with rather modest luminosity. Therefore such a
scenario should be testable during the early run of the LHC with 10 TeV center of
mass energy, even in the difficult intermediate mass region for M A H . We expect
the analysis to be easier for either lighter M A H (lower f ) or heavier M A H (higher
f ), where one of the dilepton or four-lepton signals will clearly dominate.
For the further BP’s, we therefore restrict ourselves to the heavier quark
masses mq H ∼ 700, 1000 GeV. For mq H ∼ 700 GeV, we show the possible recon-

struction of the A H mass in the invariant mass distributions of dileptons for a
point with very low values of f = 500 GeV ( M A H = 66 GeV) (BP-3) and of four
leptons for a point with a higher value of f = 1500 GeV ( M A H = 230 GeV)
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(BP-4), see Table 4.2. As the T-odd quarks become heavier, their production
cross-section goes down. It then becomes increasingly difficult to obtain a reasonable number of signal events over the background. In such a scenario, in
order to check the reach of the LHC, we choose the last two benchmark points
such that mq H ∼ 1000 GeV. For reasons discussed above, here also we con-

sider two different values of f , f = 1000 GeV ( M A H = 150 GeV) (BP-5) and
f = 1500 GeV ( M A H = 230 GeV) (BP-6).
Benchmark
Point

md H

mu H

MAH

f

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

κq

√

s = 10 TeV

√

s = 14 TeV

σq H q H

σq H q H

(fb)

(fb)

12764.6

35989.0

BP-1

403

400

150

1000

0.285

BP-2

707

702

150

1000

0.5

660.8

2061.0

BP-3

707

686

66

500

1.0

2298.1

5750.4

BP-4

742

740

230

1500

0.35

373.0

1283.1

BP-5

1025

1018

150

1000

0.725

119.9

421.0

BP-6

1008

1004

230

1500

0.475

66.3

261.0

Table 4.2.: The different benchmark points (BP’s) for our study. These choices are
made in view of the different scenarios that can arise in terms of production cross-sections, decay branching fractions and kinematic distributions. We also present the heavy quark pair production cross-section
σq H q H for the sum of all parton-level processes from Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2)
at the LHC with center of mass energies of 10 TeV and 14 TeV.

In Table 4.2 we have also listed the total production cross-section for the
sum of all parton-level processes from the strong-interaction processes from Eq. (4.1)
and the electroweak processes from Eq. (4.2) at the LHC with center of mass energies of 10 TeV and 14 TeV. For BP-2, the strong interaction processes dominate
and yield about 1.47 pb, while the electroweak processes give only a contribution of 0.60 pb at 14 TeV, i.e. about 29%. On the other hand, for BP-3 with low
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f = 500 GeV and therefore rather light A H , Z H (exchanged in the t-channel), the
electroweak processes contribute 3.75 pb at a center of mass energy of 14 TeV,
i.e. 65% of the total, compared to 2.0 pb from strong interaction processes. The
biggest individual parton-level cross-section is σ( pp → u H d H + X ) = 2.39 pb.
This has to be compared with the QCD process σ( pp → u H ū H + X ) = 0.44 pb

from qq̄-annihilation and gluon-fusion, the latter contributing about one third.
The relative smallness of the QCD processes can be understood from the small
value of αs (µ R = 2mq H = 1.4 TeV) = 0.084 and the size of the various parton
density functions for µ F = 2mq H = 1.4 TeV around x ∼ mq H /7 TeV = 0.1.

4.3. Event generation: backgrounds and signal event
selection
As noted earlier, the initial parton level hard-scattering matrix elements in the
LHT with T-parity violation were calculated and the events generated with the
help of CalcHEP. These events, along with the relevant masses, quantum numbers and two-body and three-body decay branching fractions were passed on
to PYTHIA (Version 6.421) [15] with the help of the SUSY Les Houches Accord
(SLHA) (v1.13) SUSY/BSM spectrum interface [16] for their subsequent decays,
showering, and hadronization. Initial and final state radiations from QED and
QCD and multiple interactions were also taken into account in PYTHIA. The
SM backgrounds, except for Z (∗) /γ∗ (Drell-Yan process), were simulated with
ALPGEN [17] and then subsequently the unweighted event samples are passed
onto PYTHIA for their showering and hadronization. The matching of matrixelement hard partons and shower-generated jets is performed using the MLM
prescription [17]. This jet-parton matching allows us to generate inclusive samples of arbitrary jet multiplicity without any over-counting. Owing to the very
large cross-section for the Drell-Yan process, it was not possible to generate statistically significant samples of events with additional hard jets using ALPGEN.
Instead, the Drell-Yan background has been simulated with PYTHIA. As we will
explain below, after appropriate cuts, the Drell-Yan background is reduced to a
negligible level. We have again used the leading order CTEQ6L parton distribution functions (for PYTHIA we use the Les Houches Accord Parton Density
Function (LHAPDF) interface [18]). The QCD factorization and renormalization
scales are in general kept fixed at the sum of the masses of the particles which
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are produced in the initial parton level scattering process. For the production of
Z (∗) /γ∗ , we have chosen the scale to be MZ . If we would decrease the QCD scales
by a factor of two, the cross-section can increase by about 30%.

4.3.1. Background from SM processes and within the LHT
The main SM backgrounds for the dilepton channel come from the Drell-Yan process via Z (∗) /γ∗ and the abundantly produced top quark pairs, whereas for the
four-lepton channel, ZZ is the dominant source of background.2 For the dilepton
channel we have also considered the backgrounds coming from ZZ, ZW, WW
and tW. We have included additional multiple hard jets in the simulations as
follows:
• tt̄ + n jets, 0 ≤ n ≤ 4
• ZZ + n jets, 0 ≤ n ≤ 3
• ZW + n jets, 0 ≤ n ≤ 3
• WW + n jets, 0 ≤ n ≤ 3
• tW + n jets, 0 ≤ n ≤ 1
For the other possible dilepton and four-lepton backgrounds, we have checked
that their cross-sections are small compared to the above ones, for instance, for
√
tt̄Z, where Z → l + l − , the cross-section is around 40 fb at s = 14 TeV.3 After

putting a large effective mass cut as described below, these backgrounds are not
expected to be significant. Additional leptons coming from the photons radiated
by charged particles, or from the decay of pions, are generally expected to be
removed by the basic isolation cuts described later.
For the strongly produced process tt̄ + jets, which has a long tail in the

effective mass distribution, we have multiplied the leading order cross-sections
from ALPGEN by appropriate K-factors wherever they are available in the literature. For tt̄ + 0 jet the K-factor used is 2.2 from next-to-leading order (NLO)
and next-to-leading-log resummed (NLL) corrections according to the analysis in
2 Although t t̄ events can also give rise to four-lepton events, such backgrounds are relatively easily

reduced with the requirement that among the four leptons, there are at least two opposite sign
same flavour ones, whose invariant mass is around the Z boson mass, followed by the effective
mass cut, as shown in our subsequent analysis.
3 In case of a jet faking a lepton, W + jets can also give rise to dilepton events. Although we do not
consider the possibility of such fakes, we expect the large Me f f cut to reduce this background
significantly.
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Ref. [19]. For tt̄ + 1 jet we have used a K-factor of 1.29 according to the NLO
calculation in Ref. [20], whereas for tt̄ + 2 jets we used 1.28 as inferred from the
recent NLO calculation in Ref. [21].4
In addition, two-and four-lepton final states can occur from processes within
the LHT model itself. The heavy T-odd gauge bosons, WH and Z H , produced in
various cascades, can lead to hard isolated leptons. Leptons from b-quarks and
τ’s in LHT cascades can also fake our signals prima facie. For small κl , T-odd leptons l H will also give rise to leptons in the final state. Since we have taken κl = 1,
the latter decay does not occur for the chosen benchmark points. On the whole,
substantial as several of the aforementioned backgrounds may be, they do not in
general affect the invariant mass peaks from A H decays.

4.3.2. Event selection criteria
In our analysis we demand for the dilepton signal that we have exactly one pair
of opposite sign same flavour (OSSF) leptons from the decay A H → l + l − , with
+ −

l = {e, µ}. For the four-lepton signal from the decay A H → ZZ (∗) → l + l − l ′ l ′ ,

where l, l ′ = {e, µ}, we demand that there should be four leptons, among which
at least one OSSF lepton pair should have an invariant mass peaked around MZ

(i.e., MZ − 20 GeV ≤ Mll ≤ MZ + 20 GeV). The last criterion is used because in
the scenarios that we consider, at least one Z-boson is on-shell.

The following basic selection cuts (denoted by Cut-1 below) were applied
for both the signal and the background [23, 24]:
Lepton selection:
• pT > 10 GeV and |ηℓ | < 2.5, where pT is the transverse momentum and ηℓ

is the pseudorapidity of the lepton (electron or muon).
p
• Lepton-lepton separation: ∆Rℓℓ ≥ 0.2, where ∆R = (∆η )2 + (∆φ)2 is the
separation in the pseudorapidity–azimuthal angle plane.

• Lepton-jet separation: ∆Rℓ j ≥ 0.4 for all jets with ET > 20 GeV.
• The total energy deposit from all hadronic activity within a cone of ∆R ≤ 0.2
around the lepton axis should be ≤ 10 GeV.

4 Note

that this K-factor has been obtained with a minimum p T of 50 GeV for the jets whereas we

will employ a cut of only 20 GeV. Based on the observation in Ref. [22], that in many cases the
K-factor diminishes for processes with more hard jets, the actual K-factor for tt̄ + 2 jets might
be lower than 1.28.
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Jet selection:
• Jets are formed with the help of PYCELL 5 , the inbuilt cluster routine in

PYTHIA. The minimum ET of a jet is taken to be 20 GeV, and we also require |ηj | < 2.5.
We have approximated the detector resolution effects by smearing the en-

ergies (transverse momenta) with Gaussian functions following the prescriptions
described in detail in Chapter 3.3.
An important cut will be imposed on the effective mass variable, defined to
be the scalar sum of the transverse momenta of the isolated leptons and jets and
the missing transverse energy,
Me f f =

jets

∑ pT

leptons

+ ∑ pT

+E
/T ,

where the missing transverse energy is given by
q
2
2
E
/T =
∑ p x + ∑ py .

(4.3)

(4.4)

Here the sum goes over all the isolated leptons, the jets, as well as the ‘unclustered’ energy deposits. The energies of the ‘unclustered’ components, however,
have not been smeared in this analysis.
In Fig. 4.1 we plot the distribution of the effective mass after the basic cuts
(Cut-1) for dilepton events for the benchmark points BP-1 (mq H ∼ 400 GeV), BP-2

(mq H ∼ 700 GeV), BP-5 (mq H ∼ 1000 GeV) and the SM background, dominantly

from Drell-Yan and tt̄ + jets. Recall that we have included appropriate K-factors

for the latter process. The SM backgrounds are huge; however, the distributions
peak around 2mq H for the signal and between MZ and 2mt for the SM background.
It is clear that the production of heavy particles in the initial hard-scattering will
lead to a high Me f f in most cases. Therefore, imposing the effective mass cut:
Me f f ≥ 1 TeV

(Cut-2),

(4.5)

will reduce the SM background substantially, although the distribution from SM
processes with additional hard jets has a long tail towards larger values of Me f f .
Note that the log-plot makes the differences between the curves look smaller than
they actually are. Although this fixed cut also reduces the signal for the lighter
5 Since

we primarily focus on leptonic signals, our results should not be sensitive to the choice of

various jet algorithms.
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mq H ∼ 400 GeV from BP-1 by about half, the corresponding larger production

cross-section makes up for this loss. In a more realistic analysis one would of

course try to optimize the choice of the cut on Me f f , depending on the expected
signal.
In addition to the effective mass cut from Eq. (4.5), we will also use the fact
that we expect a peak in the invariant mass distribution of dileptons (Mll ) or four
leptons (M4l ) near the mass of A H . In our analysis, we will therefore impose the
condition that the invariant mass should be in a window around M A H
M A H − 20 GeV ≤ Mll,4l ≤ M A H + 20 GeV

(Cut-3).

(4.6)

As we will see, this condition will in particular help to reduce the background
from leptons within the LHT model. Of course, in a realistic experimental analysis, where the mass of A H is unknown, one would scan the whole range of invariant masses and impose such a window around some seed-mass M A H , thereby
looking for an excess of the signal over the SM and LHT model backgrounds,
which are almost flat except near the Z-mass. Moreover, this excess should stand
out in this window, as compared to the adjoining bins.
Unfortunately, the need to implement such a cut in our analysis will not
allow us to detect a heavy photon A H with a mass very close to MZ , since in that
case the cut cannot free the peak from contamination by Z-production within
the SM and in LHT cascades. In principle, by looking at the relative size of
the branching fractions into charged leptons, including τ, and hadrons (jets),
one might still be able to distinguish the A H from the Z-boson. However, if
we look at a heavy photon with M A H = 92 GeV, we get R A H ≡ BR( A H →

quarks)/BR( A H → all charged leptons) = 6.27, which is not much different

from the corresponding ratio for the Z-boson, R Z = 6.92. So the signature of
A H in this situation might be difficult to distinguish at the LHC.

4.4. Results
4.4.1. Dilepton signal
LHC with

√

s = 10 TeV

In Table 4.3 we list, for the opposite sign same flavour (OSSF) dilepton signal
(l = e, µ), the cross-sections of the dominant SM background processes after the
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Figure 4.1.: Effective mass distribution of dilepton events after the basic cuts (Cut1) for BP-1 (mq H ∼ 400 GeV), BP-2 (mq H ∼ 700 GeV), BP-5 (mq H ∼

1000 GeV) and the SM background, mostly Drell-Yan and tt̄ + jets, at
√
√
s = 10 TeV (top panel) and s = 14 TeV (bottom panel).
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basic cuts (Cut-1) and the effective mass cut Me f f > 1 TeV (Cut-2) for the LHC
√
running at s = 10 TeV. We can see that the effective mass cut reduces all the
SM dilepton backgrounds significantly, in particular from the Drell-Yan process
via Z/γ∗ , which is the overwhelming background after the basic cuts. After the
cut on Me f f , tt̄ + jets is the largest background due to the long tail in the effective
mass distribution, see Fig. 4.1.6
Background

Cut-1

Cut-2

(fb)

(fb)

1247174

∼ 0.00

tt̄ + jets

6278

84.03

ZZ + jets

546

5.76

WW + jets

946

9.58

ZW + jets

624

13.39

tW + jets

719

8.37

1256287

121.13

Z/γ∗

Total

Table 4.3.: Dominant opposite sign same flavour dilepton (l = e, µ) SM back√
ground cross-sections for s = 10 TeV after the basic cuts (Cut-1) and
after the cut Me f f ≥ 1 TeV (Cut-2).

In our simulation of the Drell-Yan process with PYTHIA, out of 106 MonteCarlo (MC) events, we did not see any dilepton event with Me f f > 1 TeV . Actually, in the simulation for the LHC running at 14 TeV, where the cross-section
is higher and where we expect more events with larger Me f f , we did not get a
6 We should note that

in the simulation with ALPGEN a substantial number of events in tt̄ + 4 jets

and VV + 3 jets (V = W, Z) pass the Me f f cut. We can therefore not exclude the possibility that
the inclusion of more hard jets might increase the total background cross-section after Cut-2 by
some amount. Such a simulation is beyond the scope of our present study. At least part of the
effects of these hard jets is taken into account by the PYTHIA showering and MLM matching of
the ALPGEN samples with the highest jet multiplicity.
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single event with Me f f > 1 TeV out of 107 simulated Drell-Yan events. A larger
MC sample would be needed to put a definite number on the cross-section after
Cut-2. If we simply assume an upper bound of one event after Cut-2, which is
probably much bigger than the correct number, this leads to an upper bound on
the dilepton cross-section from Z/γ∗ after Cut-2 of about 45 fb, i.e. quite sizeable
compared to tt̄. In the following we assume that we can neglect the SM background from Z/γ∗ after the effective mass cut. In any case, after the Cut-3, i.e.
that the dilepton invariant mass should be in a narrow window around M A H , see
Eq. (4.6), a further reduction of the cross-section and number of dilepton events
from Z/γ∗ will occur anyway.
In Fig. 4.2 we plot the invariant mass distributions of OSSF dileptons for all
the benchmark points and the corresponding SM background after the basic cuts
(Cut-1) and the Me f f cut (Cut-2). For BP-1, BP-2, BP-3 and BP-5, a peak emerges
at the mass of A H , in particular very clearly for BP-1 and BP-3. BP-1 has a large
parton-level T-odd quark pair production cross-section because of the relatively
small mq H ∼ 400 GeV, compared to mq H ∼ 700 GeV for BP-2. BP-3 has also
mq H ∼ 700 GeV, but a small value of f = 500 GeV. Therefore the T-odd quark

production cross-section is strongly enhanced by electroweak contributions, as
discussed earlier, see Table 4.2. Furthermore, the leptonic branching ratio for
the light M A H = 66 GeV is also large, see Table 4.1, leading to more dilepton
events. Note, however, that the ‘signal’ after Cut-2 also includes dileptons from
within the LHT coming for instance from the decay via the Z-boson, leading to
an enhancement in the peak at MZ for BP-1 and BP-2 in Fig. 4.2. Since for BP-3
with f = 500 GeV the branching ratio A H → l + l − is higher than for BP-1 and
BP-2, the Z-peak is much smaller compared to the A H -peak.

The total integrated luminosity at the LHC running at 10 TeV will probably
be around 200 pb−1 . For this integrated luminosity, there will be 73 dilepton ‘signal’ events for BP-1 and 33 events for BP-3, compared to a SM background of 24
events. Note, however, that there will be only 8 dilepton events for BP-2 and 1.5
events for BP-5.
As mentioned in Section 2.3.3, the total decay width of A H is only of the
order of eV and therefore radiative corrections and detector effects will determine
the observed width of the resonance peak in reality.
For BP-4 and BP-6 with f = 1500 GeV, the decay branching ratio A H →

l + l − is negligible compared to A H → ZZ (∗) , see Table 4.1, and therefore the four69
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Figure 4.2.: Invariant mass distribution of OSSF dilepton pairs (l = e, µ) for

√

s=

10 TeV after the basic cuts (Cut-1) and the effective mass cut Me f f ≥

1 TeV (Cut-2) for all the benchmark points, with the corresponding
SM background. Note that the ‘signal’ also includes dileptons within
the LHT not coming from A H , but, for instance through the decay of
the Z-boson. This is in particular the case for BP-4 and BP-6 where we
do not expect any dileptons from A H . For an integrated luminosity
of 200 pb −1 there are 73 signal events for BP-1 and 33 events for BP-3,
but only 8 signal events for BP-2 and 1.5 events for BP-5, compared to
70

24 events from the SM background. See Table 4.4 for more details.
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lepton signal will be the relevant signature for discovery. Nevertheless, we get
some dilepton events, in particular for BP-4, but the dilepton invariant mass distribution peaks at the Z-boson mass and not at M A H .
In order to reduce the SM background further, and also to eliminate the
background from dileptons within the LHT which do not come from the decay
A H → l + l − , we impose the additional constraint that the invariant mass of the

dileptons should be in a window of ±20 GeV around M A H (Cut-3), see Eq. (4.6).

In Table 4.4 we give the cross-sections for OSSF dilepton events after the basic
cuts (Cut-1) and after Cut-2 and Cut-3 for all the benchmark points for the LHC
√
running at s = 10 TeV. The total cross-section for the SM background after
Cut-2 and Cut-3 is also given. We also list in Table 4.4 the number of signal and
background events after Cut-2 and after Cut-3 for an integrated luminosity of
200 pb−1 .

S3

B3

12.4

39.3

2.5

18.2

12.4

3.6

2.5

24.2

132.9

23.3

26.6

4.7

4.3

24.2

0.5

7.2

0.1

1.4

121.1

1.5

24.2

3.1

12.4

0.6

2.5

121.1

0.1

24.2

0.1

7.2

0.02

1.4

Cut-1

Cut-2

Cut-2

[S]

[S]

(fb)
BP-1

S2

B2

Cut-3

Cut-3

[BG]

[S]

[BG]

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

871.5

367.0

121.1

73.4

24.2

196.7

BP-2

41.9

39.8

121.1

8.0

24.2

BP-3

175.2

168.1

121.1

33.6

BP-4

21.9

21.3

121.1

BP-5

7.6

7.6

BP-6

3.5

3.5

Table 4.4.: OSSF dilepton signal (S) from all T-odd quark-pair production processes and total SM background (BG) cross-sections at the LHC with
√
s = 10 TeV after the different cuts described in the text. The number
of signal and background events after Cut-2 with an integrated luminosity of 200 pb−1 are also given as S2 and B2 , respectively. The corresponding numbers after Cut-3 are denoted by S3 and B3 .
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We can see from Table 4.4 that with an integrated luminosity of 200 pb −1 ,
only BP-1 and BP-3 yield a clear signal over the SM background after Cut-2. The
Cut-3 then reduces the SM background and the dilepton background from within
the LHT model almost completely, with S3 /B3 = 15.7 for BP-1 and S3 /B3 = 5.7
for BP-3 with more that 10 signal events for both benchmark points. Although the
high Me f f ≥ 1 TeV cut (Cut-2) reduces the signal for BP-1 with a low mass mq H =

400 GeV by about a factor two, the larger production cross-section compensates
for that. Therefore, at least for BP-1 and BP-3, one expects a clear dilepton signal
from the decay of the A H in the LHT with T-parity violation at the early stage of
the LHC run with low center of mass energy and modest luminosity. With the
predicted number of signal events after Cut-3, it will presumably also be possible
to reconstruct the mass of A H and determine the symmetry breaking scale f .
If we demand that we have at least 10 signal events, BP-2 yields not enough
events with an integrated luminosity of 200 pb−1 , in particular after Cut-3. Furthermore, with this luminosity there will be almost no dilepton events for BP5, already after Cut-2, because of the small production cross-section for mq H ∼
1 TeV. Also the branching ratio of A H into dileptons is small for this benchmark
point, since f = 1 TeV.
Note that the BP-4 with M A H = 230 GeV yields about half the dilepton
events of BP-2 for the same mass mq H ∼ 700 GeV of the heavy T-odd quarks.
However, these dileptons for BP-4 are not coming from the decay A H → l + l − ,

but from other sources, mostly the Z-boson, as mentioned above. In Table 4.4 this

is visible after imposing the Cut-3 which almost completely removes all dilepton
events for BP-4, whereas about half the dilepton events survive for BP-2. For BP6 there are essentially no dilepton events for 200 pb−1 . As for BP-4, we expect
for this benchmark point, which has f = 1500 GeV and M A H = 230 GeV, the
four-lepton mode to be relevant for discovery.
We should caution the reader about the numbers given in Table 4.4 for the
SM background cross-sections and the number of BG events after Cut-2 and in
particular after Cut-3. The total number of MC events in the OSSF channel we
simulated (including all possible processes) is 350987 after Cut-1. After the cut on
Me f f (Cut-2), we have 4296 events in our MC sample and after Cut-3 there remain
644 MC events in the window of ±20 GeV around the A H mass (for the case

M A H = 66 GeV). Therefore, there is an intrinsic uncertainty of about 4% on the

numbers for B3 given in the Table 4.4. A much larger MC simulation to pin down
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these numbers more precisely is beyond the scope of the present work. Note,
however, that we have enough simulated events for the signal. For instance, for
BP-2, we have 12041 MC events after Cut-2 and 5501 MC events after Cut-3.

