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Executive Summary

This White Paper briefly reviews the present status of themgye- 2) ex-
periment and the physics motivation for a new effort. Thespré comparison
between experiment and theory indicates a tantalizidgr deviation. An
improvement in precision on this comparison by a factor ofv@ththe cen-
tral value remaining unchanged—uwill exceed the “discoVémeshold, with

a sensitivity abové o. The 2.5-fold reduction improvement goal of the new
Brookhaven E969 experiment, along with continued steadyaton of the
standard model theory uncertainty, will achieve this matnitive test.

Already, the(g — 2) result is arguably the most compelling indicator of
physics beyond the standard model and, at the very leasprésents a ma-
jor constraint for speculative new theories such as suparstry or extra
dimensions. In this report, we summarize the present exjertal status and
provide an up-to-date accounting of the standard modelyhewluding the
expectations for improvement in the hadronic contribugjomhich dominate
the overall uncertainty. Our primary focus is on the physiase that moti-
vates improved experimental and theoretical efforts. Adicgly, we give ex-
amples of specific new-physics implications in the contéxtigect searches
atthe LHC as well as general arguments about the role of aroieg(g —2)
measurement. A brief summary of the plans for an upgradextedmplete
the report.
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1 Introduction

The anomalous magnetic moment of the mugn= (¢ — 2),,/2 has been measured in Experiment
E821 at the Brookhaven AGS, which completed data colled¢ti@D01. All results are published|[1,
2,[3,/4]5], and the measurements are shown inFFrig. 1. A corapsife summary of the experiment,
containing many of the details of the methods used for ddtaation and analysis, was publishéd [6]
in 2006, and general reviews of the experiment and theorglaceavailable[7,18,/19, 10].

The nearly equally precise experimental determinations, dfom positive and negative muon
data samples can be combined under the assumptiGR®dfnvariance to give

a{*?) =116 592080(63) x 10" 1)

The final error of 0.54 ppm consists of a 0.46 ppm statistioatgonent and a 0.28 systematic com-
ponent, combined in quadrature. An upgraded version of EB269 [11], has been proposed and
received scientific approval at Brookhaven, with the goaedficing the experimental uncertainty on
a, by a factor of 2.5, down te-25 x 101,

In 2007 the standard model prediction fgrwas updated based on new results from the CMD-
2 and SNDe'e™ annihilation experiments, and from radiative return measents from BaBar.
Additional theory work on hadronic light-by-light scatitey was also completed. In the review of
Ref. [10], the most recent theory value is determined to be

a™ = 116591 785(61) x 107", (2)

The uncertainty of 0.52 ppm is close to the error on the erpantal value, with a difference between
the standard model and experiment of

Aaltod) — qBxe) _ oS\ _ (995 4 88) x 107, (3)

a 3.4 standard deviation difference.
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Fig. 1: Measurements of the muon anomaly, indicating the value, elsag the muon’s sign. To obtain
the value ofa,f, as well as the world averag€PTinvariance is assumed. The theory value is taken from
Ref. [10], which uses electron-positron annihilation téedenine the hadronic contribution.



2 The Standard-Model Value of the Anomaly

The standard model value of a lepton’s anomaly,has contributions from three different sets of
radiative processes:

e quantum electrodynamics (QED) — with loops containingdept{ = e, i, 7) and photons;
e hadronic — with hadrons in vacuum polarization loops;

e weak — with loops involving the bosoE, Z, and Higgs.

Examples are shown in Figl 2. Thus

CLLSM) _ CLLQED) + aELhadronic) + CLLEW) 7 (4)

with the uncertainty dominated by the hadronic term. Theddad-model value of the muon anomaly
has recently been reviewed [10], and the latest values afdhtributions are given in Table 1.
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Fig. 2: The Feynman graphs for: (a) Lowest-order QED (Schwingen)e(b) Lowest-order hadronic con-
tribution; (c) The hadronic light-by-light contributioii¢l)-(e) the lowest order electrowe&K andZ contribu-
tions. With the present limits om g, the contribution from the single Higgs loop is negligible.