LHC with

√

s = 14 TeV

In Table 4.5 we list, for the opposite sign same flavour (OSSF) dilepton signal
(l = e, µ), the cross-sections of the dominant SM background processes after the
basic cuts (Cut-1) and the effective mass cut Me f f > 1 TeV (Cut-2) for the LHC
√
running at s = 14 TeV. As for 10 TeV, we can see that the effective mass cut reduces all the SM dilepton backgrounds significantly, in particular from the DrellYan process via Z/γ∗ which is the main background after the basic cuts. Again,
after the cut on Me f f , tt̄ is the largest background due to the long tail in the effective mass distribution, see Fig. 4.1. As noted in the previous subsection, in our
simulation of the Drell-Yan process with PYTHIA, we did not see any dilepton
event with Me f f > 1 TeV out of 107 MC events. There were 30048 OSSF dilepton
MC events which passed the basics cuts. If we would simply assume an upper
bound of one event after the Cut-2, which might be way off the correct number,
this would lead to an upper bound on the dilepton cross-section from Z/γ∗ after
Cut-2 of about 57 fb, i.e. again quite sizeable compared to tt̄. In the following we
assume again that we can neglect the SM background from Z/γ∗ after Cut-2.
In Fig. 4.3 we plot the invariant mass distributions of OSSF dileptons for all
the benchmark points and the corresponding SM background after the basic cuts
(Cut-1) and the cut on Me f f (Cut-2). Again for BP-1, BP-2, BP-3 and BP-5, a peak
emerges at the mass of A H , in particular very clearly for BP-1, BP-2 and BP-3.
With an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 , there are 36088 signal events for BP-1,
3723 events for BP-2 and 2135 events for BP-3, compared to 14208 SM background
events. Again, for BP-1 and BP-2 we have a non-negligible amount of dilepton
background from within the LHT, in particular from the decays via the Z-boson,
as can be clearly seen in the Fig. 4.3.
As mentioned before, for BP-4 and BP-6 with f = 1500 GeV, the decay
branching ratio A H → l + l − is negligible compared to A H → ZZ (∗) , see Table 4.1,

and therefore the four-lepton signal will be the relevant signature for discovery.
Nevertheless, we get many dilepton events even for these two benchmark points,
but there is a peak at the Z-boson mass and not at M A H .
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Figure 4.3.: Same as Fig. 4.2 for
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Background

Cut-1

Cut-2

(fb)

(fb)

1711746

∼ 0.00

13854

344.33

ZZ + jets

827

13.82

WW + jets

1385

30.17

ZW + jets

951

43.40

tW + jets

1604

41.89

1730366

473.61

Z/γ∗
tt̄ + jets

Total

Table 4.5.: Same as Table 4.3 for

√

s = 14 TeV.

In order to reduce the SM background further, but also to eliminate the
background from dileptons within the LHT which do not come from the decay
A H → l + l − , we impose again the additional constraint that the invariant mass

of the dileptons should be in a window around M A H (Cut-3), see Eq. (4.6). In
Table 4.6 we give the cross-sections for OSSF dilepton events after the basic cuts
(Cut-1) and after Cut-2 and Cut-3 for all the benchmark points for the LHC run√
ning at s = 14 TeV. The total cross-section for the SM background after Cut-2
and Cut-3 is also given. We also list in Table 4.6 the number of signal and background events after Cut-2 and after Cut-3 for an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 .

√

The qualitative features of the benchmark points for the LHC running at
√
s = 14 TeV are very similar to the case of s = 10 TeV, but now we have

higher event rates. First of all, after the Cut-2, all the signal and background crosssections are about a factor of three bigger, see Tables 4.4 and 4.6. Furthermore, we
assume that we have now much more integrated luminosity, 30 fb−1 compared to
200 pb−1 earlier. The Cut-2 again removes about half of the signal events for BP-1.
For all benchmark points, we now get more than 10 signal events even after Cut3 and also the number of background events is much larger than 100. It makes
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√
therefore sense to consider the signal significance by looking at S/ B which is
also given in Table 4.6 for the number of events after Cut-3.
B3

50.3

19286

1508

496.6

55.5

50.3

1665

1508

42.9

14208

322.9

95.8

9686

2873

180.7

2135

14208

1.9

27.0

56

809

2.0

473.6

781

14208

10.3

50.3

308

1508

7.9

473.6

401

14208

0.4

27.0

11

809

0.4

Cut-2

Cut-2

[S]

[S]

(fb)
BP-1

S2

B2

Cut-3

Cut-3

[BG]

[S]

[BG]

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

2341.8

1202.9

473.6

36088

14208

642.9

BP-2

129.1

124.1

473.6

3723

14208

BP-3

428.9

413.3

473.6

12398

BP-4

72.7

71.2

473.6

BP-5

26.1

26.0

BP-6

13.4

13.4

Table 4.6.: Same as Table 4.4 for
30 fb

−1

√

s = 14 TeV and an integrated luminosity of

.

Looking at the significance, we can now better see the importance of imposing the Cut-3, i.e. the dilepton invariant mass should be in a window of ±20 GeV

around M A H . For instance, BP-4 has 2135 dilepton events for 30 fb −1 , but they
are not coming from the decay A H → l + l − as mentioned earlier, but instead

from Z-decays. After Cut-2 we get a large apparent statistical significance of
√
√
S2 / B2 = 17.9 (note that B2 = 119.2), but the huge reduction in the number of

events after Cut-3, from 2135 down to 56 events, tells us that these dileptons are
not coming from the decay of A H , instead they come from an almost flat background. Of course, this can be clearly seen by looking at the plot of the dilepton
invariant mass distribution in Fig. 4.3. On the other hand, the Cut-3 removes
only about one third of the signal events for BP-3 and about half the events for
BP-1, BP-2 and BP-5. This indicates the presence of a peak around M A H for these
benchmark points, see Fig. 4.3. But note that for BP-4 even after Cut-3, we still
√
have S3 / B3 = 2.0, but, of course, there will be no peak in the dilepton distribu√
tion around A H . Even for BP-6 we get after Cut-2 a signal of S2 / B2 = 3.4, but
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√
S3 / B3

S3

Cut-1

again they are not from the dilepton decay of the A H , as can be seen after Cut-3
√
is applied where we get S3 / B3 = 0.4.
√
We have seen in the previous Section 4.4.1 for the LHC running at s =
10 TeV and with 200 pb −1 integrated luminosity that we had a clear dilepton signal over the SM background for BP-1 and BP-3.
It is obvious from the last column in Table 4.6 that with a center of mass
energy of 14 TeV and an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 , we can now also cover
BP-2 and BP-5. That means it will be possible at these benchmark points to reconstruct the peak of A H in the dilepton invariant mass distribution and to determine the mass M A H and the scale f . In particular with an integrated luminosity
of 11.9 fb−1 , it will be possible to get 5σ statistical significance for BP-5 after Cut-3.
As a reminder, BP-5 has a rather heavy T-odd quark mass of mq H ∼ 1 TeV. Fur-

thermore we have chosen the difficult intermediate region with f = 1 TeV, where
the dilepton mode is not dominant. For lower f , the discovery will be even easier
for the same mq H or, conversely, for lower f , we get a larger reach in mq H , if we
demand a 5σ signal with 30 fb−1 .
Again we should caution the reader about the numbers given in Table 4.6
for the SM background cross-sections and the number of BG events after Cut-2
and in particular after Cut-3, because of the limited statistics in the Monte-Carlo
simulation. The total number of MC events in the OSSF channel we simulated
(including all possible processes) is 139429 after Cut-1. After the cut on Me f f
(Cut-2), we have 4170 events in our MC sample and after Cut-3 there remain 730
MC events in the window of ±20 GeV around the A H mass (for the case M A H =

66 GeV). Therefore, there is an intrinsic uncertainty of about 4% on the numbers
for B3 given in the Table 4.6 and correspondingly about 2% uncertainty on the
√
significance S3 / B3 . In particular, the required luminosity for a 5σ statistical
significance for BP-5 should be taken with a grain of salt. A much larger MC
simulation to pin down these numbers more precisely is again beyond the scope
of the present work. Note, however, that we have enough simulated events for
the signal. For instance, for BP-5, we have 12365 MC events after Cut-2 and 4880
MC events after Cut-3.
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4.4.2. Four-lepton signal
LHC with

√

s = 10 TeV

The biggest SM background for the four-lepton signal, as defined in Section 4.3.1,
arises from the production of ZZ + jets and the subsequent fully leptonic decays.7
√
For the LHC running at s = 10 TeV, the corresponding cross-section after the
basic cuts (Cut-1) is 13.78 fb. It is drastically reduced to 0.14 fb by the cut on
the effective mass Me f f ≥ 1 TeV (Cut-2). The second largest SM background is

from tt̄ + jets, but after the basic cuts and the requirement that at least two OSSF
leptons among the total four have an invariant mass in a window of ±20 GeV
around MZ , it is only 0.53 fb and it is completely removed by the effective mass
cut.
In Table 4.7 we list for all the benchmark points, except BP-3, the crosssections for the four-lepton signal for the LHC running at a center of mass energy
of 10 TeV, successively after the basic cuts (Cut-1), Cut-2 on the effective mass
and Cut-3, i.e. the condition that the four-lepton invariant mass should be in a
window of ±20 GeV around the mass of A H , see Eq. (4.6). The total SM back-

ground after Cut-2 and Cut-3 is also given. Note that for BP-3 with f = 500 GeV,
the BR of A H into ZZ (∗) is essentially zero, see Table 4.1, and therefore we have
not included that benchmark point in the table.
Unfortunately, although the four-lepton signal cross-sections are larger than
the SM background after Cut-2 for all the benchmark points considered in the table, there will be always less than 10 signal events for an integrated luminosity of
200 pb −1 . Therefore we will not be able to see a clear A H mass peak in the early
stages of the LHC run.

LHC with

√

s = 14 TeV

The biggest SM background for the four-lepton signal comes again from ZZ + jets
√
production. For the LHC running at s = 14 TeV, the corresponding crosssection after the basic cuts (Cut-1) is 18.79 fb. It is drastically reduced to 0.40 fb by
the cut on the effective mass Me f f ≥ 1 TeV. The second largest SM background

is from tt̄ + jets. After the basic cuts and the requirement that at least two OSSF
leptons among the total four have an invariant mass around MZ , it is 0.26 fb, but
7 For
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details on a method to normalize the production rate of ZZ from data see Ref. [25].

Cut-1

Cut-2

Cut-2

Cut-3

Cut-3

S

S

BG

S

BG

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

BP-1

21.70

6.45

0.14

1.53

0.003

BP-2

1.21

1.07

0.14

0.19

0.003

BP-4

1.34

1.26

0.14

0.33

0.010

BP-5

0.23

0.23

0.14

0.02

0.003

BP-6

0.18

0.18

0.14

0.04

0.010

Table 4.7.: Four-lepton signal cross-sections (S) for

√

s = 10 TeV after the basic

cuts (Cut-1), after Cut-2 and after Cut-3. For BP-3 there is no signal. The total SM background (BG) cross-section (mostly from ZZ)
after Cut-2 and Cut-3 is also given. Note that we always demand that
among the four leptons, there is always at least one OSSF lepton pair
with its invariant mass being around ±20 GeV of MZ .

it is again completely removed by the effective mass cut.
In Fig. 4.4 we show the four-lepton invariant mass distributions for all the
benchmark points, except BP-3, and the corresponding SM background for the
√
LHC running at s = 14 TeV after the basics cuts (Cut-1) and the cut of Me f f
(Cut-2).
As can be seen from Fig. 4.4, after the effective mass cut (Cut-2) the signal is
larger than the SM background, except for BP-5 and BP-6. But for all benchmark
points a clear peak emerges at the mass of A H . Note that we do not observe any
four-lepton events with an invariant mass of less than 100 GeV, which reflects
the fact that we demand at least one OSSF lepton pair to have an invariant mass
around MZ .
In Table 4.8 we list for all the benchmark points, except BP-3, the crosssections for the four-lepton signal for the LHC running at a center of mass energy
of 14 TeV after the basic cuts (Cut-1), after Cut-2 on the effective mass and after
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Figure 4.4.: Four-lepton invariant mass distribution for all the benchmark points,
except BP-3, where we do not expect any signal, after the basic cuts
√
(Cut-1) and after the cut on Me f f ≥ 1 TeV (Cut-2) for s = 14 TeV.
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Cut-3. The total SM background after Cut-2 and Cut-3 is also given. In addition,
we give the number of events for an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 after Cut-2
and after Cut-3.
Cut-1

Cut-2

Cut-2

[S]

[S]

(fb)
BP-1

S2

B2

S3

B3

0.01

275.4

0.3

0.47

0.01

14.1

0.3

12

1.12

0.03

33.6

0.9

23.7

12

0.10

0.01

3.0

0.3

19.8

12

0.17

0.03

5.1

0.9

Cut-3

Cut-3

[BG]

[S]

[BG]

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

58.85

28.80

0.40

864.0

12

9.18

BP-2

3.12

2.89

0.40

86.7

12

BP-4

4.25

4.02

0.40

120.6

BP-5

0.79

0.79

0.40

BP-6

0.67

0.66

0.40

Table 4.8.: Same as Table 4.7 for

√

s = 14 TeV. The number of signal and back-

ground events after Cut-2 with an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 are
also given as S2 and B2 , respectively. The corresponding numbers after
Cut-3 are denoted by S3 and B3 .

We can see from the table that Cut-2, as for the dilepton signal, removes
about half of the four-lepton events for BP-1, but this is compensated by the large
parton-level cross section for mq H ∼ 400 GeV. The Cut-3 reduces the signal by a

factor of six for BP-2, by a factor of four for BP-4 and by a factor of three for BP-1.
It is obvious that with essentially no background, we have a very clear signal and many events after Cut-3 for BP-1 and BP-4 with 30 fb−1 of integrated
luminosity. This should allow the reconstruction of the peak of the A H boson
and the determination of the mass M A H . For BP-2 we have about 14 events after
Cut-3, therefore the reconstruction of the peak might not be so precise.

Recall that from the dilepton signature, we had a significant signal over the
√
background for BP-1 and BP-3 at s = 10 TeV and with 200 pb−1 of integrated
√
luminosity. In addition, at s = 14 TeV and with 30 fb−1 , we could also cover
BP-2 and BP-5. Now, with four-lepton events, we get a very clear signal after
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Cut-3 for BP-4 (34 events compared to about 1 background event) and, for an
integrated luminosity of about 59 fb−1 , we would get at least 10 signal events
even for BP-6, with around 2 background events. Both of these benchmark points
have f = 1500 GeV and the branching fraction A H → ZZ is 22.5% and thus it is

enhanced compared to BP-1 and BP-2, where for f = 1000 GeV it is only about
11%, see Table 4.1. This allows us to use the four-lepton signal for discovery for
BP-4 and, maybe, BP-6.
Of course, it would be a convincing cross-check on the LHT model with

T-parity violation, if one could see the A H peak in the dilepton and in the fourlepton channel at the same mass. At least for BP-1 and BP-2 this will be possible
with the LHC running at 14 TeV and with 30 fb−1 . For BP-5, we would need
100 fb −1 to get 10 four-lepton signal events after Cut-3. Note that other New
Physics models which have such a Z ′ -type boson like the A H might lead to a
different pattern in the invariant mass distributions or the relative number of
events in the dilepton and four-lepton channels might be very different from the
ones in the LHT.
As suggested in Ref. [26], looking at the angular distributions of the two
lepton pairs coming from ZZ-decays, one might be able to determine whether
the decay A H → ZZ is really described by a vertex which originates from the
WZW-term. At least for BP-1 with 275 four-lepton events after Cut-3, such an
analysis seems to be feasible.

4.5. Summary and Conclusions
In this chapter, we have analyzed dilepton and four-lepton events at the LHC
originating from the decay of the heavy photon A H in the Littlest Higgs model
with T-parity violation. These decays of A H , assumed to be the lightest T-odd particle, are induced by T-violating couplings from the Wess-Zumino-Witten anomaly
term. For larger masses M A H > 150 GeV, A H predominantly decays into WW (∗)
and ZZ (∗) . On the other hand, for smaller masses, loop-induced decays into SM
fermions are possible.
Due to the tiny coupling of A H to SM particles, its direct production at e+ e−
or hadron colliders only has a cross-section of the order of 10−6 pb. On the other
hand, the production of the other T-odd particles is not affected by the presence of
the WZW term. Therefore, these particles are still pair-produced and cascade de82

cay down to A H by the T-conserving interactions in the LHT and finally the two
A H ’s decay promptly in the detector. Therefore, summing all production processes of heavy T-odd quark pairs leads to a sizeable cross-section at the LHC, of
the order of several pb, and this corresponds to a lower bound on the production
cross-section of A H pairs.
We have studied the dilepton and four-lepton signals for six benchmark
points, see Table 4.2, which have different values for the heavy quark mass mq H ∼

400, 700, 1000 GeV and different values for the mass of the heavy photon M A H =
66, 150, 230 GeV ( f = 500, 1000, 1500 GeV). The values of the heavy quark mass
essentially determine the parton-level pair-production cross-section via strong
interaction processes, although the effects of electroweak contributions from tchannel exchanges of A H and Z H can be very important and even dominate for
low values of f , i.e. light A H and Z H . On the other hand, the mass of A H determines the expected signal because of the different branching ratios into leptons
or ZZ, see Table 4.1 . For low and intermediate masses of A H , the dilepton decays are sizeable, whereas for M A H = 230 GeV the decay into ZZ and then into
four-leptons is relevant.
of
√

√

We have studied the case of the LHC running at a center of mass energy
s = 10 TeV with a modest integrated luminosity of 200 pb−1 and the case of

s = 14 TeV with an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 .
In order to reduce the SM background from Z/γ∗ and tt̄ + jets for the dilep-

ton signal and from ZZ + jets for the four-lepton signal, we have imposed a large
cut on the effective mass of the events of Me f f > 1 TeV, since in general Me f f
approximately peaks at the sum of the masses of the initially produced particles.
Essentially, this cut removes a considerable fraction of the SM backgrounds, except for processes with multiple additional hard jets, which have a long tail in the
effective mass distribution (see Figure 4.1). On the other hand, there are many
sources of leptons in the decay cascades leading to A H and in general we also
get many events with leptons which do not originate from the decay of A H . We
have reduced the corresponding background from within the LHT by imposing
the condition that the invariant mass of dileptons or four leptons should lie in a
window of ±20 GeV around M A H .
For the dilepton signal, the main conclusion is that for regions of the parameter space where either the T-odd quarks are relatively light, mq H ∼ 400 GeV
(BP-1 with f = 1000 GeV) or the scale f is rather low, f = 500 GeV (BP-3
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with mq H ∼ 700 GeV), we get after all the cuts a clear signal above the back-

ground for the early run of the LHC with center of mass energy of 10 TeV and
integrated luminosity of 200 pb−1 . More details can be found in Table 4.4. For
√
the LHC with s = 14 TeV and 30 fb−1 luminosity, also BP-2 (mq H ∼ 700 GeV,

M A H = 150 GeV) and BP-5 (mq H ∼ 1000 GeV, M A H = 150 GeV) yield a signif√
√
icant signal with S/ B = 42.9 for the former and S/ B = 7.9 for the latter

benchmark point, see Table 4.6 for details.
The four-lepton channel is very clean and the signal cross-sections are larger
than the SM backgrounds after all the cuts, with the exception of BP-3 with small
f = 500 GeV, where we do not expect a four-lepton signal. Unfortunately, for
the LHC running at 10 TeV and with 200 pb−1 of integrated luminosity, we al√
ways get less than 10 signal events. For s = 14 TeV and 30 fb−1 , the background is again negligible (< 0.9 events) and we can easily cover again BP-1
and BP-2. In addition, we now also get a clear signal for BP-4 (mq H ∼ 700 GeV,
M A H = 230 GeV). We would need 59 fb−1 to get 10 signal events for BP-6 (mq H ∼