Table 1: Standard-model contributions to the muon anomalous magdgiole momentg,,. All values are
taken from Ref.[[10].Possible improvements in errors onhddronic corrections are also listed. As additional
eTe™ data become available, the error listed for radiative atioas will decrease.

| Effect \ Contribution x 10 | Futureo
QED (116 584 718.09 = 0.145100ps £ 0.084 £ 0.04masses) x 1071
Hadronic (lowest order) ap " = (6901 + 42exp £ 194+ 7QcD) +30exp+ Srad*+ 7QCD
Hadronic (higher order) a,SHVP;h‘O') = (—97.9 4+ 0.9exp + 0.3154)
Hadronic (light-by-light) alf™S) = (110 + 40) 16.5
Electroweak alt™) = (154 & 24, + 1paa)

The dominant contribution from quantum electrodynamidsQ called the Schwinger term [12],
is a(QFP:2) = o /27, which is shown diagrammatically in Fig. 2(a). The QED cimitions have been



calculated through four loops, (eighth-order{@y~]*) with the leading five-loop (tenth-order) con-
tributions estimated [13]. It is the uncertainty on the keatder contribution that dominates the error
ona/*"™ given in TabldlL.

The one-loop electroweak contributions were calculatemttghafter the electroweak theory
was shown to be renormalizeable. It has now been calculatedgh two loops. The leading-log
three-loop effects have been estimated and found to begiagli The electroweak contribution
through two loops is given in Tablé 1.

The hadronic contribution cannot be calculated from pbgdtive QCD only because of the
low-energy scales involved, and the uncertaintyagh’ """ dominates the total uncertainty on the
standard-model value. There are three distinct compoimetiie hadronic contribution:

e The lowest-order hadronic vacuum polarization, as showrgr2(b).
e Higher-order hadronic vacuum polarization loops (exatgdhe hadronic light-by-light term).
e The hadronic light-by-light term, shown in F{g. 2(c).

Dispersion theory relates the (bare) cross sectionefer — hadrons to the lowest-order
hadronic contribution ta,,,

i 2 > d + = h
q(hadronicil) <—am”> / —SK(S)R<S) , where R= Oot(€7e” — hadrons) (5)
: 3m 4m2 52 Utot(6+6_ — :u+:u_)

and K (s) is a known function[[10]. Experimental data are used as if@ut?(s) [23,[25]. The
only assumptions here are analyticity and the optical #mmorThe factor ofs—2 in the dispersion
relation means that the resonance region dominates the dispersion integral, Wwétrégion up to
Vs ~ 2 GeV being most important. As indicated in Table 1, the urety ona'l""" consists

of three parts; the first two are associated with the numlentegration of the(ete™ — hadrons)
data. Some of these data are quite old, and the uncertaio#yibe of missing radiative corrections is
indicated byo,.q [22,123]. As moreeTe™ data become available, both of these errors will improve.
A reasonable expectation is that,, will improve by at least/2. As new data which include all

radiative corrections replace the old data, will become much less important.

It has been proposed that the hadronic contributions cdatullze determined from hadronic
T-decay data, using the conserved vector current (CVC) Imgsig. Such an approach can only give
the isovector part of the amplitude, e.g. {hbut not thew intermediate states. In contrast, #e=—
annihilation cross section contains both isovector anstiglar contributions, with the cusp frgm-w
interference as a dominant feature. Since hadroxiecay goes through the chargekesonance, and
ete™ annihilation goes through the neutpalunderstanding the isospin corrections is essential $o thi
approach. This use of CVC can be checked by comparing thehadrontribution taz,, obtained
from each method. Alternately, one can take the measurettiireg ratio forr— — Vv, where
V is any vector final state (e.gr—7") and compare it to that predicted using CVC arid~ data,
applying all the appropriate isospin corrections. At pneéseeither comparison gives a satisfactory
result. For example, the differences between the measuaedhing ratios, and those obtained from
CVC are 4.5 and 3.60 for thenr~7° and the3r7° channels respectively, with good agreement being
obtained for ther37° channel([28]. At present the prescription of CVC with the mppiate isospin
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correction seems to have aspects that are not understoash fio consistent™ ¢~ data sets and the
uncertainties inherent in the required isospin correcttorther data, the most recent standard-model
evaluations do not use thedata to determinehadronicsl) [23[25 [10]. We return to this point in the
next section.

The sum of the QED, hadronic and electroweak contributianBable[1, adding the errors in
quadrature, gives the standard model value in[Eq. 2. Whemared with the experimental world
averagel[B, 6] in Ed.J1, one finds tRet o difference given in Ed.]3. This difference is at the “inter-
esting” level, and makes it clear that further work shoulddbee to clarify whether there is a true
discrepancy. It is estimated that the theory could improyva liactor of two [10[ 24], as could the
experiment.

2.1 Expected Improvements in the Standard-Model Value

Over the past fifteen years, significant progress has beea mauproving the standard model value
of a,,. The QED and weak contributions are now very well known, argbtantial progress has been
made on the hadronic contribution because of the large fyafhnew high-qualitye™ e~ data, both
on the2r final state from Novosibirsk [14, 15, 16], and on multi-hadfmal states from BaBar [18,
[19,(20,[21]. The BaBar detector operates at a fixed beam enangyfinal-state hadrons are in
coincidence with an initial-state photon which lowers teater of mass energy of the collision (often
called radiative return or initial state radiation). The®E experiment at Frascati has published data
on therw channel using radiative returin [17], with the initial stedéiation not detected. The KLOE
collaboration is now analyzing their data at large anglesmehhe soft photon is detected, and are
also determining ther /. ratio where many systematic effects cancel. In the next yeaBaBar
collaboration will release theizr data [22] using radiative return. If these BaBar data conflie
Novosibirsk data, it will significantly increase our confide in our knowledge of the lowest-order
contribution toa ™). In the longer term, an upgraded collider, VEPP2000 will econ line at
Novosibirsk, with the upgraded detectors CMD-3 and SNDsTaw facility will permit improved
measurement of the annihilation cross section from thidsito 2.0 GeV, and will complement the
data from BaBar that are expected to be available in the readt y

The other hadronic issue is the hadronic light-by-lighttdbation, shown in Figl.12(c), which
has a 36% relative uncertairity[10, 29]. So far, the onlynegs QCD result in this domain comes
from the observatior [26] that in the QCD large number of t®I@,) limit, and to leading-order
in the chiral expansion, the dominant contribution can beutated analytically and gives a positive
contribution. Unfortunately, to go beyond that, one hasesmort to hadronic models. The dynamics
of the models, however, is very much constrained by the behdlvat QCD imposes in various
limits: the chiral limit, but also the operator product erpen for certain kinematic configurations.
In other kinematic regimes, the models can also be relatetigerved processes. A combined effort
from theorists along the lines started in Refs.| [26,[27] 28,cduld significantly reduce the present
uncertainty. Following this line, a goal of 15% accuracy edtonic light-by light determination
seems possible.

We consider several potential improvements to the hadromitribution, and calculate the
projected future significance assuming the reduced unesrtan Ac,,, along with the value&a,(f"da”

of 295 x 10~!'. Four different scenarios are considered, with the imprmm@ts obtained given in
Table2.



1. Lowest-order Hadronic (L-O-Hadronic)The error on the lowest-order hadronic contribution
contains three pieces (see Tdlle 1). We takgto be improved by/2, ando, .4 to be improved
from19to 8 x 10711

2. Hadronic Light-by-Light (H-L-b-L) The hadronic light-by-light contribution is improved to a
15% relative error, and the lowest-order hadronic has teegmt value.

3. L-O-Hadronic and H-L-b-L Both the lowest-order and the light-by-light errors argroved
by the amount mentioned above.

4. Most Optimistic For the various new-physics calculations given below,raltioed theory plus
experiment error 089 x 10~ was assumed

Table 2: Potential Improvements t@;™, and the statistical significancea,, = 295 x 10~'!. For each of
the future scenarios, the experimental error is assumeed @b x 10711,

Assumption SM Error | Combined Error, 295 x 10~!!
(osm X 1011) (Otot X 1011) Otot
Present Errors 61 88 3.4
L-O-Hadronic 54 59 > 5
H-L-b-L 50 55 > 5
Both L-O-Hadronic and H-L-b-L 40 47 > 6
Most Optimistic 30 39 > 7

3 (g, —2) and New Physics in the Era of LHC

The next decade will constitute a very promising and exgigna in particle physics. Experiments
at the LHC will explore physics at the TeV-scale, an energjesthat has not been probed directly
by any previous experiment and which appears to be a cruoeag scale in particle physics. It is
linked to electroweak symmetry breaking, and e.g. natessimrguments indicate that radically new
theoretical concepts such as supersymmetry or extra spaemsions might be realized at the TeV-
scale. Furthermore, the properties of cold dark matter@rgatible with weakly interacting particles
with weak-scale/TeV-scale masses, and Grand Unificatiefefs the existence of supersymmetry at
the TeV-scale. Hence, there is a plethora of possibilites it is likely that a rich spectrum of
discoveries will be made at the TeV-scale. In any case, expetal data at the TeV-scale should
give answers to many fundamental questions and lead to meooe progress in our understanding
of particle physics.