1000 GeV, M A H = 230 GeV). Note that these BP’s with large f = 1500 GeV can
only be covered in the four-lepton channel. Details can be found in Table 4.8.
Therefore, with the LHC running at 14 TeV and an integrated luminosity
of 30 fb −1 , we can cover with the dilepton and / or the four-lepton signal a large
part of the typical parameter space of the LHT with values of f up to 1500 GeV
and with T-odd quark masses up to about 1000 GeV. In general, a clear peak
emerges at M A H , if one plots the invariant mass distributions for dileptons, see
√
Fig. 4.2 for the LHC running at 10 TeV, and Fig. 4.3 for s = 14 TeV. The fourlepton invariant mass distribution for the LHC at 14 TeV is shown in Fig. 4.4. For
all the studied benchmark points we have enough signal events after all the cuts,
therefore it should be easy to reconstruct the mass peak of A H , maybe with the
exception of BP-6.
Note that the reconstruction of the peak and the measurement of M A H directly determines the symmetry breaking scale f in the LHT, which is one of the
fundamental parameters of any Little Higgs model. Together with the Me f f distribution which peaks around 2mq H , this would then allow a rough determination
of the parameter κq as well.
Of course, it would also be an important cross-check on the LHT model
with T-parity violation, if we could see the A H peak in both the dilepton and
the four-lepton channel at the same mass. This, including the ratio of events in
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the two channels, distinguishes the case of A H in the LHT from other models of
New Physics, like most Z ′ models. At least for benchmark points with intermediate values of f = 1000 GeV, which yield both enough dilepton and four-lepton
events, this could be achieved. For BP-1 and BP-2 this will be possible for the
LHC running at 14 TeV and with 30 fb−1 . For BP-5 we would need 100 fb−1 to get
10 four-lepton events (with essentially very low background).
Note about 10 TeV LHC. After the results of this chapter were first submitted
as a manuscript, the LHC schedule was revised, targeting a run at 7 TeV with
about 5 fb−1 luminosity, followed by a direct upgrade to 14 TeV. Since the 14 TeV
run maximizes our reach in the parameter space, we have presented the results
corresponding to this energy in detail. However, we have retained the results for
10 TeV, which can give us an indication about the reach at 7 and 8 TeV runs also,
in which the qualitative features remain similar.
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Chapter 5.
Same-sign trileptons and four-leptons at
the LHC

5.1. Introduction
Finding physics beyond the standard electroweak theory is an important goal
of the LHC. However, most proposed signals are beset with backgrounds from
processes driven by the standard model (SM) itself, and the reduction of backgrounds requires a Herculean effort. This was clearly seen in the previous chapter, where we observed that the opposite-sign dilepton backgrounds were huge,
and even though we were looking for quite a distinctive peak in the invariant
mass distribution of the leptons, it required a series of strong selection cuts to isolate the signal over and above the backgrounds. Therefore, it is always useful to
identify signals which are distinctive of specific new scenarios on the one hand,
and are less background-prone on the other. Final states containing a multitude
of leptons undoubtedly satisfy the second criterion. In fact, this is why we tried
to reconstruct the A H in the previous chapter in the leptonic channels, and not in
hadronic ones, even though those modes have a much larger branching fraction.
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In order to address the criterion of finding distinctive signals for specific new
physics scenarios, it is often necessary to probe additional features of the leptons.
One such feature is the sign(s) of the leptonic charge(s). It is well-established now
that same-sign dilepton (SSD) carries a rather distinct signature of supersymmetry (SUSY) [1], and other new physics scenarios [2], once we carefully apply the
event selection criteria to suppress the top-antitop background.
A curiosity that immediately arises is whether same-sign leptons of higher
multiplicity can tell us something more. Although this idea of same-sign trileptons (SS3ℓ) was floated originally in the context of top quark signals [3], its efficacy in new physics search was unexplored until very recently. This is somewhat unfortunate, because the standard model (SM) backgrounds for them are
extremely small. Some studies in the context of heavy neutrino signals were reported, though with rather limited scope [4]. As we shall describe in detail in this
chapter, in two recent studies [5, 6], we pointed out that SS3ℓ as well as its fourlepton extension (SS4ℓ) has considerable potential in unearthing scenarios where
Z2 -type discrete symmetries are broken in a limited manner. In particular, we
show that various R-parity violating SUSY scenarios [7] (with R = (−1)(3B+ L+2S) ,
B, L and S being baryon number, lepton number and spin, respectively) predict
large signal rates for SS3ℓ and moderate rates for even SS4ℓ, with hardly any
backgrounds. The SS3ℓ signal is substantial over a range of the parameter space
in the 7 TeV LHC run, while the predictions for both SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ are copious
for 14 TeV. This suggestion has since been utilized in a number of subsequent
studies in the literature [8].
Let us begin by pointing out the current relevance of studies in this direction. First of all, the LHC searches for new physics, particularly SUSY, at the
initial stage, are concentrating on signals with large missing transverse energy.
So far the results have been negative. If they continue to be so, some possibilities to consider will be (a) SUSY without R-parity, (b) a highly compressed SUSY
spectrum, and (c) SUSY with stable visible particles. While the signatures of each
of the above scenarios have been proposed and investigated in the literature, the
SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signals are exclusively indicative of SUSY with R-parity broken via
lepton number violation. Since such signals can arise with large rates even during the early run, they are worth studying seriously, even from the sheer event
counting point of view.
As we have discussed in Chapter 2.1.3, L-violating SUSY has considerable
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appeal, because mechanisms of neutrino mass generation are suggested there. It
is also being increasingly realised nowadays that one may end up with a dark
matter candidate such as the axino or the gravitino in spite of R-parity violation.
Some search limits for R-parity violating SUSY exist in the literature, based on
multilepton (≥ 3ℓ) signals. However, SS3ℓ is a rather more unequivocal indica-

tion of R-parity violation, since it is very difficult to produce three leptons of the
same sign unless the seed of lepton number violation is there. Moreover, as will
be discussed later in this chapter, enhanced rates for such signals are very unlikely to be found in R-parity conserving versions of SUSY, even in a purely phenomenological scan of its parameter space. The background is also vanishingly
small, in contrast with the other channels advocated so far. With this in view,
we shall also demonstrate regions in the SUSY parameter space (taking minimal
supergravity (mSUGRA) as an example) where one can have five signal events,
with zero background events expected, for some given integrated luminosity.
The enhanced signal rates are first studied within the framework of an
mSUGRA scenario. It is, however, important to go beyond the most simple of
‘top-down’ models and investigate SUSY signals at the LHC in a phenomenological, ‘bottom-up’ approach. Therefore, we have also considered this alternative
approach and looked at the SUSY parameter space in a relatively unbiased manner, although some simplification has been inevitable in order to keep the number
of free parameters manageable. This allows us to point out features of the SUSY
spectrum, for which same-sign multileptons are most likely to be observed.
We have opened another new direction in the studies presented in this
chapter. There are a number of ways in which R-parity can be violated via L,
′

since one can have the so-called λ-type, λ -type and the L-violating bilinear terms
in the superpotential. Besides, the lightest neutralino need not be the lightest
SUSY particle (LSP) when R-parity is violated, the stau-LSP scenario being the
next most common possibility. We contend here that the SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signal
rates, in conjunction with their mixed-sign counterparts of the same multiplicity, display certain mutual relations which distinguish among at least some of the
candidate scenarios. These relations can be used to extract dynamical information
about the underlying SUSY theory, namely, the Majorana character of the decaying lightest neutralino and the nature of L-violating couplings. We define suitable
variables and relationships between them which can be verified experimentally
and which are largely independent of the SUSY production cross-sections and
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the cascade decay branching fractions. These theoretical predictions are then validated by Monte Carlo simulations including detector and background effects.
Consequently, one may use these signals to find out in a generic way the distinc′

tion among the λ-type, λ -type or bilinear couplings. Although our discussion is
largely based on scenarios with a neutralino LSP, alternative scenarios, for example, with stau LSP, can be brought within its scope, as has been briefly indicated
in this chapter.
It should be noted that same-sign multileptons in general, and SS3ℓ in particular, can be seen in some other non-standard scenarios as well. In most cases,
however, the rates are considerably smaller than what one would expect for Rparity violating cases with new particles of similar masses. The first example of
this is minimal SUSY standard model (MSSM) where R-parity is conserved; our
scan of its parameter space, with the usual constraints satisfied, reveals rather low
event rates for SS3ℓ. One has predictions of some interest for Little Higgs theories where T-parity is broken by the Wess-Zumino-Witten anomaly terms [9–11].
However, we shall see that the rates are much smaller than those for R-parity
violating SUSY with a spectrum of similar masses [5]. In addition, models with
heavy charged leptons and Majorana neutrinos [4] and triply charged heavy leptons [12] can also lead to an SS3ℓ signature.
This chapter has been organized as follows. Section 5.2 is devoted to the
standard model contributions to same-sign and mixed-sign multilepton channels,
and we suggest event selection criteria that suppress such contributions as potential backgrounds to the new physics signals. In Section 5.3, we review the different cases of R-parity violating SUSY, and show the event rates for different benchmark points for mSUGRA, for both the 14 and 7 TeV runs. Section 5.4 contains a
study where the parameters are varied in a more phenomenological manner, and
regions where R-parity violating SUSY shows up in the SS3ℓ channel are pointed
out. We also explain in the same section why the SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signals are not
expected to occur with appreciable rates when R-parity is conserved, even in a
generic MSSM model. Subsequently, in two short sections we discuss same-sign
four-lepton signatures (Section 5.5) and the possibility of obtaining SS3ℓ in LHT
with T-parity violation (Section 5.6). In Section 5.7 , we show in detail how we
can extract information on the Majorana character of the lightest neutralino and
the dynamics of R-parity violation from SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signals. We summarise
and conclude in Section 5.8.

92

5.2. Standard model backgrounds
We start by taking a look at the SM contributions to the SS3ℓ signal. The main
sources here are (i) tt̄, (ii) tt̄W, (iii) tt̄bb̄ and (iv) tt̄tt̄ production. Of the various
processes, tt̄ production, copious as it is, generates SS3ℓ if a lepton comes from
a charm quark produced from a b which in turn results from top-decay. This
causes a significant degradation of momentum of at least the softest lepton, and
judicious lepton isolation and hardness cuts suppress it. The other channels, too,
suffer from either perturbative suppression at the initial production level or low
branching ratios in the cascades. We summarise the SM backgrounds to SS3ℓ in
Table 5.1.
We select events with three and only three leptons in the signal (for SS3ℓ),
all of which have to be of the same-sign. In addition, we have primarily selected leptons with pT ≥ 10 GeV, |η | ≤ 2.5, where pT and η are respectively

the transverse momentum and pseudorapidity of the lepton. We further demand
a lepton-lepton separation ∆Rll ≥ 0.2, where (∆R)2 = (∆η )2 + (∆φ)2 quantifies

the separation in the pseudorapidity-azimuthal angle plane. We also demand
a lepton-jet separation ∆Rlj ≥ 0.4 for all jets with ET ≥ 20 GeV. Also, a rela-

tive isolation criterion to restrict the hadronic activity around a lepton has been
used, i.e., we demand ∑ pT (hadron) /pT (lepton)≤ 0.2, where the sum is over

all hadrons within a cone of ∆R ≤ 0.2 around the lepton. A missing-ET (E
/T )

cut of 30 GeV is also included, in order to reduce the probability of jets faking

leptons [4]. Subsequently, stronger pT -cuts (as mentioned in the caption of Table 5.1) are applied, in order to ensure minimum hardness for even the softest
of the three leptons [13]. This, together with the demand on lepton isolation,
strongly suppresses the b(and c)-induced leptons, and makes the SM contributions quite small, as shown in Table 5.1. The events for the above-mentioned SM
background processes contributing to SS3ℓ were generated with the code ALPGEN [14], and showering, decays and hadronisation were done using PYTHIA
6.421 [15]. Throughout this study, we have used the CTEQ6L1 [16] parton distribution functions. The effect of B0 − B̄0 mixing on lepton signs has been taken
into account within PYTHIA. We have approximated the detector resolution effects by smearing the energies (transverse momenta) of the leptons and jets with
Gaussian functions [17], as described in Chapter 3.3.
Needless to say, the SM backgrounds to the SS4ℓ channel will be even
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σSS3ℓ (fb)

σSS3ℓ (fb)

[Cut-1]

[+ Cut-2]

tt̄W

2.80 × 10−2

2.44 × 10−3

tt̄bb̄

4.45 × 10−3

< 1.11 × 10−3

tt̄tt̄

8.40 × 10−4

6.45 × 10−5

Total

3.33 × 10−2

2.50 × 10−3

Process

Table 5.1.: Dominant same-sign trilepton SM background cross-sections (σSS3ℓ )
√
for s = 14 TeV after the basic isolation cuts (Cut-1) and after de/T >
manding that plT1 > 30 GeV, plT2 > 30 GeV, plT3 > 20 GeV and E
30 GeV, which are collectively referred to as Cut-2. Here l1 , l2 and l3
are the three leptons ordered according to their pT ’s. Note that the tt̄
contribution falls drastically after Cut-1 itself.
smaller than SS3ℓ, and can be safely neglected. As we shall see later in section 5.7,
we can construct certain observables which depend only on the Majorana nature
of the LSP and the L-violating coupling involved and not upon other parameters
determining the cascade decays. In addition to the SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ cross-sections,
these variables shall also depend upon the total trilepton (3ℓ) and four-lepton (4ℓ)
cross-sections in a given scenario, with specific kinematic criteria. Thus we need
to evaluate and include the SM backgrounds in the 3ℓ and 4ℓ channels, and subject them to the same set of cuts irrespective of the sign of leptons. Therefore,
while a Z-veto (removing events containing same flavour, opposite-sign leptons
with invariant mass around the Z-boson mass) is often used to reduce the SM
backgrounds in the sign-inclusive 3ℓ and 4ℓ channels, we cannot use such a veto
here. Also, we use kinematic variables that only depend upon the lepton pT ’s and
the E
/T in an event. We find it useful to select events in terms of the variables mℓe f f
and me f f , defined as follows:

mℓe f f =
me f f =
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leptons

∑ pT

leptons

(5.1)

+E
/T ,

(5.2)

∑ pT

where the missing transverse energy is given by
E
/T =

q

∑ px

2

+

∑ py

2

.

(5.3)

Here the sum goes over all the isolated leptons, the jets, as well as the ‘unclustered’ energy deposits.
W ± ( Z0 /γ⋆ )

tt̄

tt̄ ( Z0 /γ⋆ )

tt̄W ±

Total

Basic cuts (Cut-1+Cut-2)

34.50

9.88

2.82

0.73

47.93

mℓe f f > 100 GeV

33.53

8.23

2.80

0.71

45.27

mℓe f f > 200 GeV

5.01

0.00

1.43

0.33

6.77

me f f > 150 GeV

32.06

8.23

2.80

0.72

43.81

me f f > 250 GeV

6.18

1.65

1.81

0.48

10.12

Cut

Table 5.2.: SM contributions to the trilepton channel at 14 TeV LHC. The mℓe f f
or me f f cut is applied one at a time. All the cross-sections are in
femtobarns.
The SM contributions coming from the sign-inclusive 3ℓ and the 4ℓ channels are shown in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 respectively. The predictions for the 14 TeV
run only are presented here; although the predictions for 7 TeV, too, are very
small, we do not expect enough statistics for performing our suggested analysis
there. We show the cross-sections after different cuts on the mℓe f f and me f f variables. In the 3ℓ channel the major backgrounds are W ± ( Z0 /γ⋆ ), tt̄, tt̄ ( Z0 /γ⋆ )
and tt̄W ± . Here, the W ± ( Z0 /γ⋆ ) and tt̄ ( Z0 /γ⋆ ) processes include the effect of
Z, γ∗ and their interference. In the 4ℓ channel, the dominant SM contributions
come from ( Z0 /γ⋆ )( Z0 /γ⋆ ), tt̄ and tt̄ ( Z0 /γ⋆ ). The processes W ± ( Z0 /γ⋆ ) and
tt̄ ( Z0 /γ⋆ ) were simulated using MadGraph 5 [18] and PYTHIA, tt̄W ± using ALPGEN and PYTHIA and tt̄ and ( Z0 /γ⋆ )( Z0 /γ⋆ ) using PYTHIA alone. For the tt̄
process we have multiplied the leading order cross-section from PYTHIA by a
K-factor of 2.2 according to the analysis in Ref. [19]. We have taken showering,
hadronisation and multiple interaction effects into account in all of our simulations.
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( Z0 /γ⋆ )( Z0 /γ⋆ )

tt̄ ( Z0 /γ⋆ )

Total

Basic cuts (Cut-1+Cut-2)

9.33

0.46

9.79

mℓe f f > 100 GeV

9.25

0.46

9.71

mℓe f f > 200 GeV

3.71

0.32

4.03

me f f > 150 GeV

7.87

0.45

8.32

me f f > 250 GeV

1.67

0.36

2.03

Cut

Table 5.3.: SM contributions to the four-lepton channel at 14 TeV LHC. The mℓe f f
or me f f cut is applied one at a time. The tt̄ contribution is zero after the
basic lepton selection and isolation cuts. All the cross-sections are in
femtobarns.

5.3. SS3ℓ in L-violating SUSY
5.3.1. A brief review of the L-violating scenarios considered
In this section, we shall very briefly describe how SS3ℓ can arise in different scenarios of lepton-number (L) violating supersymmetry.
As discussed in Chapter 2.1.3, the superpotential in R-parity violating SUSY
can contain the following ∆L = 1 terms, over and above those present in the
MSSM:

WL/ = λijk Li L j Ēk + λ′ijk Li Q j D̄k + ǫi Li Hu
Case 1: With the λ-type terms, we consider two possibilities, namely, having (a) the lightest neutralino (χ˜1 0 ) and (b) the lighter stau (τ˜1 ) as the lightest SUSY
particle (LSP). In (a), SS3ℓ can arise if χ˜1 0 decays into a neutrino, a tau (τ) and a
lepton of either of the first two families. When the τ decays hadronically, the two
leptons from two χ˜1 0 ’s produced at the end of SUSY cascades are of identical sign
in 50% cases. An additional lepton of the same sign, produced in the decays of a
chargino (χ˜1 ± ) in the cascade, leads to SS3ℓ. If there is just one λ-type coupling
(we have used λ123 for illustration), there is no further branching fraction sup96

pression in LSP decay, and one only pays the price of χ˜1 ± -decay into a lepton of
the same sign. In (b), two same-sign τ˜1 ’s can be produced from two χ˜1 0 ’s, due to
its Majorana character. Each of these τ˜1 ’s goes into a lepton and a neutrino; these
two leptons, together with one of identical sign from the cascade, lead to SS3ℓ
signals.
Case 2: With λ′ -type interactions, a χ˜1 0 -LSP decays into two quarks and one
charged lepton or neutrino. If the LSP is not much heavier than the top quark, and
if the effect of the difference between up and down couplings of the neutralino
can be neglected, we obtain SSD’s from a pair of χ˜1 0 ’s roughly in 12.5% of the
cases. If another lepton of the same sign arises from a χ˜1 ± , SS3ℓ is an immediate
consequence. Therefore, the overall rate of SS3ℓ can be substantial in this case as
well. Here, (and also partially in case 1(b)), the large boost of the χ˜1 0 can lead to
collimated jets and leptons, making the latter susceptible to isolation cuts.
Although most of the analysis we have presented for such couplings is
based on a χ˜1 0 -LSP scenario, we shall see later that one with τ˜1 -LSP, too, has
potential for SS3ℓ events.
Case 3: With bilinear R-parity breaking terms (∼ ǫi ), the most spectacular

consequence is the mixing between neutralinos and neutrinos as well as between
charginos and charged leptons. Consequently, over a substantial region of the
parameter space, a χ˜1 0 LSP in this scenario decays into Wµ or Wτ in 80% cases
altogether, so long as the R-parity breaking parameters are in conformity with
maximal mixing in the νµ − ντ sector [20]. From the decay of the two χ˜1 0 ’s, one

can obtain SSD’s either from these µ’s, or from the leptonic decay of the W’s or the
τ’s. An additional lepton from the SUSY cascade results in SS3ℓ again. Adding

up all the above possibilities, the rates can become substantial.
Again, in addition to a χ˜1 0 -LSP, a τ˜1 -LSP also can lead to the signals under
consideration. We shall briefly mention such possibilities later in our discussion.

5.3.2. SS3ℓ signal rates in mSUGRA for 14 TeV LHC
In Table 5.4 the predictions of SS3ℓ cross-section for all the aforementioned cases,
√
corresponding to some representative points for each, are presented, for s =
14 TeV LHC. We have used CTEQ6L1 [16] parton distribution functions, with
the renormalisation and factorisation scales kept at the PYTHIA default [15]. The
value of each trilinear coupling (λ, λ′ ) used for illustration is 0.001. For case 3, The
97

values of the ǫ-parameters are chosen consistently with the neutrino data; essentially, they are tuned to sneutrino vacuum expectation values of the order of 100
keV, in a basis where the bilinear terms are rotated away from the superpotential.
The values of ǫi are also of this order in the absence of any additional symmetry.
The exact values of ǫi that correspond to points 3(1) and 3(2) in Table 5.4 depend
also on other parameters of the model, such as the L-violating soft terms in the
scalar potential [21]. However, the range of values of these parameters is of little
consequence to the neutralino decay branching ratios. Therefore, with appropriate values of these soft terms, ǫ3 ≈ 100 keV, ǫ1 = ǫ2 = 0 is consistent with all our
results.

The cross-sections were calculated with the help of PYTHIA, where all possible SUSY production processes were taken into account. We show values of
√
SUSY parameters at the electroweak scale (in this case it has been fixed at mt̃1 mt̃2 ,
where t̃1 and t̃2 are the two mass eigenstates of the top squarks respectively),
though they have been generated, for the sake of economy, in a minimal supergravity (mSUGRA) scenario. Since the values of the L-violating couplings are
very small, they do not affect the renormalisation group running of mass parameters from high to low scale [22]. We have therefore generated the spectrum using
SuSpect 2.41 [23] and interfaced it with SDECAY [24] by using the programme
SUSY-HIT [25] (for calculating the decay branching fractions of the sparticles)
and finally have interfaced the spectrum and the decay branching fractions to
PYTHIA. Also, we have neglected the role of R-violating interactions in all stages
of cascades excepting when the LSP is decaying.
In Table 5.4, we show the SS3ℓ cross-sections for two different gluino masses
in each case, one around 600 -800 GeV, and the other in the range of 1 TeV. We also
have chosen different values of tan β (the ratio of the vacuum expectation values
of the two Higgs doublets), and made allowance for different splittings and hierarchies between the χ˜1 ± and slepton masses. We use fixed values for the other
mSUGRA parameters, namely, the universal soft SUSY-breaking trilinear scalar
interaction A0 = 0 and the Higgsino mass parameter µ > 0. For each mass range,
λ123 leads to the highest rates of the SS3ℓ signal, as in this case the possibility of
obtaining an isolated charged lepton from the LSP decay is higher than in the two
other cases. Also, if the χ˜1 ± ’s are heavier than the first two family sleptons (and
sneutrinos), the rates go up, owing to the increase in leptonic branching fraction
of the χ˜1 ± . Overall, the SS3ℓ rates are substantial for all the cases; even moder-
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ate luminosities can yield signals for gluino masses upto a TeV or so. In order to
demonstrate the discovery reach of the LHC in this channel, we also show in Figure 5.1, the boundary contours of regions in the M0 − M1/2 plane (M0 and M1/2

being respectively the universal scalar and gaugino mass at high scale), where at
least 5 signal events can be obtained (with zero background events expected) with
a given integrated luminosity. This scan was performed for a sample case (case 1)
with fixed values for the other mSUGRA parameters (tan β = 10, A0 = 0, µ > 0).

Similar discovery reaches are expected for the other cases also.
Note that there is a sharp fall observed in each curve of Figure 5.1. As we
increase M0 for a given M1/2 , the first two family sleptons eventually become
heavier than the chargino, thereby reducing the branching fraction of χ˜1 ± →
l ± νχ˜1 0 . This leads to a drop in the SS3ℓ cross-section, giving rise to the faster fall

M1/2 (GeV)

in the curves.

1400

tanβ=10

1200

A0=0, µ>0

1000

Stau LSP
LEP Excluded
-1
1 fb-1
5 fb-1
30 fb

800
600
400
200
0
0

500

1000
1500
M0 (GeV)

2000

2500

Figure 5.1.: 5-events LHC reach with SS3ℓ in the M0 − M1/2 plane for R-parity
√
violating mSUGRA, at s = 14 TeV, with λ123 = 0.001, after all selection cuts.
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Case

tan β

m g̃

mχ˜1 ±

mχ˜1 0

mτ˜1

me˜L

RPV

1
σSS3
ℓ

2
σSS3
ℓ

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

Coupling

(fb)

(fb)

1a(1)

15

661

200

108∗

115

204

λ123

465.22

195.97

1a(2)

40

610

183

99∗

139

265

λ123

811.20

301.36

1a(3)

5

1009

331

176∗

191

309

λ123

81.54

55.31

1a(4)

40

1016

337

178∗

246

418

λ123

55.52

31.83

1b(1)

10

770

241

129

118∗

222

λ123

416.62

296.26

1b(2)

40

608

182

98

94∗

236

λ123

100.27

61.62

1b(3)

5

1008

330

176

171∗

297

λ123

53.00

42.74

1b(4)

40

1009

336

178

109∗

328

λ123

20.05

13.41

2(1)

15

661

200

108∗

115

204

′
λ112

59.96

20.97

2(2)

40

610

183

99∗

139

265

′
λ112

136.35

38.21

2(3)

5

1009

331

176∗

191

309

′
λ112

21.76

12.26

2(4)

40

1016

337

178∗

246

418

′
λ112

15.27

8.21

3(1)

5

1009

331

176∗

191

309

ǫi

36.50

22.23

3(2)

40

1016

337

178∗

246

418

ǫi

23.28

12.52

1
2
Table 5.4.: SS3ℓ cross-sections after Cut-1 (σSS3
ℓ ) and Cut-2 (σSS3ℓ ) at

√

s = 14 TeV

for the various cases discussed in the text (e.g., 1a(1) corresponds to the
first example in case 1a). The LSP in a given point is indicated by a *
against its mass. The low-scale MSSM parameters were generated in
an mSUGRA framework. The λ and λ′ couplings are set at 0.001, and
the ǫi are within the limits set by neutrino data (see discussion in the
text).

5.3.3. Results for 7 TeV LHC
In Table 5.5 we show the SS3ℓ cross-sections after all cuts for the 7 TeV LHC run.
At 7 TeV, the total SM cross-section for SS3ℓ comes down to 7.01 × 10−4 fb. Since
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the LHC experiments have already collected around 5 fb−1 of data in the 7 TeV
run, we present results for the mSUGRA points which can be accessed with this
data. In particular, with this luminosity, we find that benchmark points with the
squark-gluino masses in the TeV range can also be accessed in the SS3ℓ channel.
These benchmark points include cases with χ˜1 0 LSP and λ-type couplings (points
1a(3) and 1a(4)) and also τ˜1 LSP with λ-type couplings (point 1b(3)). For χ˜1 0 LSP
with λ′ -type couplings, the SUSY sparticle mass-reach is somewhat smaller, and
we can access masses slightly higher than 650 GeV during the 7 TeV run (point
2(1) in Table 5.5), if we insist on seeing 10 signal events without backgrounds with
5 fb−1 of integrated luminosity. For 3 signal events with ≤ 1 background event,

however, the reach is considerably higher. Thus, on the whole, the 7 TeV run has

extremely encouraging prospects for more than one R-parity violating scenarios,
from the viewpoint of total event rates.

Case

σSS3ℓ
(fb)

1a(1)

19.82

1a(2)

29.45

1a(3)

4.29

1a(4)

2.01

1b(1)

30.74

1b(2)

6.46

1b(3)

3.35

2(1)

2.07

2(2)

4.03

Table 5.5.: SS3ℓ cross-sections after all selection cuts (σSS3ℓ ) at

√

s = 7 TeV for the

different cases defined in Table 5.4.
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5.3.4. Other possibilities in L-violating SUSY

We now discuss some other possible cases in L-violating SUSY where one can also
get SS3ℓ events. In case of a τ˜1 LSP with λ′ijk -type couplings, the τ˜1 will directly
decay to two quarks if the index i takes the value 3. For the other two cases where
i takes the value 1 or 2, τ˜1 cannot decay via two-body L-violating modes. In this
case, it will go through a 4-body decay via an intermediate off-shell chargino or
neutralino. In mSUGRA type of models, the lighter stau is mostly composed of
the right-chiral field, in which case it will couple primarily to the bino component of the neutralino. Also, the lighter chargino there is mostly heavier than the
lightest neutralino, and therefore the propagator suppression is more for off-shell
chargino. Thus, the mode through off-shell neutralino will dominate. Thus, we
shall find the dominant decay pattern for a τ˜1 to be τ˜1 → τ χ˜1 0(∗) → τl ± qq′ . SS3ℓ

events arise then in a very similar fashion as in the case of a χ˜1 0 LSP with λ′ -type
couplings.
Since the intermediate neutralino in τ˜1 ± -decay is a Majorana particle, we
shall not have equal rates for the τ ± l + qq′ and the τ ± l − q̄q¯′ final states. Also, the
production of the τ˜1 in the decay of each neutralino has also an accompanying
tau, which is another source of leptons. Consequently, with two taus decaying
together with two staus, there is a favourable combinatoric factor for SS3ℓ, which
partially offsets the suppression due to branching ratios. The exact numerical
evaluation of the relevant branching fractions and the resulting event rates is a
detailed exercise by itself. In any case, we expect substantial cross-sections in
the SS3ℓ channel, with the usual reduction of events in the presence of λ′ -type
couplings compared to the presence of λ-type couplings.
In presence of bi-linear L-violating couplings, a τ˜1 which is the LSP can mix
with a charged Higgs, thereby leading to the decay mode τ˜1 → τντ , since the

charged Higgs will couple more to the tau lepton than to electrons or muons.
Thus, starting from a pair of neutralinos which can be produced in cascades, one
can obtain two same-sign tau leptons, whose further leptonic decays can give rise
to two leptons of the same sign. The third lepton of the same sign can come in
the usual way from χ˜1 ± decay giving rise to SS3ℓ. Evidently, the rates in this case
are expected to be rather small for various branching fraction suppressions. A
detailed study of SS3ℓ in the τ˜1 -LSP scenario for both of the above cases will be
reported in a forthcoming publication [26].
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5.4. SS3ℓ in phenomenological MSSM (pMSSM)
5.4.1. pMSSM with L-violation
Next we discuss the case of phenomenological MSSM, which includes many more
possibilities than mSUGRA, as far as the mass spectra are concerned. In particular, the three gaugino mass parameters at the weak scale then need not be in
the approximate ratio M1 : M2 : M3 = 1 : 2 : 6. Thus the lighter chargino
may not be about twice as massive as the lightest neutralino, a fact that can affect
electroweak phenomenology considerably. Since one of the leptons in the SS3ℓ
signal comes from the cascade decay of the chargino (via on or off-shell W’s and
sleptons) χ˜1 ± → χ˜1 0 l ± ν, we need to look into other hierarchies between M1 and
M2 .

If M1 ≃ M2 , χ˜1 ± , χ̃02 and χ˜1 0 are all very close in mass, and therefore the

lepton coming from chargino decay is rather soft in the χ˜1 ± rest frame. But, if the
χ˜1 ± is resulting from the decay of the gluino or squarks, which could be much
heavier, it can have a large boost, giving rise to high pT leptons which will pass
the required cuts.
Another interesting situation arises if M1 > M2 . Here, the χ˜1 0 and the
χ˜1 ± are mostly composed of wino components. This is what happens, for example, in the case of anomaly mediated SUSY breaking. The degeneracy in their
masses is even more severe in this case, and some fine-tuning is necessary to make
their mass difference of the order of pion mass. Here, one can have an additional
channel in the cascade, from which a third lepton can arise. The second lightest
neutralino can decay to a charged lepton, a neutrino and the χ˜1 ± . The lepton produced in this way can have sufficient pT to be detectable. The χ˜1 ± , on the other
hand, goes to the χ˜1 0 and an extremely soft pion (or lepton + neutrino), and the
χ˜1 0 pair can be the source of same-sign dileptons, which, when of the same-sign
as that of the initial lepton, leads to SS3ℓ. We also look into the case of M1 < M2
in pMSSM but with a wider mass separation than expected in mSUGRA, namely,
M2 = 3M1 . Here the rates of SS3ℓ are somewhat enhanced. Finally, we look into
a kind of non-universality between the low-energy selectron (or smuon) and stau
soft masses. This can lead to a scenario where all the sleptons except stau are
lighter than χ˜1 ± and the BF of χ˜1 ± to leptons is around 95%. Needless to say, this
enhances the SS3ℓ rates.
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In order to be conservative, we fix the squark soft masses and M3 at 1 TeV.
We have already shown in the previous subsections that the strongly interacting sparticle mass scale of around 600 GeV is easily accessible at the LHC in
the SS3ℓ channel during the 7 TeV run. The benchmark points chosen here are
just to emphasize that the SS3ℓ signal can probe a generic MSSM model upto
considerable higher masses of strongly interacting superparticles even during
the early run. In addition, the situation of relatively closely spaced low-lying
charginos/neutralinos, including those with an inverted hierarchy compared to
mSUGRA, also turn up with substantial event rates. We present the most important parameters in the pMSSM benchmark points in Table 5.6 and the SS3ℓ
cross-sections at these points in Table 5.7. As mentioned above, we have fixed the
squark soft masses and M3 at 1 TeV while At , Ab , Aτ and the µ parameter have
been fixed at −500, −500, −250 and 975 GeV respectively. The cross-sections
have been calculated for both the 7 TeV and the 14 TeV runs at the LHC, and we

also give the required luminosities for a five-event discovery, with no events expected from the backgrounds. The overall usefulness of SS3ℓ in probing low-MET
SUSY scenarios is thus brought out quite emphatically by the results presented by
us. To this is added the rather striking prospect of extracting dynamic information (like the presence of Majorana gauginos and the exact nature of L-violating
couplings) from the SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ channels, as will be explained in detail in section 5.7.
M1

M2

Mχ˜1 0

Mχ˜1 ±

Me˜L

Mτ˜1

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

(GeV)

1

150

150

146.54

154.80

254.13

180.91

2

160

150

154.08

154.80

254.13

217.69

3

100

300

97.69

395.30

254.10

180.68

4

125

250

121.65

254.35

156.76

217.52

BP

Table 5.6.: Values of M1 , M2 and some other relevant parameters for the SS3ℓ
channel in the pMSSM benchmark points. The squark and gluino
masses are fixed at ∼ 1 TeV.
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σ7 TeV

L7 TeV

σ14 TeV

L14 TeV

( fb)

( fb−1 )

( fb)

( fb−1 )

1

0.91

5.49

4.60

1.09

2

0.41

12.20

1.62

3.09

3

2.81

1.78

20.67

0.24

4

8.78

0.57

42.93

0.12

BP

Table 5.7.: SS3ℓ cross-sections in the different pMSSM benchmark points at 7 TeV
and 14 TeV LHC. We also show the luminosities required to obtain 5
signal events at the two centre of mass energies.

5.4.2. pMSSM with conserved R-parity
If lepton number is conserved in the MSSM, then it is extremely difficult to find
a scenario where one can obtain a same-sign trilepton signal (We specifically design the cuts to suppress leptons coming from b-decays, since otherwise they can
boost the standard model backgrounds as well.) In fact, we do not find any such
scenario in the simple mSUGRA picture. If one considers a purely phenomenological MSSM , one can of course generate a wide variety of mass spectra. We
find one particular such spectrum where one can obtain SS3ℓ, but at a negligibly
low rate because of branching fraction suppressions which are difficult to avoid.
Thus, as far as we could analyze the MSSM processes with conserved R-parity, it
is not possible to generate SS3ℓ with significant cross-section. Therefore, it seems,
within a supersymmetric framework, a reasonably large cross-section of SS3ℓ is a
clear indication of L-violation.
To convince the reader of this, let us outline a scenario in MSSM, where, in
principle, it is possible to obtain an SS3ℓ signal, albeit with a small rate. Consider a situation where the sbottom is lighter than the stop. In this case, let
∗
us look at stop pair production (t˜1 t˜1 ), followed by the decay t˜1 → b˜1 W + (and

∗
a charge-conjugate decay process for t˜1 ). The produced b˜1 can then decay to

tχ˜1 − , although with a very low branching fraction. The top quark, of course,
∗
then decays to bW + . Thus starting from the initial t˜1 t˜1 we can obtain a final state
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(W + χ˜1 − bW + )(W − χ˜1 + b̄W − ). We can re-write this final state as (bb̄) (W + W + χ˜1 + )
(W − W − χ˜1 − ). Now, it can be clearly seen that if a set of three same-charge W ± ’s
and χ˜1 ± ’s decay leptonically and the other set decays hadronically, we have a
same-sign trilepton signal. In order to demonstrate the branching fraction suppression of this SS3ℓ final state, let us consider a typical pMSSM spectrum with
Mt˜1 = 522 GeV and Mb˜1 = 482 GeV. We keep the first two generation squark
masses at ∼ 5 TeV in order to separate out the third generation squark produc-

tion, which is the only relevant process for the SS3ℓ channel. The gluino mass

is ∼ 1050 GeV, while the chargino and neutralino masses are at 264 GeV and

120 GeV respectively. With these parameters the SS3ℓ cross-section after all the
cuts turns out to be 2.72 × 10−2 fb at the 14 TeV LHC, which is evidently very

small.

5.5. Same-sign four-lepton (SS4ℓ) signal
In all the cases discussed in Section 5.3, owing to the Majorana nature of the
gluino, it is possible to produce two χ˜1 ± ’s of the same sign in an event. Thus,
in addition to SS3ℓ, one can also have four leptons with identical charge, coming
from these two χ˜1 ± ’s and two LSP’s. Such an SS4ℓ signal has negligible backgrounds within the SM, particularly when strong isolation and lepton pT cuts are
used to suppress the rate of leptons coming from heavy flavour decays. Though
a further branching fraction suppression will reduce this signal as compared to
SS3ℓ, we note in Table 5.8 (in case 1 for illustration) that the event rates can still be
quite sizeable at the LHC, during the 14 TeV run, within an integrated luminosity
of 5 fb−1 .

5.6. SS3ℓ in the littlest Higgs model
As discussed in the introduction, we would like to point out that the SS3ℓ signal is also possible in other scenarios of new physics. An example is the Littlest Higgs model [9] with T-parity (LHT) violated via the Wess-Zumino-Witten
anomaly term [10], which was discussed in detail in Chapter 2.3. In this case,
the heavy photon (A H ) (which in most models is the lightest T-odd particle) may
decay into a W + W − pair. Pair-produced heavy quarks (q H ) can thus lead to four
W’s, two of which can decay leptonically to give same sign lepton pairs. The
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1
σSS4
ℓ

2
σSS4
ℓ

(fb)

(fb)

1a(1)

15.74

4.52

1a(2)

33.23

9.97

1a(3)

4.75

2.70

1a(4)

3.31

1.49

1b(1)

24.70

15.11

1b(3)

2.77

2.08

Case

1
2
Table 5.8.: SS4ℓ cross-sections after Cut-1 (σSS4
ℓ ) and after Cut-2 (σSS4ℓ ) at

√

s =

14 TeV for cases as defined in Table 5.4. For SS4ℓ Cut-2 refers to demanding lepton pT > 20 GeV for all the four leptons and a E
/T >
30 GeV. The RPV coupling in all the above cases is λ123 = 0.001.

third additional lepton can easily come from the cascade via the decay of the
heavy partner of the W boson (WH ). Thus we find that in the region of LHT
parameter space where M A H > 2MW and Mq H > MWH one can have a SS3ℓ
signal. This, in fact, is a large region in the two-dimensional ( f , κq ) parameter
space determining the heavy quark and gauge boson masses in LHT. In addition,
if the T-odd leptons (l H ) are lighter than WH , the SS3ℓ rates will be further enhanced. This is achievable within this framework for appropriate values of κl . As
an example, we have generated events for the parameter choices f = 1150 GeV,
κq = 0.5 and κl = 0.25, which correspond to Mq H = 809 GeV, M A H = 174 GeV,
MWH = 747 GeV and Ml H = 407 GeV (the subscript H denotes T-odd partners
of SM particles), with CalcHEP 2.5 [11, 27] and interfaced them with PYTHIA.
√
We obtain an SS3ℓ cross-section of 3.34 fb at s = 14 TeV, after Cut-2 as defined
before.
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5.7. Observable patterns in L-violating LSP decays
We have now reasons to feel reasonably confident that substantial SS3ℓ (or SS4ℓ)
rates are unlikely to be seen in R-parity conserving SUSY, and that R-parity (read
lepton number) violation will be strongly suggested by them. More pointedly,
L-violation by odd units and the existence of more than one Majorana fermions
in the scenario work together towards the enhancement of such signals.
The total rate of SS3ℓ in a particular L-violating scenario depends not only
on the L-violating coupling and the LSP involved, it is also dictated by SUSY
production cross-section and other parameters determining the cascade decay
patterns. We shall now show that it is possible to extract the information on the
different L-violating couplings, through which a Majorana neutralino LSP decays, once
we make use of the SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ final states.
With this in view, we construct certain variables which involve not only the
SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ rates in a given scenario, but also on the total rates in the 3ℓ and 4ℓ
channels. In a generic MSSM scenario with a particular L-violating coupling, it is
possible to make definite predictions involving these variables based on simple
probability arguments and neutralino branching fraction information in different combinations of charged lepton final states. We then verify these predictions
using Monte Carlo simulations, where we also show the effect of selection and
isolation cuts, as well as the effect of adding the SM backgrounds in the 3ℓ and
4ℓ channels. Although we have demonstrated the results using some mSUGRA
benchmark points for simplicity, the conclusions are generic to phenomenological
scenarios.