Clearly, due to the expected importance and complexity gjgs at the TeV-scale, we need to
combine and cross-check information from the LHC with infiation from as many complementary
experiments as possible. The measurement of the muon n@agnemnent(g, — 2)/2 = a, isS
indispensable in this respect.

The muon magnetic moment is one of the most precisely medsuré calculated quantities
in elementary particle physics. Moreover, the current erpental value ofa, shows one of the
largest deviations of any observable from the correspanstiandard-model prediction (see Ef. 3),
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Aaf*® = 295(88)x10~"". Owing to this precision,, is not only a sensitive test of all standard model
interactions, but also of possible new physics at and abdovelectroweak scale. If the precision of
Aa,, is improved to39 x 1071, a,, will be a highly sensitive probe of physics beyond the statida
model up to the TeV-scale. Results from a model-independ&8M parameter scan shown in Hig). 3
exemplifies this sensitivity for the case of the minimal gggemetric standard model (MSSM) by

comparing the current valuéaﬁf"da” and the future precision with the values &, compatible
with the MSSM.
10 . [ ] alldata |

B s > 1TeV

100 200 300 400 500 600 700
MLosp [GeV]

Fig. 3: Possible values af\a)SSM = ¢)I5SM — ¢“M as a function of the lightest observable supersymmetric
particle massMr,ogp. The future constraint assumész,(f“t“re) = 295(39) x 10~!L. The black horizontal
dashed line is the present (E824) band; the dark-red lines give the future (E9&3) band. The yellow
region corresponds to all data points compatible with cairgs fromM{,, Ap andb-decays. The red region is
for smuons and sneutrinos heavier than 1 TeV. The figure stimavshe futurez,, measurement significantly
constrains the MSSM parameter space and leads to uppenaedritass bounds on supersymmetric particles.
This would even be the case if the future central vahie, """ would be smaller than today's. For more
details on the plot see Ref. [30].

In the following, the importance of the, measurement in the era of TeV-scale physics, and
particularly its usefulness as a complement to LHC, is dised. The discussion is centered around
the following aspects:

e The measured valuaa, constitutes a definite benchmark that any model of new physas
to satisfy.

e q, is particularly sensitive to quantities that are difficaltheasure at the LHC.

e q, is an inclusive measure of quantum effects from all paicle
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e a, is avery clean observable.

e q, is a simple and beautiful quantity.

3.1 a, as abenchmark for models of new physics

It has been established that the LHC is sensitive to vigualll proposed weak-scale extensions of
the standard model, ranging from supersymmetry to extr&d#ons, little Higgs models and others.
However, even if the existence of physics beyond the standadel is established, it will be far from
easy for the LHC alone to identify which of the possible ad&gives is realized. The measurement of
a, 1039 x 107! will be highly valuable in this respect since it will providebenchmark and stringent
selection criterion that can be imposed on any model thasied at the LHC. For example,Xa,,
persists to be as large as it is today, many non-supersynemegdels will be ruled out. 1fAa,, turns
out to be rather small, supersymmetric models will be sshoconstrained.

One example, where the power@f as a selection criterion becomes particularly apparent, is
the distinction between the minimal supersymmetric stethdagodel (MSSM) and a Universal Extra
Dimension (UED) model. Both models predict the existencéedvy partners (superpartners or
Kaluza-Klein modes) of the standard-model particles. Thangum numbers and — for suitable
model parameters — also the mass spectra of these heavyensaatie the same in both models.
Ref. [31] analyzed whether the two models can be distinguaiskt the LHC by considering spin-
sensitive observables. The answer turned out to be affrmdtowever even in the collider-friendly
case that the mass-spectrum of the MSSM reference pointeSB&alized, the separation of the two
models is not an easy task. A precise measuremed)t wfould be of great help in this respect. The
values predicted by the MSSMI30] and by the UED[32] modellii@ parameter point of Ref, [31])
are very differen

Aay®M =298 x 107 Ag]"™P ~ —13 x 107" (6)

Hence, the future, measurement would separate the two models by more thandestbdeviations
and thus allow for a clear decision in favor of one of the twadels.