5.7.1. Neutralino LSP with λ-type couplings
A neutralino LSP in presence of λijk -type couplings contributes to same-sign trileptons only if one of the indices in {ijk} is 3. As λijk is anti-symmetric in i and j,

there are nine independent couplings of λ-type. Out of these nine couplings,
seven have 3 as one index, and only two do not have the index 3 anywhere. Now
consider the generic decay mode of the χ˜1 0 where χ˜1 0 → τ ± l ∓ ν (l = e, µ) . The

produced τ ± will decay leptonically in ∼ 35% of the time, and hadronically in rest

of the cases. Now consider the ratio of the number of same-sign trilepton (SS3ℓ)

events to the total number of trilepton events (which includes both same-sign
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trileptons (SS3ℓ) and mixed-sign trileptons (MS3ℓ)). This ratio can be calculated
independent of the other SUSY parameters as follows. In the above case, in a
trilepton event, we know that at most one of the leptons is coming from the cascade as the pair of neutralinos produced at the end of the decay chains will always
give rise to at least 2 leptons. As mentioned before, the produced τ ± ’s decay to a
semi-leptonic final state in ∼ 35% of the cases, and to hadronic final states in 65%

cases. Therefore, as the two χ˜1 0 decays will produce two leptons when both the
τ ± ’s decay hadronically, the fraction of cases a pair of χ˜1 0 ’s goes to 2 leptons and
jets and neutrinos is (0.65)2 = 0.4225. Similarly, a pair of neutralinos can go to 3
leptons in a fraction (2 × 0.65 × 0.35) = 0.455 of all cases (i.e., when one τ ± de-

cays leptonically and the other one decays hadronically). In rest of the cases they
decay to a four-lepton final state (when both the τ ± ’s decay leptonically) which
we are not considering in this case. Thus out of all possible trilepton events, in

≃ 42% cases one lepton comes from the cascade and in ∼ 46% cases no lepton

comes from the cascade. We can summarise the situation in Table 5.9.
SS3ℓ Fraction

MS3ℓ Fraction

0.42

0.25

0.75

0.46

0

1

No. of leptons

No. of leptons

Fraction

(Cascade)

(LSP Decay)

of cases

1

2

0

3

Table 5.9.: Fraction of trilepton events with different origins for the leptons, and
the fractions of SS3ℓ and MS3ℓ events among them (see explanation in
text).
In Table 5.9, the first two columns represent the number of leptons coming
from the two different sources that we distinguish, namely, from the cascade and
from the decay of the two χ˜1 0 LSP’s. As explained above, there are only two such
possibilities in a trilepton event. Those two possibilities are described in the two
rows of the table. The third column describes the fraction of cases in which each of
these possibilities occur. We have explained the numbers in this column above.
Finally, the last two columns represent the fraction of SS3ℓ and MS3ℓ events in
each of the possible ways of obtaining a trilepton event, as explained below.
From Table 5.9, we see that in the first case where two of the leptons come
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from the LSP-pair decay, and one from the cascade, the probability of getting
an l + l + pair from the LSP’s is 0.25, and same for obtaining an l − l − pair (this
stems from the fact that the χ˜1 0 is Majorana). Now, in a trilepton event, let P1 be
the probability of the single lepton coming from the cascades being of positive
charge, and P2 for it to be of negative charge. Then, the probability of obtaining
an SS3ℓ event is 0.25 × P1 + 0.25 × P2 = 0.25 as P1 + P2 = 1. Therefore, the

probability of obtaining an MS3ℓ event is 1 − 0.25 = 0.75. In the second case,

where all three of the leptons are coming from the LSP decay, all the trilepton
events are of MS3ℓ-type. Note that, we are demanding only three leptons in the
final state, therefore any event with additional leptons (four or more) are vetoed
out. Let us now define the ratio

x=

σSS3ℓ
σSS3ℓ + σMS3ℓ

(5.4)

From Table 5.9, we see that we can easily calculate this ratio as follows
x=

σtotal × 0.42 × 0.25
≃ 0.12,
σtotal × [(0.42 × 0.25) + (0.42 × 0.75 + 0.46)]

(5.5)

where σtotal is the total SUSY production cross-section which cancels out
among the numerator and the denominator. As we have explained above, the
trilepton events are a fraction of all possible SUSY events and SS3ℓ and MS3ℓ
events are subsets of all 3ℓ events. This value of the ratio x ≃ 0.12 is therefore

a prediction stemming from the L-violating decay mode of the neutralino under
study and also the Majorana character of the neutralino. Whatever be the values
of the other SUSY parameters, as long as we have a χ˜1 0 LSP decaying via a λ123
type of coupling, this ratio is fixed. In particular, this ratio is independent of the
probabilities of obtaining a charged lepton of either sign from the cascade. One
should note, however, that if the L-violating couplings are so large as to compete
with the gauge couplings for the decay of sparticles other than the LSP, this result
can change. But, flavour physics and neutrino physics experiments suggest that
these Yukawa couplings would take rather small values if SUSY models are to
explain the above phenomena.
In realistic situations, where we have to consider the experimental triggers,
detector efficiencies etc., the ratio x can fluctuate around the predicted value of

∼ 0.12. Unfolding these effects in an event by event basis is not an easy exercise,

and we abstain from trying to do so. In Table 5.10 we present the ratio x obtained
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σSS3ℓ + σMS3ℓ

σSS3ℓ

(fb)

(fb)

1a(1)

928.32

75.11

0.08

1a(2)

1084.26

110.06

0.10

1a(3)

228.24

27.51

0.12

1a(4)

149.47

14.20

0.10

Point

x

Table 5.10.: The 3ℓ (signal+SM background) and SS3ℓ (signal) cross-sections at
14 TeV LHC after the me f f > 250 GeV cut and the ratio x calculated
including the SM background contribution. The total SM background
in the 3ℓ channel after the above cut is 10.12 fb. Note that the predicted
value of x in this case is ∼ 0.12, which shifts somewhat after including

the effects of lepton isolation, detection efficiencies, other cuts and the
SM backgrounds. The agreement with the predicted value is within
20% in most cases.

by Monte Carlo simulations with proper cuts in different benchmark points with
widely varying SUSY parameters. We see that to within 20% one always gets a
ratio as predicted, thereby validating the above analysis. Thus we find that this
ratio of SS3ℓ to the total trilepton production cross-section gives us dynamic information about the underlying SUSY theory, in particular the L-violating coupling
involved and the Majorana nature of the decaying LSP.
What happens if we change the L-violating coupling? Note that, in the
presence of a generic λijk -type coupling a χ˜1 0 decays to two charged leptons and
a neutrino. Only if one of these leptons is a tau, which in turn can decay hadronically, one can obtain an SS3ℓ signal. Therefore, one of the indices in {ijk} has

to be 3. Moreover, we find the ratio x ≃ 0.12 only for the none-zero coupling

λ123 . The reason for this is that if i = 3 or j = 3 (which are equivalent due to

the antisymmetry of λijk in the indices i, j), then the χ˜1 0 can also decay to a ντ
instead of a τ ± , thereby changing the ratio. For example, for the set of couplings

{131, 132, 231, 232} we find this ratio to be approximately x ∼ 0.14, while for the
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set {121, 122}, x = 0, since no SS3ℓ events are expected in these cases .
The above analysis thus shows that the dynamic information of a Majorana χ˜1 0 decaying via Li L j Ekc -type couplings can be captured in a quantity easily
measurable at the LHC experiments. Since the cross-sections in the 3ℓ and SS3ℓ
channels are rather large (see Table 5.10) at the 14 TeV LHC, one can acquire a
reasonably good statistics within 1 − 5 fb−1 of integrated luminosity. Therefore,
these cross-sections can be measured and the ratio x calculated fairly accurately
in the early periods of the 14 TeV run.

5.7.2. Neutralino LSP with λ′ -type couplings
The case for χ˜1 0 LSP with λ′ -type couplings is somewhat more complicated than
that for the λ-type couplings. No unique prediction (which is independent of the
other SUSY parameters) can be made there about the ratio x. One can, however,
construct a similar ratio with four-lepton events. Subsequently, we obtain a linear
relation between these two ratios, which is then independent of the parameters
determining the cascade decays.
In the presence of a λ′ -type coupling, a χ˜1 0 decays either to two quarks
and a neutrino, or to two quarks and a charged lepton. SS3ℓ signals can arise in
the second case. But now we have more ways in which one can obtain trilepton
events. Let us define the fraction of cases in which a χ˜1 0 decays via χ˜1 0 → l ± q′q

to be α. Now let us note the various possible ways of obtaining trilepton events

in Table 5.11. The structure and meaning of the different entries in this table are
same as explained in detail for Table 5.9.
Since α denotes the probability that a χ˜1 0 will decay leptonically, the fraction of cases a pair of χ˜1 0 ’s give rise to two leptons is α2 . Similarly, when both
the χ˜1 0 ’s decay to neutrinos and quarks, we do not obtain any leptons from LSP
decays. This happens in (1 − α)2 fraction of trilepton events. And, finally, in the

remaining 2α (1 − α) fraction of cases, we obtain one lepton from the decay of the
two LSP’s. In the first case, when all three of the leptons come from the cascade,

we do not obtain any SS3ℓ event, making the MS3ℓ fraction unity. In order to
understand the second case, note that in Table 5.11, when two leptons come from
the cascade, we define P3 to be the probability of them being oppositely charged
(l ± l ∓ ). Thus, (1 − P3 ) is the probability of them being of same charge (l ± l ± ). In

such a case, in a trilepton event, evidently the third lepton comes from LSP decay.
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SS3ℓ Fraction

MS3ℓ Fraction

(1 − α )2

0

1

1

2α (1 − α)

1− P3
2

1+ P3
2

2

α2

0.25

0.75

No. of leptons

No. of leptons

Fraction

(Cascade)

(LSP Decay)

of cases

3

0

2
1

Table 5.11.: Fraction of trilepton events with different origins for the leptons, and
the fractions of SS3ℓ and MS3ℓ events among them (see explanation
in text).

In half of such events the lepton coming from LSP decay will also have the same
sign, thereby giving rise to an SS3ℓ event. Thus the probability of obtaining an
1− P3
SS3
 ℓ event is 2 . Consequently, the probability for obtaining a MS3ℓ event is
1 − 1−2P3 = 1+2P3 . In the third case, where two of the leptons come from LSP

decay, because of the Majorana nature of the decaying χ˜1 0 LSP, we get the cor-

responding fractions in the same way as in the previous sub-section, where we
considered χ˜1 0 decay via λ-type terms.
In this case, therefore, we find the following formula for the ratio x defined
in eqn. 5.4.

3
x = α − α2 − P3 α − α2
4

(5.6)

Now, the ratio α is very weakly dependent on the sparticle mass spectra,
especially the difference between the up and down-type squark masses entering
the off-shell propagators in the 3-body χ˜1 0 decays. In most scenarios this difference is rather small, especially for the first two families. On the whole, α is close
to 0.5 in most cases.
As mentioned before, there is a residual dependence of x on P3 , thereby
making this ratio vary as the other SUSY parameters vary (also the parton distribution functions affect P3 ). In order to eliminate P3 and obtain a prediction that
follows just from the Majorana nature of the χ˜1 0 and the L-violating coupling
involved, we introduce another ratio y defined as
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y=

σSS4ℓ
σSS4ℓ + σMS4ℓ

(5.7)

where σSS4ℓ and σMS4ℓ are the same-sign four-lepton and mixed-sign fourlepton cross-sections respectively.
To calculate y, we make a table similar to the one made for calculating x.
SS4ℓ Fraction

MS4ℓ Fraction

(1 − α )2

0

1

1

2α (1 − α)

0

1

2

α2

1− P3
4

3+ P3
4

No. of leptons

No. of leptons

Fraction

(Cascade)

(LSP Decay)

of cases

4

0

3
2

Table 5.12.: Fraction of four-lepton events with different origins for the leptons,
and the fractions of SS4ℓ and MS4ℓ events among them (see explanation in text).
Since, the fraction of cases for the different possibilities are only dependent
on the number of leptons coming from LSP decays, the entries in the third column
of Table 5.12 can be understood in the same way as in the trilepton case, which
we explained before while discussing Table 5.11. In the first two cases, where
four and three leptons come from the cascade respectively, the MS4ℓ fraction is
1, since we cannot get more than two same-sign leptons from the cascade. In
the third case, we define P3 as before. Since (1 − P3 ) is the probability to have a

same-sign lepton pair from the cascade, in order to obtain a same-sign four lepton
event, we need the other two leptons coming from LSP decay to be of the samesign as that of the cascade leptons. Now, since the χ˜1 0 is a Majorana particle,
when it decays leptonically, the probability to obtain a same charge lepton as in
the cascade is 1/2, and similarly for the second χ˜1 0 , thus giving us a probability
1− P3
4

to obtain an SS4ℓ event. The rest of the events are of MS4ℓ variety, which


come with a fraction of 1 − 1−4P3 = 3+4P3 . This completes the explanation of
of

Table 5.12.

From Table 5.12 and eqn. 5.7 we find that
114

y=

α2 P3
α2
−
.
4
4

(5.8)

The total SUSY production cross-section σtotal cancels out in the ratio as in
the case for x. Combining these two equations for x and y, we can eliminate P3 to
obtain the following equation relating x and y:
α2
x=
+ 4y
4



1
−1
α



(5.9)

This equation is therefore a prediction based just on the Majorana nature of
the decaying χ˜1 0 LSP and the presence of λ′ -type couplings. In order to verify the
above claim and also to see the deviations due to lepton selection and isolation
effects we note the values of x and y obtained in different benchmark points and
compare them with the above prediction taking α ∼ 0.5 and present the results in
Table 5.13.

Point

ySMC

xSMC

S
xeqn.

+B
ySMC

+B
xSMC

S+ B
xeqn.

2(1)

0.024

0.147

0.159

0.018

0.111

0.135

2(2)

0.023

0.154

0.155

0.020

0.126

0.143

2(3)

0.027

0.144

0.171

0.021

0.102

0.147

2(4)

0.044

0.175

0.239

0.025

0.094

0.163

Table 5.13.: The ratios x and y after the me f f > 250 GeV cut, before and after
adding the SM background cross-sections. Here, ySMC and xSMC refer
+B
to the ratios x and y calculated only with the signal whereas ySMC
and
+B
xSMC
denote the ratios calculated adding up both the signal and the
S+ B
S
and xeqn.
background cross-sections in the appropriate channels. xeqn.

denote the values of x calculated using eqn. 5.9 taking α = 0.5, with
+B
as the respective inputs.
ySMC and ySMC

The entries of Table 5.13 have been explained in the caption of the table. The
ratios x and y have been evaluated from cross-sections calculated for the 14 TeV
LHC. As the total 3ℓ and 4ℓ cross-sections in the case of a χ˜1 0 LSP with λ′ -type
coupling are comparable to the SM backgrounds, the ratios x and y change after
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adding the backgrounds. In order to show that we present the ratios both before
and after adding the SM background cross-sections. In order to validate the prediction derived in eqn. 5.9, we take the Monte Carlo prediction for y as an input,
and then calculate the value of x from eqn. 5.9, and denote it by xeqn.. This xeqn.
is then compared with x MC , the value obtained from Monte Carlo. The rather
excellent agreement between the entries in the third and fourth columns in Table 5.13 demonstrates the viability of our claim in eqn. 5.9. As noted before, here
we have used the approximate value of 0.5 for α. We then again repeat the same
calculation after adding the SM backgrounds in the 3ℓ and 4ℓ channels. Since the
backgrounds are comparable to the signal in this case, the ratios change somewhat after the background addition, and the agreement between the prediction
of eqn. 5.9 and the MC is not as good as with only the signal, which is expected.
Also note that, in the benchmark points 2(2) and 2(4) we have the χ˜1 ± lighter
than the e˜L . This reduces the χ˜1 ± branching fraction to leptons, thereby leading
to a reduction of trilepton and four-lepton events of same-sign and mixed-sign
varieties. The lower branching fraction is compensated by the much larger total
SUSY production cross-section in point 2(2). Point 2(4) thus suffers from lower
number of multi-lepton events, and the accurate evaluation of the ratios x and y
here would require much larger statistics. Also if SS3ℓ signals are indeed seen in
the mass range of, say point 2(4), then the further reduction of backgrounds may
be a pressing need in order to extract dynamics out of this signal.

5.7.3. Neutralino LSP with bi-linear couplings
In the presence of bi-linear L-violating couplings, the decay branching fractions
of χ˜1 0 in different channels are dependent on various other soft SUSY-breaking
parameters, too. Thus it is not possible to predict a specific equation which will be
valid generically for all possible choices of the relevant parameters. Instead, we
focus in a region where the χ˜1 0 decays either in the W ± µ∓ /τ ∓ or in the Zν channel. This is largely the case when the slepton/sneutrino states have not-too-large
mixing with the Higgs states [20]. In this case, we find an equation relating the
x and y-variables which is very similar to the equation of straight line found for
the case of χ˜1 0 LSP with λ′ -type couplings (with a different slope for the straight
line!). Since the detailed evaluation of the relevant branching fractions in different
combinations of charged-lepton final states is straightforward but cumbersome,
we just note down the final results in the following tables.
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SS3ℓ Fraction

MS3ℓ Fraction

0.146

0

1

1

0.366

1− P3
2

1+ P3
2

1

2

0.335

0.17

0.83

0

3

0.134

0

1

No. of leptons

No. of leptons

Fraction

(Cascade)

(LSP Decay)

of cases

3

0

2

Table 5.14.: Fraction of trilepton events with different origins for the leptons, and
the fractions of SS3ℓ and MS3ℓ events among them, in the case of a
χ˜1 0 LSP with bi-linear L-violating couplings (see explanation in text).
SS4ℓ Fraction

MS4ℓ Fraction

0.146

0

1

1

0.366

0

1

2

2

0.335

0.17 − 0.17P3

0.83 + 0.17P3

1

3

0.134

0

1

0

4

0.020

0

1

No. of leptons

No. of leptons

Fraction

(Cascade)

(LSP Decay)

of cases

4

0

3

Table 5.15.: Fraction of four-lepton events with different origins for the leptons,
and the fractions of SS4ℓ and MS4ℓ events among them, in the case
of a χ˜1 0 LSP with bi-linear L-violating couplings (see explanation in
text).

From Table 5.14 we find that

x = 0.24 − 0.19P3

(5.10)

and similarly, from Table 5.15 we find an expression for y
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y = 0.06(1 − P3 )

(5.11)

We can eliminate P3 from equations 5.10 and 5.11, to obtain an equation of
straight line relating x and y
x = 3.529y + 0.063

(5.12)

As mentioned before, this equation is very similar to the equation obtained
for the case of χ˜1 0 LSP with λ′ -type couplings. The slope in the x − y plane,
however, is slightly different in this case.
Point

ySMC

xSMC

S
xeqn.

+B
ySMC

+B
xSMC

S+ B
xeqn.

3(1)

0.012

0.096

0.107

0.012

0.088

0.105

3(2)

0.016

0.087

0.112

0.015

0.075

0.115

Table 5.16.: Same as in Table 5.13, for the case of bi-linear L-violation.
In Table 5.16, which is similar to Table 5.13, we present a comparison of the
MC calculation and the prediction from eqn. 5.12 for x, with y calculated from MC
as input. We find that the predictions agree with the MC calculations to within

∼ 20% or better. As for the λ′ case, the prediction and MC calculations deviate

a little bit more after adding the SM backgrounds, since the total signal crosssections in the 3ℓ and 4ℓ channels are comparable to the backgrounds. Also, in
this case as the total rates for multi-lepton events are rather small for the chosen
benchmark points (with the squark and gluino masses ∼ 1 TeV), we need a much
larger statistics in order to calculate the ratios accurately.

5.8. Summary and conclusion
In this chapter, we have described a detailed study of SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signals in
the context of the LHC, to arrive at a number of important conclusions. First,
such signals are enhanced, to such a degree as to be appreciable even during the
7 TeV run (and also the 14 TeV run with low integrated luminosity), if there is
(a) L-violation by odd units, and (b) the presence of self-conjugate fields. The
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outstanding theoretical scenario meeting the above requirements is SUSY with
R-parity violated via lepton number. Therefore, we strongly advocate the investigation of such signals, especially as they are complementary to signals with large
missing ET .
We have not only presented results for the mSUGRA scenario, but have
gone beyond it and focused on different regions of the parameter space of a general SUSY model. It has been shown that sizeable SS3ℓ rates are expected over
various regions of interest in the parameter space, so much so that upto a TeV in
the scale of strongly interacting superparticle masses can be explored at the 7 TeV
run itself. This in itself is quite remarkable for signals with such high multiplicity
of leptons, and can be attributed to almost non-existent SM backgrounds. It is
further shown that event rates of comparable magnitude are almost impossible
to achieve in an L-conserving SUSY scenario of a general kind. This, we argue,
further strengthens the motivation of studying same-sign multileptons.
The other really useful feature of SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signals that we have emphasized is that they enable us to extract information on the dynamics of R-parity
violation, namely, whether lepton number is violated through the λ, λ′ or the
bilinear terms. Using SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ event rates in conjunction with their mixedsign counterparts, one is able to define certain ratios and their relationships which
are typical of the type of R-parity violating terms, taken one at a time. More importantly, these ratios and their relations are largely independent of the SUSY
spectrum and the nature of cascades, and depend centrally on the Majorana character of neutralinos, making our conclusions extremely general. We perform detailed simulation for a number of benchmark points to substantiate this claim.
The simulations include the effects of experimental cuts as well the SM backgrounds for mixed-sign trileptons and four leptons.
Thus the overwhelming recommendation, coming out from the results presented in this chapter, is for a careful analysis of SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ signals at the LHC.
Such analysis should be concurrent with the search for events with large missing
energy, because of its complementary nature. This chapter, in conjunction with
Chapter-4, completes our studies on identifying various low missing-energy scenarios at the LHC with the help of distinctive signals. We should mention that
these signals are not only useful for the purpose of discovery, but can also be further utilized for distinguishing between various new physics possibilities giving
rise to similar signatures at the LHC. Same-sign trileptons in particular can make
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several cases of L-violating SUSY stand out compared to other models predicting low missing-energy. In addition, since the possibility of obtaining observable
rates of SS3ℓ in R-parity conserving SUSY is very small, this can be considered as
a ”smoking gun” channel for L-violating SUSY in the context of supersymmetric models. We take up the problem of model discrimination in further detail in
Chapter 6.
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Part III.

Low Missing Energy New Physics:
Discrimination at the LHC
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Chapter 6.
Discriminating low missing-energy
look-alikes at the LHC

6.1. Introduction
After devoting the previous two chapters to finding out specific signals which can
be used to discover certain new physics scenarios, and to devising ways of reducing the corresponding standard model backgrounds, we now turn our attention
to the problem of discriminating among these new physics scenarios which can
fake each other by giving rise to similar signals at the LHC. As we have seen in
Chapter-2, many of the proposed scenarios of new physics systematically predict
a host of new particles occurring in correspondence with those present in the SM.
In addition, the need to accommodate an invisible, weakly interacting particle
qualifying as a dark matter candidate often invites the imposition of a Z2 symmetry on the theory, which renders the lightest of the new particles stable. This leads
to the prediction of large missing transverse energy (MET) at the LHC, due to the
cascades of new particles ending up in the massive stable particle that eludes the
detectors. Such MET (together with energetic jets, leptons etc.) goes a long way
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in making such new physics signals conspicuous. Even then, however, one has
to worry about distinguishing among different theoretical scenarios, once some
excess over SM backgrounds is noticed. Thus one has the task of using the LHC
data to differentiate among models like supersymmetry (SUSY), universal extra
dimensions (UED) and littlest Higgs with T-parity (LHT), all of which are relevant at the TeV scale. With the SM particles supplemented with new, more massive ones having the same gauge quantum numbers (with only spins differing
in the case of SUSY) in all cases, their signals are largely similar. The consequent
problem of finding out the model behind a given set of signatures is often dubbed
as the LHC inverse problem. The name was coined when it was shown first in
the context of SUSY [1] that different choices of parameters within SUSY lead to
quantitatively similar LHC signals. The efforts towards distinction were subsequently extended to the aforementioned different scenarios with large missing
energy signature at the LHC [2–4].
Though the scenarios predicting MET signals are attractive from the viewpoint of explaining the dark matter content of the universe, and they also satisfy
the electroweak precision constraints while keeping the new particle spectrum
‘natural’, the discrete symmetry ensuring the stability of the weakly interacting
massive particles is almost always introduced in an ad hoc manner. For example,
it is well-known that the superpotential of the minimal SUSY standard model
(MSSM) can include terms which violate the conventionally imposed R-parity,
defined as R = (−1)(3B+ L+2S) . If SUSY exists, the violation of R-parity cannot
therefore be ruled out. Similarly, boundary terms in UED can violate the KaluzaKlein parity usually held sacrosanct, and T-parity in LHT can be broken by the
so-called Wess-Zumino-Witten anomaly term. While one is denied the simplest
way of having a dark matter candidate when the Z2 symmetry is broken, these
are perfectly viable scenarios phenomenologically, perhaps with some alternative
dark matter candidate(s). In SUSY, for example, the axino or the gravitino can
serve this purpose even if R-parity is broken. And, most importantly, the different scenarios with broken Z2 are as amenable to confusion as their Z2 -preserving
counterparts, as far as signals at the LHC are concerned. The mostly sought-after
final states (such as jets + dileptons) are expected from all of these scenarios, various kinematical features are of similar appearance, and in none of the cases does
one have the MET tag for ready recognition, in clear contrast to scenarios with
unbroken Z2 .
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Side by side with the problem of large missing energy look-alike models,
the disentanglement of ‘low missing energy look-alikes’ is thus an equally challenging issue, on which not much work has been done yet. Some criteria for distinction among this class of look-alikes are developed in this chapter [5]. Specifically, we consider four possible scenarios of new physics with low missing energy
signature:
1. Supersymmetry with R-parity violation (SUSY-RPV)
2. Minimal universal extra dimensions (mUED) with KK-parity conserved (UEDKKC)
3. Minimal universal extra dimensions with KK-parity violated (UED-KKV)
4. Littlest Higgs model with T-parity violated by the Wess-Zumino-Witten
anomaly term (LHT-TPV).
It should be noted that UED-KKC is also included in this study. This is
because, as will be seen in the following sections, the peculiar features of the
mUED spectrum (namely, a large degree of degeneracy) often leads to the lightest
stable particle carrying very low transverse momentum. In addition, one often
also has nearly back-to-back emission of the invisible particle pair. Consequently,
the MET spectrum is rather soft over a large region of the parameter space, and
the signals can be of similar nature as those of Z2 -violating scenarios. Hence
we would like to emphasize that mUED with KK-parity conserved is a scenario
which can be easily distinguished by its much softer MET spectrum from other
models predicting a massive stable particle (like SUSY with R-parity), but might
actually be confused with the other Z2 -violating scenarios.
We have repeatedly seen in the previous chapters that signals containing
leptons have relatively less SM backgrounds compared to events with fully hadronic
final states. We therefore focus on possible leptonic channels in the various models under consideration. One has to note, however, that it is difficult to devise
model-independent cuts such that the SM backgrounds are reduced while keeping a significant fraction of the signal events intact for all the models. For example, strong cuts on the transverse momenta of the leptons cannot be applied
in case of mUED as the leptons there are very soft in general, owing to the almost degenerate spectrum of the Kaluza-Klein excitations. This makes it difficult
to reduce the SM backgrounds in the single lepton and opposite-sign dilepton
channels (which have rather large irreducible backgrounds from W + jets and
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tt̄ + jets respectively). Although same-sign dilepton and trilepton channels have
relatively lower rates within the SM, they are not very suitable for the purpose
of distinguishing between the above models. The main reason for this is that
many otherwise conspicuous invariant mass peaks cannot be reconstructed in
these channels. These invariant mass peaks, however, are very helpful in classifying the models. In addition, since one is now looking at situations where
the new physics signals are not accompanied by large MET, rising above the SM
backgrounds is a relatively harder task which is accomplished better with a larger
multiplicity of leptons. Keeping this in mind, here we have tried to develop a procedure of model discrimination, depending on four-and higher-lepton signals as
far as possible.
The four-lepton channel is viable in all the four models mentioned above,
and such events can be used to extract out several qualitative differences among
the models, including the presence or absence of mass peaks. Therefore, our
study largely focuses on the four-lepton channel. Furthermore, since most cascades start with the production of strongly interacting heavier particles in these
new theories, as we have seen in Chapter-2, generically we can obtain at least two
hadronic jets in the signal. Apart from the four-lepton channel, we also use the
presence (or absence) of signals with even higher lepton multiplicity as a discriminating feature. It is of course true that these methods of discrimination can often
be applied only after sufficient luminosity has been accumulated. In this sense,
our study differs from that of [2], where the inverse problem was considered not
only for models with a very large MET signal, but also at a modest luminosity of
200 pb −1 only.
This chapter is organized as follows. The choice of relevant parameters
in the various models considered (the main features of these models have been
discussed in Chapter-2) and our general strategy and methods adopted in event
generation at the LHC are summarised in section 6.2. We use this strategy to show
some predictions in section 6.3 to convince the reader that the different scenarios
indeed fake each other considerably at the LHC. Section 6.4 is devoted to a detailed study of kinematics of four-lepton final states, whereby a significant set of
distinction criteria are established. In section 6.5, we discuss the usefulness of the
channel with five or more leptons. Some scenarios over and above those covered
here in details are qualitatively commented upon in section 6.6. We summarise
and conclude in section 6.7.
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6.2. Multilepton final states: signal and background
processes
6.2.1. Event generation and event selection criteria
Before we establish that the models mentioned in the introduction (and described
in Chapter-2) all qualify as look-alikes with low MET, and suggest strategies for
their discrimination through multilepton channels, we need to standardise our
computation of event rates in these channels. With this in view, we outline here
the methodology adopted in our simulation, and the cuts imposed for reducing
the SM backgrounds. The predicted rates of events for some benchmark points,
after the cuts are employed, are presented at the end of this section.
As the production cross-section for strongly interacting particles is high at
the LHC, we start with the production of these heavier ‘partners’ (having different spins for SUSY-RPV, and same spins in the remaining cases) of quarks and
gluons at the initial parton level 2 → 2 scattering. Though in principle there are

contributions to the multilepton final states from electroweak processes as well,
they are subleading, and are left out in our estimate. In this sense, our estimates
of the total cross-sections in various channels, are in fact lower bounds. Also,
the observations made by us subsequently on final state kinematics are unaltered
upon the inclusion of these subleading effects.
For our simulation of signal processes, in case of SUSY-RPV, we have used
PYTHIA 6.421 [6] for simulating both the production of strongly interacting particles and their subsequent decays. Since the values of the L-violating couplings
that we have taken are very small, they do not affect the renormalisation group
running of mass parameters from high to low scale [7]. Therefore, The SUSY spectrum is generated with SuSpect 2.41 [8]. For UED, while the production is once
again simulated with the help of PYTHIA, both KK-parity conserving and KKparity violating decay branching fractions are calculated in CalcHEP 2.5 [9] using
the model file written by [10] and then passed on to PYTHIA via the SUSY/BSM
Les Houches Accord (SLHA) (v1.13) [11]. For UED-KKV, we have implemented
the relevant KK-parity violating decay modes in CalcHEP. Finally, for LHT with
T-violation the initial parton level hard-scattering matrix elements were calculated and the events generated with the help of CalcHEP. These events, along
with the relevant masses, quantum numbers and decay branching fractions were
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passed on PYTHIA with the help of the SLHA interface for their subsequent analysis. In all cases, showering, hadronization, initial and final state radiations from
QED and QCD and multiple interactions are fully included while using PYTHIA.
To simulate the dominant SM backgrounds, events for the processes ZZ
and tt̄ were generated with PYTHIA. Backgrounds from tt̄Z have been simulated
with the generator ALPGEN [12], and the unweighted event samples have been
passed onto PYTHIA for the subsequent analysis.
We have used the leading order CTEQ6L1 [13] parton distribution functions. Specifically, for PYTHIA, the Les Houches Accord Parton Density Function
(LHAPDF) [14] interface has been used. The QCD factorization and renormalization scales are in general kept fixed at the sum of masses of the particles which
are produced in the initial parton level hard scattering process. If we decrease the
QCD scales by a factor of two, the cross-section can increase by about 30%.
While the signal primarily used in our analysis is 4l + nj + E
/T (n ≥ 2), we

have also considered events with five or more number of leptons in section 6.5.

No restriction was made initially on the signs and flavours of the leptons. As
we shall see subsequently, the ‘total charge of leptons’ can be used as a useful
discriminator at a later stage of the analysis.
The different ways in which multilepton signals can arise in the various
models under consideration have been described in Chapter-2. The principal
backgrounds to the 4l + nj + E
/T channel (n ≥ 2) are ZZ/γ∗ , tt̄ and tt̄Z/γ∗ . Al-

though in case of ZZ (where the two associated jets can come from ISR and FSR),
there is no real source of MET if we demand a 4l signal (i.e., both the Z’s have to
decay leptonically), jet energy mismeasurement can give rise to some amount of
fake MET.
The following basic selection cuts were applied for both the signal and the
background [15, 16]:
Lepton selection:
• pT > 10 GeV and |ηℓ | < 2.5, where pT is the transverse momentum and ηℓ

is the pseudorapidity of the lepton (electron or muon).
p
• Lepton-lepton separation: ∆Rℓℓ ≥ 0.2, where ∆R = (∆η )2 + (∆φ)2 is the
separation in the pseudorapidity–azimuthal angle plane.

• Lepton-jet separation: ∆Rℓ j ≥ 0.4 for all jets with ET > 20 GeV.
• The total energy deposit from all hadronic activity within a cone of ∆R ≤ 0.2
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around the lepton axis should be ≤ 10 GeV.
Jet selection:
• Jets are formed with the help of PYCELL, the inbuilt cluster routine in PYTHIA.
The minimum ET of a jet is taken to be 20 GeV, and we also require |ηj | <
2.5.

We have approximated the detector resolution effects by smearing the energies (transverse momenta) with Gaussian functions [15,16], as discussed in Chapter 3.3.
Note that, in addition to the basic cuts discussed above and the further
cuts on the lepton pT ’s described in the next sub-section, we also have used a
cut on the invariant mass of the opposite sign (OS) lepton pairs formed out of
the four-leptons. We have demanded that Ml + l − > 10 GeV for all the OS lepton
pairs. This cut helps us in reducing backgrounds coming from γ∗ produced in
association with a Z-boson or top quark pairs. We shall collectively refer to the basic
isolation cuts and this cut on dilepton invariant masses as Cut-1.

6.2.2. Numerical results for four-lepton events
Two benchmark points have been chosen for each of the look-alike models and
it is seen that the four and higher lepton signals can rise well above SM backgrounds, thus forming the basis of further kinematic analyses. In order to show
that our analysis is independent of the mass-scale of new physics involved, we
have chosen two benchmark points with different mass spectra. Also, we should
emphasize here that in the subsequent analysis we shall be using kinematic features of the final states predicted by the different models which are largely independent of the choice of parameters. This is precisely why we take two different
benchmark points and demonstrate that the essential qualitative distinctions between the models do not change as we go from one point to another. Thus our
conclusions reflect distinction among the various low-MET models as a whole, and do
not pertain to specific benchmark points. The relevant parameters of these models
and their values at the benchmark points are described below. For details about
the models, we refer the reader to Chapter-2.
For SUSY-RPV, we have worked in the minimal supergravity (mSUGRA)
framework. This is done just with an economy of free parameters in view, and it
does not affect our general conclusions. In this framework, the MSSM mass spec131

trum at the weak scale is determined by five free parameters. Among them the
universal scalar (m0 ) and gaugino masses (m1/2 ) and the universal soft-breaking
trilinear scalar interaction (A0 ) are specified as boundary conditions at a high
scale (in this case the scale of gauge coupling unification), while the ratio of the
vacuum expectation values of the two Higgs doublets (tanβ) and the sign of the
Higgsino mass parameter (sgn(µ)) as defined in eqn. 2.2 are specified at the elec√
troweak scale. In our analysis the electroweak scale has been fixed at mt̃1 mt̃2 ,
where t̃1 and t̃2 are the two mass eigenstates of the top squarks respectively.
In case of the minimal universal extra dimension (mUED) model with conserved Kalutza-Klein (KK) parity (UED-KKC), the essential parameters determining the mass spectrum are the radius of compactification (R) and the ultra-violet
cut-off scale of the theory (Λ). Although in mUED with KK-parity violated (UEDKKV) we have an additional parameter h, for small values of this parameter, R
and Λ once again primarily determine the mass spectrum.
In the Littlest Higgs model with T-parity violation (LHT-TPV), the new Todd quark and gauge boson masses are determined by two parameters: f and
κq (see Chapter 2.3 for their precise definitions). Apart from that, an additional
parameter κl appears in the T-odd lepton sector, which we have fixed to be equal
to 1.0 throughout our study.
The choice of parameters for the different models are as follows:
1. Point A:
• SUSY-RPV: m0 = 100 GeV, m1/2 = 250 GeV, tanβ = 10, A0 = −100

and sgn(µ)> 0. The RPV coupling taken is λ122 = 10−3 . With these

choices, we find the sparticle masses relevant to our study as (all in
GeV) m g̃ = 606, mχ˜1 0 = 97, mχ˜1 ± = 180, md˜L = 568, mt̃ = 399, me˜L =
202, mνe˜L = 186.
• LHT-TPV: f = 1500 GeV, kq = 0.285. With these choices, we find the
T-odd particle masses relevant to our study as (all in GeV) u H = 603,
d H = 605, A H = 230, WH = Z H = 977.
• UED-KKC: R−1 = 475 GeV and Λ = 20R−1 . With these choices of
UED-KKC parameters, the masses of relevant KK-particles are given
by (all in GeV), m g1 = 609, m Q1 = 568, m Z1 = 509, mW1 = 509, ml1 =
489 and mγ1 = 476.

132

• UED-KKV: For UED-KKV, the values of R−1 and Λ are chosen to be
same as in the case of UED-KKC. The value of the KK-parity violating
parameter h is set to 0.001.
2. Point B:
• SUSY-RPV: m0 = 100 GeV, m1/2 = 435 GeV, tanβ = 5, A0 = 0 and

sgn(µ)> 0. The RPV coupling taken is λ122 = 10−3 . With these choices,

we find the sparticle masses relevant to our study as (all in GeV) m g̃ =
1009, mχ˜1 0 = 176, mχ˜1 ± = 331, md˜L = 927, mt̃ = 695, me˜L = 309,
mνe˜L = 300.
• LHT-TPV: f = 2375 GeV, kq = 0.285. With these choices, we find the
T-odd particle masses relevant to our study as (all in GeV) u H = 956,
d H = 957, A H = 368, WH = Z H = 1549.
• UED-KKC: R−1 = 800 GeV and Λ = 20R−1 . With these choices of
UED-KKC parameters, the masses of relevant KK-particles are given
by (all in GeV), m g1 = 1025, m Q1 = 956, m Z1 = 851, mW1 = 851,
ml1 = 824 and mγ1 = 800.
• UED-KKV: For UED-KKV, the values of R−1 and Λ are chosen to be
same as in the case of UED-KKC. The value of the KK-parity violating
parameter h is set to 0.001.
For LHT-TPV, UED-KKC and UED-KKV the Higgs mass has been fixed at
120 GeV. The top quark mass has been taken as 175 GeV in our study. In LHTTPV, the value of κl has been kept fixed at 1. The choices of f and κq have been
made in order to match the mass scale of the strongly interacting particles in LHT
with those of the other models (these particles are predominantly produced in
the initial hard scattering at the LHC). We should note here that this could have
also been achieved with other different choices of these parameters, and we have
remarked about their implication in section 6.4.2.
Table 6.1 shows the signal and SM background cross-sections for the 4l + ≥
√
2j + E
/T channel at LHC running with s = 14 TeV after Cut-1 and additional cuts
on lepton pT ’s. The signal cross-sections are shown for the two above different
choices of parameters in each model. On the whole, it is evident from the table
that our event selection criteria assure us of enough background-free events in
each case. The backgrounds look somewhat challenging for LHT-TPV for bench√
mark point B. However, one still can achieve a significance (defined as S/ B, S
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and B being respectively the number of signal and background events) of 5σ with
an integrated luminosity of 30 fb−1 . For point A, 5 fb−1 is likely to be sufficient
for raising the signal way above the backgrounds, and attempting discrimination
among various theoretical scenarios via kinematical analysis.
We also show the sensitivity of the signals of the different scenarios to gradually tightened pT cuts on the leptons. Clearly, the close degeneracy of the spectrum in UED-KKC makes the leptons softer. Thus the signal events fall with
stronger cuts imposed on the relatively softer leptons. Although such cuts applied during the offline analysis can be useful in discriminating the UED-KKC
scenario from the rest, one has to use this yardstick with caution. This is because
the situation can change with different values of the UED parameters R−1 and Λ
(as can be seen from point B). While they also change the KK excitation masses
together with changing the mass-splitting, the estimate of masses from data for
UED is not reliable, for reasons to be discussed in the next section. We therefore
suggest some kinematical criteria that bypass this caveat.

6.3. On what ground are the models look-alikes?
In addition to the fact that all the suggested models have appreciable cross-section
in the four lepton channel (and also in various other channels that we are not considering for model-discrimination for reasons described in the introduction), in
order to ascertain that these models are indeed look-alikes, we first show that certain kinematic distributions, like MET or effective mass have very similar features
in these scenarios of new physics. To begin with, we note that with similar masses
of the strongly interacting new particles (squarks and gluinos for SUSY-RPV, q1
and g1 for the two variants of UED, and q H for LHT-TPV), the MET distributions
look similar.
The missing transverse energy in an event is given by
q
2
2
E
/T =
∑ p x + ∑ py .

(6.1)

Here the sum goes over all the isolated leptons, the jets, as well as the ‘unclustered’ energy deposits.
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Point A
plT Cuts

SUSY-RPV

LHT-TPV

UED-KKC

UED-KKV

(GeV)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(fb)

(10,10,10,10)

9450.91

21.09

163.36

14008.93

(20,10,10,10)

9447.87

21.09

129.29

13990.97

(20,20,10,10)

9354.09

20.96

75.13

13819.24

(20,20,20,10)

8486.90

19.66

30.73

11781.96

(20,20,20,20)

5013.02

12.90

7.16

7697.5

Point B
(10,10,10,10)

756.00

1.71

26.24

872.94

(20,10,10,10)

756.00

1.71

25.83

872.74

(20,20,10,10)

755.22

1.71

22.81

868.90

(20,20,20,10)

736.43

1.66

14.73

804.96

(20,20,20,20)

555.70

1.22

4.77

520.27

SM Backgrounds
ZZ/γ ∗

tt̄

tt̄Z/γ ∗

Total

(10,10,10,10)

2.18

0.51

0.87

3.56

(20,10,10,10)

2.18

0.51

0.87

3.56

(20,20,10,10)

2.17

0.43

0.87

3.47

(20,20,20,10)

2.06

0.17

0.79

3.02

(20,20,20,20)

1.42

0.09

0.55

2.06

Table 6.1.: Cut-flow table showing the change in 4l + ≥ 2j + E
/T cross-section as

we gradually increase the cuts on the lepton pT . The pT cuts shown
within the brackets are (plT1 , plT2 , plT3 , plT4 ) where l1 , l2 , l3 and l4 are the four

leptons ordered according to their pT ’s. The signal (point A and point
√
B) and the SM background cross-sections quoted are for s = 14 TeV.
For all our subsequent analysis of four-lepton events, we have used the
(20,20,10,10) cut. We shall refer to this cut, applied in addition to Cut-1, as
Cut-2.
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The MET distributions for the four scenarios under study are shown in Figure 6.1. The similarity of the MET distributions is obvious in all the four cases,
including UED-KKC. For UED-KKC, as mentioned before, the reason behind this
is the close degeneracy of the spectra. As a result, in this model the two γ1 ’s
produced at the end of the cascades on the two sides have little transverse momentum, and quite often they are also back-to-back in the transverse plane. Consequently, the net MET is considerably reduced, in spite of the γ1 being a massive
particle. Thus UED-KKC is as much of a look-alike with SUSY-RPV and LHT-TPV
as UED-KKV.
The confusion among the look-alikes from MET distributions is expected to
be more for similar values of the masses of the strongly interacting new particles.
Since the direct measurement of mass at LHC is not easy, a measured quantity
that often bears the stamp of these masses is the so-called effective mass. It is
defined as the scalar sum of the transverse momenta of the isolated leptons and
jets and the missing transverse energy,
Me f f =

jets

∑ pT

leptons

+ ∑ pT

+E
/T ,

Point-A

Point-B
103

LHT-TPV
SUSY-RPV
UED-KKC
UED-KKV

103

dσ/dETmiss [fb/50 GeV]

dσ/dETmiss [fb/50 GeV]

104

102
101
0

10

10-1

0

100

200

(6.2)
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ETmiss [GeV]
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500
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UED-KKC
UED-KKV
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Figure 6.1.: Missing ET distribution in various models for point A (left figure) and
√
point B (right figure), at s = 14 TeV after Cut-2.

Note that although usually Me f f carries the information about the mass
scale of the particles produced in the initial parton level hard scattering, this is
not true in all cases. Specifically, it is well-known that for a mass spectrum which
is very closely spaced, Me f f largely underestimates the relevant mass-scale, the
reason being very similar to that for the MET distribution being low in UED-KKC.
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Figure 6.2.: Normalized effective mass distribution in various models for point A
√
(left figure) and point B (right figure), at s = 14 TeV after Cut-2.