A second example is the distinction between two differem]Amotivated scenarios of super-
symmetry breaking such as anomaly-mediated and gravityiatesl supersymmetry breaking. The
two scenarios lead to different values of superpartner esadsut a major qualitative difference is
the different sign for the MSSM-parametepreferred in both scenarios (if the current experimental
constraint on BR) — sv) is imposed). The LHC is not particularly sensitive to sign and thus
cannot test this fundamental difference. However, Giguletermines the sign of the supersymmetry
contributions taz,. The current valuea!\**) = 295(88) x 10~* already favors sigfu) = +, but
the magnitude of the uncertainty does not allow a definiteckemon. An improved measurement
with uncertainty39 x 10~!* has the potential to unambiguously determine Gigrand thus one of the
central supersymmetry parameters. Depending on the foaurteal value of\a,,, either anomaly- or
gravity-mediated supersymmetry breaking could be rulgdoat least seriously constrained by.

A third example concerns the restriction of special, higtonstrained models of new physics
such as the constrained MSSM (CMSSM)|[33]. The CMSSM has fmly free continuous pa-

1The UED result is obtained from Eq. (3.8) of refererice [32]tfe case of one extra dimension= 1.
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Fig. 4: Themg—m, ), plane of the CMSSM parameter spaceffor 3 = 10, Ag = 0, signu) = +. (a) The

Aaff‘)da” = 295(88) x 10~!! between experiment and standard-model theory is from R&J, §ee text. The
brown wedge on the lower right is excluded by the requirenttentdark matter be neutral. Direct limits on the
Higgs and chargingt masses are indicated by vertical lines. Restrictions fleenWMAP satellite data are
shown as a light-blue line. Thg — 2) 1 and 2-standard deviation boundaries are shown in purple rdgion
“allowed” by WMAP and(g — 2) is indicated by the ellipse, which is further restricted bg timit on M},. (b)
The plot withAa,, = 295(39) x 107!, which assumes that both the theory and experimental etemease
t0 22 x 1071, (c) The same errors as (b), hist= 0. (Figures courtesy of K. Olive)

tanf=40,pu>0 tanf=40,pu>0

1000

tanf=40,pu>0

i
My =114 GeV

P
»

mg (GeV)
mg (GeV)
mg (GeV)

Ik 104 GeV

1000
my, (GeV)

@) (b) (©

1000
my, (GeV)

1000
my, (GeV)

Fig. 5: The CMSSM plots as above, but withn 5 = 40. (a) As in Fig[4 but fotan 8 = 40 (b) The plot with
Aa,, = 295(39) x 10711, which assumes that both the theory and experimental etemrgase ta2 x 10711
(c) The same errors as (b), btst= 0. (Figures courtesy of K. Olive)

rameters. One precise measurement such as the future aettom of Aq,, effectively fixes one



parameter as a function of the others and thus reduces thieaenwhfree parameters by one. In fact,
the CMSSM is very sensitive not only to the but also to the dark matter (assumed to consist of
neutralinos) relic density. As shown in Fig$. 4 &nd 5, botbeslzables lead to orthogonal constraints
in CMSSM parameter space, and therefore imposing both i@ontst leaves only two free parameters
and thus allows for very stringent tests of the CMSSM at th€LH

3.2 a, is sensitive to quantities that are difficult to measure at tie LHC

The LHC as a hadron collider is particularly sensitive toocetl particles whereas tlg measure-
ment is particularly sensitive to weakly interacting pads that couple to the muon. Therefore the
sensitivities are complementary. As an example, if the MSSMalized it is possible that the LHC
finds some but not all superpartners of the gauge and Higgsbpthe charginos and neutralinos.

Furthermore, for unraveling the mysteries of TeV-scalegutgyit is not sufficient to determine
which kind of new physics, i.e. extra dimensions, supersgimror something else, is realized, but it
is necessary to determine model parameters as precisebsamle. In this respect the complemen-
tarity between the LHC and, becomes particularly important. A difficulty at the LHC isthiery
indirect relation between LHC observables (cross sectimass spectra, edges, etc) and model pa-
rameters such as masses and couplings, let alone moreyingg@érameters such as supersymmetry-
breaking parameters or theparameter in the MSSM. It has been shown that a promisirdesty
is to determine the model parameters by performing a globat & model such as the MSSM to all
available LHC data. However, recent investigations haveaked that in this way typically a mul-
titude of almost degenerate local minima)gf as a function of the model parameters reslilts [34].
Independent observables suchagswill be highly valuable to break such degeneracies and @ thi
way to unambiguously determine the model parameters.

In the following we discuss the complementarity of LHC andor the well-studied case of the
MSSM, where it has turned out that the LHC has a weak serngitiwitwo central parameters: The
LHC has virtually no sensitivity at all to the sign of theparameter and only a moderate sensitivity
to tan 3, the ratio of the two Higgs vacuum expectation values.

The MSSM contributions té\a,, on the other hand are highly sensitive to both of these param-
eters,

(7)

where Msysy denotes the average superpartner mass scale. Therefarteya improved:, mea-
surement has the potential to establish a definite positiveegative sign of the-parameter in the
MSSM, which would be a crucial additional piece of infornoati

In order to discuss the relative sensitivity of LHC amdto tan 3, we reconsider the situation
discussed in Refl [35]. In this reference it has been assuhzdhe MSSM reference point SPS1a
is realized, and the potential of the LHC to determine MSSkapeeters has been worked out. By
performing a global fit of the MSSM to all available LHC datalaage set of MSSM parameters
can determined to a precision of a few percent. Apart from(gig which has been assumed to be
positive,tan 3 could be determined only poorly tan 8“H¢ fit = 10.22 +9.1.

In such a situation, an improveg, measurement will be the perfect complement of the LHC.
One can simply study the MSSM-prediction far:,, as a function ofan 3 (all other parameters are

. 1 ?
AaffSSM ~ 130 x 107" tan 3 sign(u) (LGGV)

Msusy
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known from the global fit to LHC data) and compare it to the mead value. One can display the
result in a “blue band” plot, similar to the case of the LEPgs®n data, which can be compared to
the standard model predictions as a function of the stanaadel Higgs boson mass. The resulting
possible future “blue band” plot famn 5 determined by the,, measurement is shown in FId. 6. As
can be seen from the plot, the improvement of the deternoinati tan 3 from thea,, measurement
is excellent.

One should note that even if better ways to deternime5 at the LHC alone might be found
in the future, an independent determination usingwill still be highly valuable. tan 3 is one of
the central MSSM parameters, and it appears in all sectarsaamost all observables. Therefore,
measuring.an S in two different ways, e.g. using certain Higgs-tedecays at the LHC and using
a,,, would constitute a non-trivial and indispensable testef iniversality oftan 5 and thus of the
structure of the MSSM.

30

LHC-uncertainty of
input parameters

25 r 10 disfavored

from LHC

20}

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
tan g8

Fig. 6: A possible future “blue band” plot, wheten 3 is determined from the measurementgf The white
region between the yellow vertical bars indicatesie region from the LHC-determination ofin g-HC fit =
10.22 + 9.1. The darker blue band is with the present E821 restrictiditee lighter blue band corresponds
to Aa{™™) = 295(39) x 10711, It is assumed that the MSSM reference point SPS1a is readind that
the MSSM parameters have been determined by a global fit tealues given in Ref[[35], Table 5, and
that the measured valug,”” coincides with the actual value of the SPS1a point. The plotvs Ax? =

MSSM (¢ _expy 2 ] _
(a“ {88,;9?2%,?{‘ as a function oftan 3, where ina)®™(tan 3) all parameters exceptn 3 have been

set to the values determined at the LHC. The width of the bluges result from the uncertainty of these
parameters. The plot shows that the precisiontdar3 that can be obtained using is limited by the precision

of the other input parameters but is still better tB&fx and thus much better than the determination using LHC
data alone.
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3.3 a, is aninclusive measure of quantum effects

At the LHC, itis not trivial to discover all new particles there in principle kinematically accessible.
Some, in particular unexpected particles, might be diffiboldetect due to background problems,
not-optimized search strategies, or the triggers. Thettfyar, on the other hand, as a pure quantum
effect, is sensitive to all particles that couple to the m@amd, from the two-loop level on, even
to particles that don’t couple to the muon). Therefore, a&iseemeasurement af, constitutes an
inclusive test of all kinds of new physics, expected or umeted.

If a large deviation from the standard model prediction isnfd, this can help to establish the
existence of new particles that have not been seen at the THE projected precision of the,
measurement will even permit the derivation of mass boumdsuch new particles. Feeding this
information back to the LHC will help optimizing searcheslanight thus make a direct detection of
the new particles possible.

Likewise, if a smallAa, is found, this will help exclude the existence of certaintisés in
a particular mass range. In this way, regions of parametesfhat are difficult to test at the LHC
might be covered. 10 years ago, LEP-experiments could mhi@s the existence of particularly light
charginos, since they could have escaped detection. Thesmparameter space was then closed by
consideringz,, [36]. Such light charginos would have given a large contiduto «,, which was not
observed.