If an excess is seen in the 4l + nj + E
/T (n ≥ 2) channel, fingers can be pointed

at the several models mentioned before. Figure 6.1 is an example where the MET
distributions show similar behaviour when the strongly interacting heavy particles in all of the four aforementioned models under consideration have similar
masses. We thus conclude that all the four models clearly qualify as missing
energy look-alikes. The minor differences that exist are difficult to use as discrim-

inators, as these can be masked by features of the detector as well as systematic
errors. In Figure 6.2, we also present the Me f f distributions for all these models,
for the same ‘mass scale’ of ∼ 600 GeV (1000 GeV) for point A (point B). One

finds that all the models except UED-KKC have a peak in the Me f f distribution at
around twice the mass-scale (i.e., ∼ 1200 GeV for point A). For point A in UED-

KKC, the distribution peaks at around 300 GeV. Similar features are also observed
for point B.
This fact, if correlated with the total cross-section, can perhaps be used to
single out the UED-KKC model from the remaining three. However, one can still
vary the excited quark and gluon masses in UED-KKC to match both the MET
distributions for other models with a 600 GeV mass-scale. In order for this to
happen, however, R−1 has to be as large as about 3 TeV. This would not only lead
to very low total cross-section but also imply a scenario that is ruled out due to
overclosure of the universe through γ1 .
However, while similar MET distribution but much softer Me f f distribution
can single out UED-KKC, similar distributions in both variables but very low
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cross-sections can be noticed in special situations in the other models as well.
For example, one can have RPV SUSY with both the λ-and λ′ -type interactions,
with the later being of larger value, thus suppressing the decay of the lightest
neutralino into two leptons. In such a case, with mq̃ ≃ m g̃ ≃ 600 GeV, the MET

as well as Me f f -distributions will be very similar as earlier, but the cross-section
may be down by a large factor.
The above example shows that there is a pitfall in using total rate as a dis-

criminant. Keeping this in view, we choose our benchmark points with similar
masses for all the models but look for other kinematical features where the differences show up.

6.4. Analysis of 4l events
6.4.1. Four-lepton invariant mass distribution: two classes
In the table containing rates of four-lepton final states, we have allowed all the
leptons to be of either charge. While we keep open the option of having all charge
combinations, in this and the next two subsections we concentrate on those events
where one has two positive and two negatively charged leptons. The issue of
‘total charge of the set of leptons’ and its usefulness in model discrimination is
taken up section 6.4.4.
For the 4l + nj + E
/T channel (with n ≥ 2), the first distribution that we

look into is that of the four-lepton invariant mass (M4l ). From Figure 6.3 we

can see that, based on the M4l distribution the models can be classified into two
categories, 1) those with a peak in the M4l distribution and 2) those without any
such peak.
In SUSY-RPV, there is no single bosonic particle decaying, via cascade, to
four leptons. Hence, no invariant mass peak is expected in this model and the
M4l distribution has a very broad shape, as we see in Figure 6.3. As discussed
earlier, in the example taken, the four leptons here come from the RPV decays of
the neutralino and the RPC decays of the chargino.
Similarly, in UED-KKC the four leptons come from the two cascade decay
chains and not from a single particle. In this case, the decay of a Z1 gives two
leptons of opposite charge and same flavour in each chain. Note that the range
in which M4l takes values for UED-KKC is rather restricted, as can be seen in
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Figure 6.3.: Normalized invariant mass distribution of four leptons (M4l ) in the
different models for point A (left figure) and point B (right figure), at
√
s = 14 TeV. The insets show the full range of M4l for UED-KKV.
The distributions have been plotted after Cut-2.

Figure 6.3. We can understand this in the following manner. Let us denote the
four-momenta of the two leptons coming from one chain by p1 and p2 , and those
of the other two from the second chain by p3 and p4 . Then, an approximate upper
bound on M4l can be obtained as follows:
2
M4l
= ( p1 + p2 + p3 + p4 ) 2

= ( p1 + p2 ) 2 + ( p3 + p4 ) 2 + 2( p1 + p2 ) . ( p3 + p4 )

(6.3)

Now,

( p1 + p2 ) 2 ≤

( M2Z1 − M2L1 )( M2L1 − Mγ2 1 )
M2L1

(6.4)

A similar bound is also applicable to ( p3 + p4 )2 . Finally, we can approximate
2p1 .p3 = 2( E1 E3 − p~1 . p~3 ) ≃ 2E1 E3 (1 − cosθ13 ) ≤ 4E1 E3

(6.5)

Here θ13 is the angle between p~1 and p~3 . Hence, we can finally approximate the
upper bound on M4l for UED-KKC as
v
u
u ( M2Z − M2L )( M2L − Mγ2 1 )
1
1
1
M4l ≤ t2
+ 4[E1 E3 + E1 E4 + E2 E3 + E2 E4 ]
M2L1

(6.6)

The first term within the square-root has the numerical value of about 2400 GeV2

for point A in UED-KKC. Because of the unknown boost of the partonic centre of
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mass frame, we cannot put any definite upper bound on the pT ’s of Z1 and L1 ,
and therefore the maximum possible values of the lepton energies Ei are also
undetermined. Still, as very little energy is available at the rest frame of the decaying KK-excitations (once again because of low mass-splittings), Ei cannot be
very large. This is the reason we expect M4l for UED-KKC to take values in a
somewhat restricted range.
For UED-KKV, we observe a very sharp peak in the M4l distribution around

∼ 510 GeV (850 GeV) which is the mass of Z1 for point A (point B). The four

leptons in this case come from the cascade decay of a Z1 to a lepton pair and a γ1

followed by the KKV decay of the γ1 to another pair of leptons. There is of course
a long tail in the M4l distribution here coming from the cases where all four of the
leptons do not come from the decay of a single Z1 . For example, they can come
from the leptonic decay of the two γ1 ’s via KK-parity violating interactions. We
demonstrate this full range in the insets of Figure 6.3. It is, however, important to
note that, in these cases, M4l mostly exceeds Mγ1 when two of the leptons come
from γ1 decay and the two others come from the cascade. On the other hand,
the invariant mass is greater than 2Mγ1 when the four leptons come from the
decay of two γ1 ’s. This is why we observe an excess after around 1 TeV (1.6 TeV)
for point A (point B) in the insets of Figure 6.3. As long as we have a γ1 LKP
with KK-parity violating interactions, this very clear peak, followed by a hump,
observable in the M4l distribution is a very important feature of UED-KKV.
Finally in LHT-TPV, we see in Figure 6.3 a very sharp peak superposed in a
broad overall distribution. The reason for this is that in the example taken, most
of the four-lepton events are due to the decay of an A H to W + W − followed by
the leptonic decays of the W’s. These events will not give rise to any invariant
mass peak. But, there is a fraction of events where one A H decays to a ZZ pair
which then in turn can decay to four-leptons. This will give rise to a peak in M4l
as we see in Figure 6.3. Note that, the branching fraction of an A H of mass 230
GeV to a pair of Z-bosons is around 22% while it is 77% to a pair of W’s. Over
and above that, the branching fraction of W ± to charged leptons is greater than
that of Z. This accounts for the spread of events away from the peak, as seen in
Figure 6.3. One may also note that, in general, fewer 4-lepton events are expected
in this model from leptonic cascades of the Z H . This is because, for our choice of
parameters, Z H has the largest branching ratio in the hA H channel.
Based on the above considerations, LHT-TPV and UED-KKV fall into category-
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1 while SUSY-RPV and UED-KKC belong to category-2. Note that, this classification for LHT-TPV is valid only for A H ≥ 120 GeV, so that it has sufficient branching fraction for ZZ (∗) . We shall discuss the other cases later in subsection 6.4.2.

Our task now is to distinguish between the look-alike models within each
category. We do so in the following subsections.

6.4.2. Pairwise dilepton invariant mass distribution of the four leptons
One can go a little further in the task of model discrimination by combining the
information from M4l plots with distributions in the invariant mass distribution
Mij (i, j = 1, 2) of the OS lepton pairs. Taking events with two pairs of oppositesign leptons, we first order the leptons of each sign in the descending order of
transverse momentum. In order to be sufficiently general in our analysis, no
constraint on the flavour of the leptons is imposed while pairing them up. This is
because, in SUSY-RPV, flavours of the leptons coming from neutralino decays are
not correlated in general, apart from constraints coming from the antisymmetry
in the first two indices of the λijk -type terms in the superpotential. Thus in general
we can form four possible pairs of opposite sign (OS) leptons.
For the models belonging to category-2, i.e., SUSY-RPV and UED-KKC, the
Mij distributions show no peaking behaviour. But, we see in the insets of Figure 6.4 that the Mij distributions for UED-KKC show a prominent edge at ∼

35 (50) GeV for point A (point B). We note that in 50% of the cases, the lep-

ton pairs come from the same decay chain starting with a Z1 (as described in
detail in the context of angular correlation between the lepton-pairs in subsection 6.4.3). Therefore, an invariant mass edge is expected at the value given by
q
( M2Z1 − M2L1 )( M2L1 − Mγ2 1 )/M2L1 , which comes out to be 32.36 (50.95) GeV for
point A (point B).

For the SUSY-RPV point under consideration, we also see in Figures 6.4
and 6.5 an edge in the invariant mass distributions of two OS leptons near the corresponding neutralino mass. But as the two leptons in the pairs we consider have
equal probability of coming from either the same chain or two different chains,
the mass-edge in the distributions is smeared by the “wrong combinations”. If
one forms OS leptons pairs with a very small opening angle between them, the
neutralino mass-edge will become very sharp. As the lightest neutralino mass
can be as low as 46 GeV [17], the position of the invariant mass edge for UED141

KKC and SUSY-RPV will not be very different for neutralino masses close to this
bound. However, for neutralino masses higher than ∼ 100 GeV, the edge posi-

tions will be quite different, as in UED-KKC the value obtained cannot be that
large in any allowed region of the parameter space.
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Figure 6.4.: Normalized invariant mass distribution of OS lepton pairs formed
out of the four leptons with total charge zero. The above distributions
√
are for point A, at s = 14 TeV, after Cut-2. The insets are shown
in order to clearly identify the position of the invariant mass edge for
UED-KKC.

In case of models belonging to category-1, we can see from Figures 6.4 and 6.5
that the distributions for UED-KKV show a clear peak at the same value of Mij for
all the four possible cases. The peak is at the mass of γ1 which is 475 (800) GeV
for point A (point B). The two OS leptons coming from the decay of a γ1 are expected to be of high transverse momentum, thereby constituting the majority of
(11) pairs. Therefore, the peak height is very large for the M11 distribution. As we
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gradually consider OS combinations of softer leptons, the peak height reduces
. This is because, most of the softer leptons come from intermediate stages of
the cascade, and invariant mass distributions involving them will just give rise
to a broad overall distribution. Therefore, in UED-KKV, as long as the LKP is
the heavy photon, such an invariant mass peak is an unmistakable feature of the
model. Here, one should also note that the position of the OS dilepton peak is
always different from the position of the four-lepton peak as we obtain in UEDKKV. The difference, although not very large, can be observed at the LHC given
the fact that the four-lepton channel is a rather clean one. Looking at Figures 6.3
and 6.4 we find that for point A, the M4l peak is roughly at 509 GeV (MZ1 ) and
the Mij peaks are at 475 GeV (Mγ1 ). Hence the difference between the values of
these two peak positions, which in this case is around 34 GeV, is large enough to
be measurable within the experimental resolutions at the LHC. Moreover, note
that, these two peaks appear in two different distributions making the resolution
even easier. Similar considerations apply for point B, too.
In the example considered here, the corresponding distributions for LHTTPV also show a clear peak at the mass of the Z-boson (∼ 90 GeV), as we can see

from Figures 6.4 and 6.5. The Z-peak is superposed over a broad Mij distribution
coming from leptons from W’s. Note that for point A, the branching fraction of
A H → ZZ is 22% and the corresponding branching fraction A H → W + W − is

77%. Therefore, relatively fewer dilepton pairs come from the decay of a Z-boson
and hence the fraction of events under the Z-peak is smaller compared to the
total distribution. For point B, as the A H → ZZ branching fraction increases to
35%, the peak at MZ is even more prominent over the l + l − continuum coming

from W + W − . This, however, is not generic to LHT-TPV. As discussed in detail
in Chapter 4, as far as the decays of A H is concerned, there are essentially three
<
possible cases for this model [18, 19]. For lower masses (M A H <
∼ 120 GeV, f ∼
800 GeV) the decay of A H is dominated by the loop-induced two-body modes
into fermions (case-1), whereas for higher masses (M A H > 2MW , f > 1070 GeV)
the two-body modes to gauge boson pairs dominate (case-3). For intermediate
masses, both the two-body and three-body modes compete (in the three-body
mode we have one off-shell W ± or Z) (case-2). The points we have analysed here
(point A and B), belong to case-3. For case-1 one would obtain a very clear peak
in the OS dilepton invariant mass distribution but no peak in M4l , while in case-2
a peak is expected in both OS dilepton and four-lepton distributions at the same
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Figure 6.5.: Same as Figure 6.4, for point B.

mass-value. Therefore, case-1 will give rise to a situation where LHT-TPV belongs
to category-2, but it will be distinguishable from SUSY-RPV and UED-KKC by
its dilepton peak. And in case-2, LHT-TPV would belong to category-1, but it
can still be distinguishable from UED-KKV by the fact that the OS dilepton and
four-lepton peaks will be at the same mass-value for LHT-TPV, but at different
<
values for UED-KKV. Moreover, in case -2, 120 GeV <
∼ M A H ∼ 160 GeV, and
no peak is expected in UED-KKV at such a low value of the dilepton invariant
mass. For details on the reconstruction of such peaks above SM backgrounds
in LHT-TPV, we refer the reader to Chapter 4. Thus, we note that the features
of OS dilepton invariant mass distributions, if used in conjunction with other
important kinematic characteristics, can help in discriminating models belonging
to different categories.
In addition to the invariant mass distributions of the different possible OS
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dilepton pairs formed out of the four leptons, it might also be useful to look into
pairwise correlation of the different Mij ’s as shown in Figure 6.6. In this figure, for
the purpose of illustration, we show the correlation of (M11 , M12 ) and (M11 , M22 )
√
for the various models at point A on an event-by-event basis (at s = 14 TeV
after Cut-2). We can see from Figure 6.6 that for the models where we observe
peaks in the Mij distributions, the (M11 , M12 ) correlation plot shows two typical lines parallel to the M11 and M12 axes at the values of the peak-position
(around 475 GeV for UED-KKV and 90 GeV for LHT-TPV). On the otherhand,
for the models showing an edge in the Mij distributions we see from the scatter plots that the values of Mij are mostly concentrated within the upper-bound
given by the position of the edge (around 100 GeV for SUSY-RPV and 35 GeV for
UED-KKC).
If both the OS dilepton pairs 11 and 22 come from a γ1 in UED-KKV or a
Z-boson in case of LHT-TPV, then M11 and M22 will have the same value (with an
error-bar, due to detector effects etc.) in the corresponding event. That’s why we
expect a “blob” in the (M11 , M22 ) plane as can be seen from Figure 6.6 for UEDKKV and LHT-TPV (centred around Mγ1 and MZ respectively). For UED-KKC
or SUSY-RPV, the boundedness of Mij ’s is once again reflected by the “box-like”
distribution, the spread away from the boxes being significantly lesser than for
the (M11 , M12 ) case, as the leptons in the pair 22 are much softer. As we have
four possible OS lepton pairings as explained before, one can have six different
correlation plots between them. But all the essential features remain the same as
in the two correlation plots we show for the various models.

6.4.3. Pairwise angular correlation of the four leptons
In this subsection, we consider the correlation in the opening angle between the
lepton pairs. The pairs have been formed out of the four leptons following the
same prescription as used in the previous subsection.
In Figures 6.7 and 6.8 we have presented distributions of the cosine of the
opening angle between the OS lepton pairs for point A and point B respectively.
The opening angle is calculated in the lab frame and is defined by the relation
cosθij =

~pi .~p j
; i, j = 1, 2
|~pi ||~p j |

(6.7)

where ~pi and ~p j stand for the momenta of positive and negatively charged leptons
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Figure 6.6.: Pairwise correlation of opposite-sign dilepton invariant mass on an
√
event-by-event basis for point A in various models at s = 14 TeV,
after Cut-2. We have shown two of the six possible correlations, the
essential features in the rest being the same.

respectively.
In order to quantify the difference between the various models in the distribution of cosθij , we define the following asymmetry variable:
Aij =

R

+1

R

0 dσ
−1 dcosθij d( cosθij )
.
R 0 dσ
R +1 dσ
d
(
cosθ
)
+
d
(
cosθ
)
ij
ij
dcosθij
−1 dcosθij
0
0

dσ
dcosθij d( cosθij )

−

(6.8)

As we are considering the normalized distribution of cosθij here, the denominator
of Aij as defined in Equation 6.8 will be 1. In Table 6.2 we show the values of Aij
in the different models under consideration.
Let us first consider the models belonging to category-2. We can see from Figures 6.7 and 6.8 that for SUSY-RPV, the distribution of cosθij tends to peak towards +1.0. This is because the fraction of OS lepton pairs which are coming
from the decay of a sufficiently boosted single neutralino tend to be highly collimated. The rest of the combinations (which include two leptons coming from
two separate decay chains, or one coming from a chargino and another from a
neutralino decay) will have OS leptons which are largely un-correlated. Thus
we can see a overall flat distribution of cosθij with a very significant peaking towards +1.0. For the same reason, the values of Aij in SUSY-RPV in Table 6.2 are
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Point A
Variable

SUSY-RPV

LHT-TPV

UED-KKC

UED-KKV

A11

0.46

0.37

0.17

-0.11

A12

0.44

0.28

0.34

0.06

A21

0.44

0.28

0.34

0.07

A22

0.32

0.15

0.12

0.08

Point B
A11

0.39

0.38

0.16

-0.24

A12

0.37

0.33

0.18

-0.02

A21

0.38

0.33

0.16

5.27×10−4

A22

0.22

0.18

0.11

0.03

Table 6.2.: Asymmetry variable (Aij ), as defined in eqn. 6.8, in the different mod√
els for point A and point B. The values quoted are at s = 14 TeV,
after Cut-2.

larger than in the other models for all i, j. We should note here that the boost of
the neutralino is large, thanks to the substantial mass splitting among the gauginos usual in mSUGRA. In a generic MSSM model, the splittings might become
smaller, thereby rendering the neutralinos less boosted and the distributions of
cosθij less sharply peaked towards +1.0.
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For UED-KKC, we have two possibilities while forming the OS lepton pairs
- the two leptons can either come from the same decay chain or they can come
from two separate decay chains. In the former case, we expect the two OS leptons
to have a smaller opening angle in general. This is because, they come from
the decay chain Z1 → l + l − γ1 , where the parent Z1 will be carrying the boost

of the initially produced Q1 . As the leptons themselves have very low pT ’s in

the rest frame of the Z1 , this boost of the Z1 will make them collimated to an
extent. For the second possibility, the leptons are, in many cases, nearly backto-back as they come from the cascade decay of two Z1 ’s which for a significant
fraction of events lie in two different hemispheres of the detector. For point A,
the mass splittings are quite small between the n = 1 KK-excitations, whereas for
point B, they are relatively larger. Since we have demanded two of the leptons
to have pT greater than 20 GeV, it is very likely from the point of view of UED
mass splittings that for point A, in a larger fraction of events, both of the hard
leptons will not come out from the same decay chain . Therefore, in a significant
number of events, the combinations (12) and (21) are expected to be from the
same chain, whereas the (11) and (22) pairs will involve both the decay chains.
This leads us to expect the cosθ12 and cosθ21 distributions to be more peaked
towards +1.0 than towards −1.0, while the cosθ11 and cosθ22 distributions have

slight peaking near both +1.0 and −1.0. It can be readily verified that Figure 6.7

is in conformity with these observations. Similarly, we see from Table 6.2 that
(for point A) the values of A12 (= 0.34) and A21 (= 0.34) are relatively higher

and positive, implying significant asymmetry with more events having cosθ >
0. We also note that A11 (= 0.17) and A22 = (0.12) indicate more symmetric
distributions for cosθ11 and cosθ22 as discussed above. This asymmetry, however,
is no longer expected if the mass-splittings become larger, as then the OS lepton
pairs can come with equal probability from both the chains. We observe this
feature in case of point B in Figure 6.8 and also in Table 6.2. Therefore, in UEDKKC, the distribution of cosθij is in general much less asymmetric towards +1.0 as
compared to SUSY-RPV.
Thus, based upon the above features, one should be able to distinguish
between SUSY-RPV and UED-KKC. We shall see in what follows that there are
also other features like the total charge of the four leptons, or the ratio of five or
higher lepton to four-lepton cross-sections which can act as useful discriminators
between the models belonging to category-2.
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Figure 6.7.: Normalized distribution of cosθij in the different models for point A
√
at s = 14 TeV after Cut-2.