3.4 a,isaclean observable

The LHC is an extremely complex machine, and it will be a hag to understand the LHC detectors
sufficiently to make reliable measurements possible. ALIHE many sources of systematic errors
have to be brought under control, and the overwhelming brackgl makes it difficult to extract
meaningful signals. The, measurement suffers from none of these problems.

Therefore, the errors associated with LHC anddheneasurement are totally complementary,
and thea,, measurement will constitute a non-trivial cross-checkhef tHC. The importance that
LHC performs successfully cannot be overestimated. Thiés that independent measurements
that can cross-check and guide the LHC with clean data ara@lggonportant.

3.5 a, isasimple and beautiful observable

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the role the observal|enas played in the past and should play in
the future goes far beyond just being a useful tagl.and anomalous magnetic moments in general,
are some of the simplest and most beautiful observablesnidaimental physics. They have found
entrance in all quantum field theory textbooks and have iadgenerations of quantum field theory
students and researchers.

Anomalous magnetic moments are the simplest observablesfoh quantum effects in quan-
tum field theory are important. The first measurement of th@mratous magnetic moment of the
electron sparked the first successful loop calculation i@k Schwinger, in the course of which
the basic ideas of renormalization theory were developethd meantime, many more milestones in
the understanding of quantum field theory are related toyaard inspired by research on anomalous
magnetic moments.

Furthermoreg, has great appeal to the general public. All of the E821 resudtre covered
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by theNew York Timeand the rest of the popular press, as well as other journals @sScience
News The New ScientisPhysics TodayScienceandNature Measuring a quantity with such high
precision that one can resolve effects from almost all etgarg particles, ranging from the photon,
electron, muon, over hadrons, W and Z bosons, is striking and catches the imagination. The
projected precision of the measurement will permit the ltggm of effects from new patrticles such
as supersymmetric particles. This opportunity should eanisssed.

4 Improvements to the(g — 2) Experiment

The final error of 0.54 ppm obtained in E821 was statistic#dich with a 0.46 ppm statistical error
and a 0.28 systematic error. The errors from each runniriggare given in Tablgl3. Any upgraded
experiment must further improve the systematic errors afgcantly increase the volume of data
collected. The principal focus of this document is to préskaphysics caséor an improved ex-
periment, rather than to present technical details of thigaged experiment. We give no specifics
for experimental improvements in this white paper, buteatiriefly describe the experiment and the
possible future goals.

Table 3: Systematic and statistical errors in ppm for each of the e8ading periods.

1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | E969 Goal
Magnetic Field Systematic.(,) 05| 04 | 0.24| 0.17 0.1
Anomalous Precession Systematig) | 0.8 | 0.3 | 0.31| 0.21 0.1
Statistical Uncertainty 49 | 1.3 | 0.62| 0.66 0.14
Total Uncertainty 50| 1.3 | 0.73| 0.72 0.20

A proposal to Brookhaven, E969, which received enthusiasiientific approval, plans to re-
duce the combined error to 0.2 ppm, a factor of 2.5 improverheyond E821. When combined
with expected improvements in the strong-interaction igbation to the standard-model value, the
improved sensitivity could increase the significance of difference between theory and experiment
to above thé o level, assuming the central values remain the same. Soméensiof the community
have encouraged a close look to see if a factor of 5 improvemmgrossible, down to a precision of
+0.1 ppm.

4.1 Howis(g — 2), measured?

The muon anomalous moment is determined from the differéeggiencyw, between the spin pre-
cession frequencyys, and the cyclotron frequency., of an ensemble of polarized muons that
circulate in a storage ring having a highly uniform magnégtd. Apart from very small correc-
tions, w, is proportional toe,,. Vertical containment in the storage ring is achieved witheectric
quadrupole field. In the presence of magnetic and electiidsfieaving - B=E-B=0, w,is

described by
aué_(au— ! )“CE , (8)
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whereq = +e is the muon charge arﬁiis the muon velocity in units of. The term in parentheses
multiplying 5 x E vanishes at the “magic” value of= 29.3, and the electrostatic focusing does not

affect the spin motion (except for a small correction neagsto account for the finite momentum
rangeA P/ P ~ +0.14% around the magic momentum).