Next we consider the models belonging to category-1. In case of UED-KKV,
the two OS leptons of highest pT come in most cases from the decay of a γ1 which
itself has a very low pT to start with. So, in the rest frame of γ1 , the two leptons
will almost be back-to-back, leading to the slight peaking of cosθ11 towards −1.0

as seen from Figures 6.7 and 6.8. This interesting feature of UED-KKV is also
reflected in the value of A11 = −0.11 (−0.24) for point A (point B). The distri-

butions for cosθ12 and cosθ21 on the other hand are very flat indicating that these
leptons have no angular correlation between them. This is not unexpected, since
the combinations (12) and (21) will generally be formed when one of the leptons
(the harder one with index 1) comes from the decay of γ1 , and the other, softer
one, from the intermediate stages of the cascade (mostly from the decay of Z1 , W1
or L1 ). Therefore, A12 and A21 are close to zero as can be seen from Table 6.2. Finally, we see that the distribution for cosθ22 shows a peaking behaviour towards
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Figure 6.8.: Normalized distribution of cosθij in the different models for point B
√
at s = 14 TeV after Cut-2.

both +1.0 and −1.0. This can be understood from the fact that the two softest lep-

tons almost always come from the intermediate stages of the cascade where they
emerge from either the decays of Z1 and W1 . A large fraction of Z1 -initiated events
gives rise to collimated leptons (giving rise to the peaking towards +1.0, while
a significant fraction of events where the leptons come from W1 will have them
coming out in opposite directions (responsible for the peaking towards −1.0.
Finally, from all the distributions of cosθij and the values of Aij it is clear
that the LHT-TPV model has features similar to SUSY-RPV. In particular, as the
leptons come from the decays of a boosted A H (via intermediate W + W − or ZZ
states), they tend to be collimated. The collimation here is somewhat less than
as in SUSY-RPV because of the fact that for the chosen parameters (point A), the
squark (gluino)-neutralino mass difference (∼ 471(509) GeV) is much larger than

the q H -A H mass difference (∼ 375 GeV).
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Thus while both UED-KKV and LHT-TPV might give rise to clear peaks
in the M4l distribution, they show entirely different behaviour as far as the angular
correlation between the OS lepton pairs is concerned. This, therefore, can act
as a very good discriminator between these models belonging to category-1. In
the following subsections, we shall look into some more variables that can be
used to further clarify the distinction between these two models, especially when
different types of mass-spectra in LHT-TPV tend to obliterate the 4l mass peaks
so spectacular for our chosen benchmark points.
We should note here that there is a dip observable in the cosθij distributions
towards the last bin near +1.0 for UED-KKC and LHT-TPV. This dip, however,
is not seen in the cosθ11 distribution. This is stemming from the fact that we
have demanded all OS lepton pairs to have an invariant mass greater than 10
GeV. Now, when the lepton pT ’s are not very high themselves, the invariant mass
becomes very small when the angle between the leptons tends to zero. These
events, therefore, have been removed by the above cut, giving rise to the observed
dip. As for the (11) combination the leptons are much harder, the lepton pairs
always pass the invariant mass cut, and this feature does not appear for this case.

6.4.4. Total charge of the four-leptons
Here we consider the variable total charge (Q) of the four leptons obtained in
the general channel 4l + ≥ 2j + E
/T . Q can take values in the set {-4,-2,0,2,4}. In

Figures 6.9, 6.10 we see the distribution of Q for the different models. We observe
that UED-KKC clearly stands out as in this case the four leptons come from two
cascade decay chains starting with Z1 ’s leading to Q = 0 for all the events. For
the RPV coupling considered for point A, the lightest neutralino in SUSY-RPV
always decays to a pair of leptons and a neutrino. If no other leptons come from
the cascade, these four leptons will have a total charge Q = 0. On the other hand,
if some additional leptons come from the decays of charginos or sleptons in the
cascade, the lepton multiplicity in those events will be higher than four. It is
however possible in a certain fraction of events to have a pair of leptons (coming
from the decay of a single boosted neutralino) to be so highly collimated that they
do not pass the lepton-lepton separation cut. These events might lead to a total
charge Q = ±2. For LHT-TPV different combinations of W and Z decays can lead

to four-lepton events. Hence, the expected values of Q are (-2,0,2). For UED-KKV,
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Figure 6.9.: Total charge distribution of the four-leptons in the different models:
√
for point A, at s = 14 TeV, after Cut-2.

the leptons coming from the decay of γ1 are always oppositely charged. But, it
is possible to obtain W1 ’s of either charge from the cascades, giving rise to samesign lepton pairs, over and above those coming from γ1 . This leads to 4l events
with Q = ±2. Hence, essentially, from the distribution of Q, the UED-KKC model
can be separated from the rest.

6.5. Five or higher lepton events
For all of the models discussed here, additional leptons, over and above those
coming from sources discussed in the previous subsections, can come from various stages in the cascades. In Table 6.3, the rates for final states with five or more
leptons are presented for our chosen benchmark points. The pT cut has been uniformly maintained at 10 GeV for each lepton. The ratios of the five or higher lepton event rates to those for four-leptons are also presented. The SM backgrounds
for channels with lepton multiplicity greater than four are negligible.
The rates for such added profusion of leptons depend on the respective
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Figure 6.10.: Same as Figure 6.9, for point B.

spectra. The deciding factor here is the leptonic branching ratio for Z2 -odd particles at intermediate stages of the cascade. In this respect, UED-KKC and LHTTPV fare worse. For UED-KKC, five-lepton events are not expected from the
production and decays of the n = 1 KK-particles. Hence, the very small number of events with lepton multiplicity higher than four come from the decays of
B-mesons, pions or photons. For LHT-TPV, with our choice of parameters, there
are few additional leptons coming from the intermediate steps in the cascade.
Therefore, in most of the 5l events found, the leptons are entirely coming from
the decay of the two A H ’s produced. One should note that this rate will increase
for other choices of parameters, especially when the T-odd gauge bosons and
the T-odd leptons are lighter than the T-odd quarks. For the SUSY-RPV examples considered, a proliferation of multilepton events is a well-known fact, and
that is reflected in the high value of

σ(≥5l )
.
σ(4l )

For point B, the ratio is higher (0.6)

than for point A (0.35). This is because, as can be seen in section 6.2.2, in the
former case, the SUSY mass spectrum is such that the chargino can decay to sleptons/sneutrinos, whereas in the later case such decays are not allowed by phase153

Point A
Model

σ(4l ) in fb

σ(≥ 5l ) in fb

σ(≥5l )
σ(4l )

SUSY-RPV

9450.91

3285.85

0.35

UED-KKC

163.36

1.57

0.01

UED-KKV

14008.93

4015.64

0.29

LHT-TPV

21.09

2.82

0.13

Point B
SUSY-RPV

756.00

450.96

0.60

UED-KKC

26.24

0.12

0.005

UED-KKV

872.94

287.05

0.33

LHT-TPV

1.71

0.24

0.14

Table 6.3.: Cross-section of four and five or more lepton events and the ratio

σ(≥5l )
σ(4l )

for the different scenarios under consideration. The values tabulated
are for point A and point B after isolation cuts and plT > 10 GeV for all
√
leptons, at s = 14 TeV.
space considerations. This leads to a higher branching fraction of obtaining a
lepton from the cascade, thereby leading to relatively larger rates for events with
higher lepton multiplicity in point B. For, UED-KKV, the ratio does not change
significantly as we change the mass-scale. Therefore, we conclude that from this
ratio, one can always single out the UED-KKC model. In the other models, there
is enough room to change the ratios by adjusting the mass-spectra suitably.

6.6. Other possibilities
In addition to the kinds of new particle spectrum considered above, other possibilities of low missing energy look-alikes may offer themselves for detection as
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well as discrimination at the LHC. A few illustrative cases are discussed below.
In L-violating SUSY, we have a host of other possibilities. We considered
the case of a neutralino LSP with a λ-type RPV coupling in our analysis. In the
presence of λ′ -type couplings instead, a neutralino will decay to two quarks and
a charged lepton/ neutrino. Hence, the rate of four-lepton events will decrease.
In addition, we shall not see the asymmetric peaking behaviour observed in the
cosθij distributions, too, since the lepton-pairs in this case will not be coming from
the decay of a single boosted particle. Similarly, the edge in the dilepton invariant mass distributions will also not be present. There are, however, two features
which distinguish this scenario from the rest. Firstly, the total charge distribution
will now show a significant increase for Q = ±4. Secondly, with one lepton coming from each lightest neutralino during the SUSY cascades in two chains, a pair

of same-sign dileptons occurs frequently at the end of the decay chains. Since the
gluino, too, is of Majorana nature, being thereby able to produce charginos of either sign, there will be a surge in same-sign trilepton (SS3ℓ) events observed [21].
We have studied this scenario in detail in Chapter 5. In this connection, it should
be mentioned that large rates of SS3ℓ can be used to distinguish several cases of
L-violating SUSY with other models predicting low MET, as in those models we
expect very low rates of SS3ℓ, as seen for the case of LHT-TPV in Chapter 5.6.
SS3ℓ, in conjunction with SS4ℓ and their mixed-sign counterparts, can also be
used to distinguish between different L-violating cases within SUSY, as has been
seen in Chapter 5.7.
A stau LSP scenario with λ-type couplings will also have similar implications. Here, stau will decay to a lepton and a neutrino. If we have a stau LSP with
λ′ -type couplings instead, the 4l-signal will be suppressed, as the stau will decay
to two quarks in this case. We also note that in presence of relatively larger values
of λ′ -type couplings, there is a region of the mSUGRA parameter space where the
sneutrino can also become an LSP [7, 20]. However, the sneutrino in this case will
decay to a pair of quarks thus reducing the possibility of having four leptons in
the final state. Finally, we also remark that in the presence of bilinear R-parity
violating terms, if we choose the RPV parameters to be consistent with the observed neutrino mass and mixing patterns, the neutralino LSP can decay to Wµ,
Wτ or Zν [22]. Hence, four-lepton events will again be viable with a peak at MZ
in the OS dilepton invariant mass distributions. But there will not be any peak in
the corresponding M4l distribution. This last feature thus seems to be generically
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true in SUSY-RPV.
In the framework of a minimal UED model with KK-parity conservation, γ1
is the LKP and characteristic signatures of this scenario were discussed throughout this article. The mUED model is based on the simplifying assumption that the
boundary kinetic terms vanish at the cut-off scale Λ. This assumption restricts the
mUED spectrum in such a way that the splittings among different KK excitations
are small enough to result in soft final state particles and thus low missing ET . As
discussed in Chapter 2.2, the boundary terms receive divergent contributions and
thus require counterterms. The finite parts of these counterterms remain undetermined and are therefore free parameters of the theory. This additional freedom
could be exploited to end up with an unconstrained UED (UUED) scenario with
several different possibilities:
• Particular combinations of the aforementioned free parameters can remove

the degeneracy of the mUED mass spectrum. This results in harder leptons
and jets in the final state and thus gives rise to a harder missing-ET distribu-

tion. Such a version of the UED model no longer falls in the category of low
missing energy look-alikes. The corresponding criteria for large missing-ET
scenarios will have to be applied in this situation [3].
• The values of the additional parameters could be chosen in such a way that

even though the mass spectrum remains degenerate as in the case of mUED,
the mass of ν1 becomes smaller than Mγ1 . This leads to a scenario with
ν1 as the LKP and therefore, a possible candidate for cold dark matter. In
this case, the γ1 ’s produced at the end of decay cascades will further decay
into νν1 pairs, resulting in similar phenomenology as in the case of mUED

explored in this work. However, the four-lepton event rate in this case will
be significantly reduced due to the fact that Z1 mostly decays to νν1 pairs,
as this channel will now have enhanced phase-space available as compared
to lL1 .
• One can also have such a combination of parameters that only the positions
of Z1 and W1± in the n = 1 mass spectrum are altered. The first possibility is

that Z1 and W1± are heavier than the n = 1 quarks. In such situations, n = 1
quarks will decay into qlL1 via tree-level 3-body modes. L1 subsequently
decays into lγ1 and combining the two cascade decay chains, one can then
obtain four-lepton signals. However, the opposite-sign dilepton invariant
mass distributions will not show any invariant mass edge in this scenario.
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The other possibility is that Z1 and W1± may become lighter than the n =
1 leptons. Here, the possible decay modes of interest are Z1 → llγ1 and

W1± → lνγ1 . Phenomenologically, this scenario will again be quite similar
to the mUED cases we have studied.

In the framework of UED-KKV, the masses of the KK-fermions have a small
dependence on the value of the KK-parity violating coupling h. As shown in
Ref. [23], as we increase the value of h, the KK-fermion masses decrease. As
the n = 1 quarks are much heavier than Z1 and W1± in mUED with KK-parity
conserved, the presence of non-zero KK-violating coupling h does not lead to any
appreciable change in the excited quark masses vis-a-vis those of the remaining
particles. Therefore, the decay patterns of the n = 1 quarks remain the same.
However, for smaller R−1 , singlet n = 1 leptons and the γ1 are almost degenerate.
Therefore, in addition to having a smaller R−1 , if we have a larger value of h,
singlet n = 1 leptons may become lighter than γ1 . For example, this can happen
for R−1 = 500 GeV and h > 0.01. Here, the only possible decay channel available
for these singlet n = 1 leptons is via the KK-parity violating mode to a SM lepton
of the same flavour and a Z/γ∗ . The phenomenology of this scenario will be
significantly different from the one we have considered so far with smaller values
of h (h ∼ 0.001) and a γ1 LKP, and is therefore an interesting possibility for further
studies.

In LHT-TPV, as we have two free parameters κq and κl which determine the
masses of the T-odd quarks and leptons, the possibility of obtaining a fermionic
LTP exists. In such cases, via the T-parity breaking terms, these fermions might
decay to standard model particles. As observed in Ref. [18], there are two possible
ways in which these fermionic LTP’s can decay. As the WZW term breaks Tparity only in the gauge sector directly, a T-odd lightest fermion can decay by
a three-body mode mediated by a virtual T-odd gauge boson. There is also the
possibility of having loop-induced two-body decay modes. Therefore, the major
decay channels are f H → Z f , f H → W f˜ and f H → A∗H f . In the last case, the
off-shell A H might again decay to four-leptons via ZZ, but there will not be any
peak in the M4l distribution. On the other hand, if the LTP is a T-odd charged
lepton, one can observe a spectacular five-lepton peak. The other possible decay
modes will also lead to 4l and 5l events in varied rates, although the quantitative
predictions of these will require us to determine the relative importance of the
three-body and the loop-induced two body decay modes of f H .
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6.7. Summary and conclusions
We have considered four characteristic scenarios which can pass off as low missing energy look-alikes at the LHC. After convincing the reader that UED-KKC in
its minimal form, in spite of containing a stable invisible particle, often falls in this
category, we have studied the contribution of each scenario to events with four or
more leptons. Since total rates alone, at the four-lepton level at least, can mislead
one in the process of discrimination, we have resorted to kinematic features of
final states in the different cases.
The first of these is the four-lepton invariant mass distribution. On this,
we have found that the models get divided into two categories, depending on
whether the four leptons show an invariant mass peak or not. While LHT-TPV
and UED-KKV are in the first category, SUSY-RPV and and UED-KKC belong to
the second one, thus offering a clear distinction.
For distinguishing between models within each category, we have used
three observable quantities, namely, angular correlation and invariant mass of
opposite-charge lepton pairs, and the total charge of the four observed leptons. It
is found that angular correlations as well as the total charge causes SUSY-RPV to
stand out quite clearly with respect to minimal UED-KKC. UED-KKV, too, stands
out distinctly from the others, as far as angular correlations are concerned. This,
however, still leaves room for discrimination. This happens, for example, where
LHT-TPV has such a spectrum that the heavy photon LTP does not decay dominantly into four leptons. The distinction of this scenario with SUSY-RPV and
UED-KKC is still possible using the pairwise invariant mass distribution of oppositely charged dileptons. We have also found that the relative positions of the
dilepton vs. four-lepton invariant mass peaks, and the existence of an ‘edge’ in
the dilepton invariant mass distribution lead to useful discriminating criteria. In
addition, the ratio of five or higher lepton event rates to those for four leptons
sets UED-KKC apart from the other scenarios.
As mentioned before, we haven’t paid particular attention so far to the
flavour content of the four leptons. In SUSY-RPV, depending upon the L-violating
coupling chosen, the flavour content will change. However one can discover a
pattern in the fraction of events with 4e, 4µ, 2e2µ, 3e1µ or 1e3µ, for specific RPV
couplings (here e stands for the electron or positron and µ stands for the muon
or anti-muon, and, for example, 3e1µ means a four-lepton event with 3 e’s and 1
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µ). For the λ122 coupling that we chose for our analysis, we obtain, as expected,
around 47.5% events to be of 1e3µ-type, whereas 2e2µ and 4µ being ∼ 25% each.

No events are expected to be of 3e1µ or 4e-type. This is certainly a notable fea-

ture, but as observed above, these flavour ratios will change if we change the
L-violating coupling. For UED-KKC one will always obtain 4e, 4µ or 2e2µ-type
events, while for UED-KKV all flavour combinations are possible. For LHT-TPV,
depending upon the point of parameter space one is in, all flavour combinations
are once again possible with varying fractions. Thus, although flavour content of
the leptons can sometimes be useful, they might not be a very robust feature of
the models, except for the case of UED-KKC.
We have also made a set of qualitative observations on other related scenarios such as RPV via λ′ -type or bilinear terms, situations with stau or sneutrino
LSP, UED-KKC with an unconstrained particle spectrum and different LTP (LKP)
in LHT-TPV (UED-KKV). The qualitative changes that some of these scenarios entailed have been pointed out. On the whole, while the various theoretical models
in their ‘minimal’ forms offer clear methods for distinction, a confusion can always be created in variants of the models with various degrees of complications.
The same observation holds also for theories predicting large missing ET . Thus
one may perhaps conclude that, while some striking qualitative differences await
one in the approach from ‘data to minimal theories’, there is no alternative to an
analysis of the mass spectrum, possibly linking spin information alongside, if one
really has to exhaust all possibilities that nature may have in store. Furthermore,
the availability of data with high statistics, enabled by large accumulated luminosity, is of great importance. All this is likely to keep the highly challenging
character of the LHC experiment alive till the last day of its run.
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Chapter 7.
Summary and conclusions of the thesis

The physics of electroweak symmetry breaking and the possible existence of new
physics beyond the standard model are being thoroughly probed at the Large
Hadron Collider (LHC). One distinguishing criterion for new physics, often used
in these searches, is a large amount of missing transverse energy, carried away by
massive stable particles. However, this criterion may not be fulfilled in a number
of well-motivated theoretical scenarios. In this thesis, we have considered several
such situations, their characteristic signatures in the form of multiple leptons,
and the criteria for distinguishing among various scenarios of this kind. In this
connection, we have emphasized the usefulness of one type of signals, namely,
same-sign trileptons and four-leptons, not only as a clean discovery mode for
new physics but also as a probe to the underlying dynamics of supersymmetry
with lepton number violation.
In Chapter 1, we have briefly reviewed the standard model, and both theoretical and experimental motivations for trying to find out new physics beyond
it. We describe several possible scenarios of new physics in Chapter 2, namely
supersymmetry, minimal universal extra-dimensions, and little Higgs models. In
each case, we also discuss how the often imposed Z2 symmetries, which make
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the lightest among the predicted set of new particles stable, can be violated. The
final chapter in the introductory part, Chapter 3, discusses the salient features
of the LHC, typical components of a collider detector and also some important
kinematic variables used in hadron collider physics.
In the second part of the thesis we discuss the identification of certain low
missing-energy scenarios at the LHC, by devising distinctive signals which are
also less prone to SM backgrounds. In Chapter 4, we consider the discovery of
low mass resonances in the littlest Higgs model with T-parity violation. In the
presence of the T-parity violating Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) anomaly term,
the otherwise stable heavy photon A H in the Littlest Higgs model with T-parity
(LHT) decays to either SM gauge boson pairs, or to SM fermions via loop diagrams. We make a detailed study of the collider signatures where the A H can be
reconstructed from invariant mass peaks in the opposite sign same flavour dilepton or the four-lepton channel. This enables us to obtain information about the
fundamental symmetry breaking scale f in the LHT and thereby the low-lying
mass spectrum of the theory. We also discuss the SM backgrounds that arise in
these channels in detail, and devise ways to reduce them. We find that using
these signals, it is possible to cover a large part of the typical parameter space of
√
LHT. For example, at the s = 14 TeV LHC and with an integrated luminosity of
30 fb −1 , one can probe a scale of f up to 1.5 TeV and T-odd quark masses almost
up to 1 TeV. In this region of the parameter space, the mass of the reconstructed
A H ranges from 66 GeV to 230 GeV.
In Chapter 5, we point out that same-sign multilepton events, not given due
attention yet for new physics search, can be extremely useful at the LHC. After
showing the easy reducibility of the standard model backgrounds, we demonstrate the viability of same-sign trilepton (SS3ℓ) signals for R-parity breaking supersymmetry, at both 7 and 14 TeV. We find that same-sign four-leptons (SS4ℓ),
too, can have appreciable rates. Same-sign trileptons are also expected, for example, in little Higgs theories with T-parity broken by anomaly terms. For the
case of lepton-number (L) violating supersymmetry (SUSY), we demonstrate the
efficacy of these signals for both minimal supergravity as well as a more general phenomenological SUSY model. Furthermore, we show that it is extremely
unlikely to ever achieve similar rates in R-parity conserving SUSY. In addition,
we show how SS3ℓ and SS4ℓ, in conjunction with the mixed-sign trilepton and
four-lepton channels, can be used to extract dynamical information about the un-
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derlying SUSY theory, namely, the Majorana character of the decaying lightest
neutralino and the nature of L-violating couplings. We define suitable variables
and relationships between them which can be verified experimentally and which
are largely independent of the SUSY production cross-sections and the cascade
decay branching fractions. These theoretical predictions are validated by Monte
Carlo simulations including detector and background effects.
In the final part of the thesis, in Chapter 6, we present a study on the socalled LHC inverse problem. The problem of discriminating possible scenarios
of TeV scale new physics with large missing energy signature at the LHC has
received some attention in the recent past. We have considered the complementary, and yet unexplored, case of theories predicting much softer missing energy
spectra. As there is enough scope for such models to fake each other by having
similar final states at the LHC, we have outlined a systematic method based on
a combination of different kinematic features which can be used to distinguish
among different possibilities. These features often trace back to the underlying
mass spectrum and the spins of the new particles present in these models. As examples of “low missing energy look-alikes”, we consider supersymmetry with
R-parity violation, universal extra dimensions with both KK-parity conserved
and KK-parity violated and the littlest Higgs model with T-parity violated by
the Wess-Zumino-Witten anomaly term. Through detailed Monte Carlo analysis
of the four and higher lepton final states predicted by these models, we show
that the models in their minimal forms may be distinguished at the LHC, while
non-minimal variations can always leave scope for further confusion.
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