The magic momentum of 3.094 GeV/c sets the scale of the enpatj and the BNL storage
ring [37] is 7.1 m in radius and has a 1.45 T magnetic field. A93.GeVt the time-dilated muon
lifetime is 64.4us, and the decay electrons have a maximum lab-frame energppbximately
3.1 GeV. A short{ 25 ns) bunch of muons is injected into the storage ring, and ttiaahtime and
energy of the decay electrons is measured. The time speofrommaon decay electrons above a single
energy threshold produces the time distribution

N(t, Ey) = No(Ew)e [1 + A(Ey,) cos(wat + ¢(En))] (9)

as shown in Fid.]7. The value af, is obtained from a least-squares fit to these data.
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Fig. 7: The time spectrum a$.6 x 10° electrons with energy greater than 1.8 GeV from the 2001 skita
The diagonal “wiggles” are displayed modulo 10€. Data are from Refi_[6].

In the experiment the muon frequencyis determined to high precision, and the average mag-
netic field is measured to equal or better precision. The fgeldetermined from a suite of NMR
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measurements|[6, B8]: to reference the field against anwtiessthndard; to monitor the field contin-
uously; and to map the field in the storage ring aperfure [6].

An upgraded experiment at any level requires a significamesmse in the muon beam intensity,
as well as improvements in the detectors and front-endrelgics. A credible case was made in the
E969 proposal that the factor of 2.5 improvement could bézesh We believe that with further
research and development, and adequate running time orctleéeeator, a significant increase in
precision beyond the factor of 2.5 could be achieved. Weicoetto study potential improvements
to the beamline, and to the electron detectors and elecgoni

5 Summary

In this White Paper, we concentrate on the physics case éoneiwv(g — 2) experiment, E969. The
standard model theory situation now—Spring, 2007—givesegipion commensurate with experi-
ment at roughly 0.5 ppm. Improvements are expected fromioggeork, both in the experiment-
driven lowest-order hadronic vacuum polarization, andhie hadronic light-by-light contributions.
The new(g — 2) experiment will reduce the experimental error by a facto?.6f(or more) so that a
comparison with theory will have a combined sensitivityXae, better thant7 x 10-'*. The current
discrepancy, a.4 o would rise abové o if the magnitude of the difference remains unchanged. New
physics signals are expected to emerge in the LHC era, arnithfireveda,, measurement can make
a significant impact in the role of helping to sort out the natof the discoveries made at the LHC.
The precision physics from low-energy observables is cemphtary to the discovery potential of
the collider. Many authors have understood the importaft¢keecindependent constraint placed on
new physics by g — 2),, and there are over 1300 citations to the E821 papers.

We conclude with a list of items related to “Why now?”

e The experimental precision can be improved by at least affaft2.5 or more but it must be
started “now” to be ready when the results from the LHC wilindend additional constraints.
Several years of RD and construction are required before running and anatgsidegin. We
estimate roughly — 6 years from project start to achieve the goal.

e The standard model theory uncertainty is slightly smalemnt experiment and it should be
halved again over the next few years. Over the past twentyg 21 stimulated an enormous
amount of theoretical work, which necessitated the brepkihnew ground in higher-order
QED and electroweak contributions, as well as the signifisark on the hadronic contribu-
tion. These improvements have been driven by the fact tletmeasurements aof, were
also being made. The momentum should be sustained and ravs effspecially related to the
difficult hadronic light-by-light contribution, must be emuraged.

e We are already at a compelling moment. The preséat -based standard model theoryig
standard deviations from the experiment, providing a gftant of new physics. If the current
discrepancy persists, with halved experimental and thieatauncertainties, the significance
will rise abovet o.

e For specific models, such as SUSY, is particularly effective at constrainingn 5—the ratio
of Higgs vacuum expectation values—for a given supergamimass and it gives the sign of the
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1 parameter, something that cannot be obtained at the LHG.iflormation is complementary
to the anticipated LHC new-particle spectra and it will bectal in the effort to pin down the
parameters of the theory behind them.

¢ Independently of SUSY—we do not suggest or depend on thisyother specific model as
being correct—measuring, to very high precision will register an important consttdar any
new physics theory to respect. Some models will predictgeley — 2) effect, while others
will not. It is information that can likely help diagnose n@lysics.

e Onthe practical side, the project is based on a proven tesxkd by an existing team of experts
and new enthusiastic collaborators. It is efficient to mabithe Collaboration now while the
storage ring and beamline facilities can be dependablpnertissioned, and while the diverse
expertise exists.

Acknowledgments: We thank Michel Davier and Simon Eidelfaatheir helpful comments and
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