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A bstract

The discovery of By By oscillations twenty years ago by the ARGU S oollaboration
m arked a watershed event. It persuaded a signi cant part of the HEP community that
the Jarge tin e dependent C P asym m etries predicted for som e B4 decaysm ight be w ithin
the reach of specially designed experin ents. This opened the successfl era of the B
factories, which has a great future still ahead. A fter sketching the status ofheavy avour
physics I describe why we need to continue a com prehensive heavy avour program not
only for its Intrinsic reasons { it iseven m andated asan integralpart ofthe LHC program .
N otw ithstanding the great success anticipated for the LHCb expermm ent I explain why a
Super¥ lavour Factory is an essential com plam ent to the LHC program .
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P rologue

E arlier this aftemoon we heard from Prof. Schopper how on his rst visit here his
request to be taken to DESY was m isconstrued by the taxidriver. M y experience this
tin e was fundam entally di erent: when I told my taxidriver in A ltona that I have to
go to DESY, he inm ediately understood the nature of my destination. He perked up
and said: "Oh, T am just reading a book on quantum dhem istry { can we tak about
i?" Itake my experience as reassuring evidence for a grow ing appreciation of scienti c
culure. Yet the reality-based am ong you { ie. the experim entalists { w illprobably think:
"T ypicaltheorist!" For looking atm e you w ill realize that Tam m uch oldernow than P rof.
Schopper was then: therefore T { unlke hin { was above susoicion.

A Jlow m e another brief look back. W hen Iwas invited before 1987 to give a tak and I
suggested m y topic { you can easily guess, what twas 2] { Theard the follow Ing reaction:
" Yes, yes, we know , Ikaros ..., but could you not talk about som ething relevant?" A fter
ARGUS' discovery of By By oscillations twenty years ago [1], I never heard that again.
Tony Sanda and Ibene tted m ore from this discovery than m ost high energy physicists,
and I can state an em phatic: "T hank you, thank you, ARGUS!™

Atthetine of ARG U S’ discovery B 4 oscillations had been expected to proceed rather
slow Iy. The m aln reason for that prediction was that the UA 1 experim ent had reported
strong evidence for having discovered top quarkswith amassof40 10GeV.AImostall
theorists accepted those ndings. Peter Zerwas, however, did not, and he explained the
reasons for his skepticisn to m e at the tine. I should have listened to Peter { it is the
only tin e Idid not, and I have been kicking m yself for it ever since!

O ur know ledge of B m eson dynam ics has been expanded greatly over the last twenty
years In a process accelerated by the success ofthe B factordes. T his developm ent hasbeen
helped by theorists In a way nicely expressed by the cartoon of Figl, which I found last
Soring reading the In— ight pumalofUnited A irlines: The chap In them iddl, cbviously
an experin entalist, graciously { ifwith a slightly patronizing avour { gives som e credit
to the theorist on his keft by declaring: " To be honest, I never would have nvented the
wheel if not for U rg’s groundbreaking theoretical work w ith the circle."

Thave given the rsttitle ofmy tak in Latin based on a indam ental C atholic tenet
recently re-con m ed by the new church leadership: If it can ke expressed in Latin, it
must ke true. Since Hamburg is not exactly a hotbed of Catholician , T will use a lss
august language, whik fully aware that the elegance and cogency of the argum ent w i1l
su er from this drawbadk.

The tak will be organized as follows: In Act I I will sketch the role and status of
studies of avour dynam ics; n Act IT I will gaze into my crystal ball conceming the
foture of avour physics as carrded out for certain by LH Cb and hopefully Super¥ lavour
Factordies; in A ct IIT I w ill present m y conclusions before nishing w ith an Epilogue.



Figure 1: " To be honest, I never would have nvented the wheel if not for U rg’s ground-
breaking theoretical work w ith the circle."

1 ActI{On theRole and StatusofF lavour P hysics

Allow me to go "m edias in res" rather than beat around the bushes. W hile the detailed
study of strangeness changing processes w as Instrum ental for the creation ofthe Standard
M odel (SM ), that ofcham changing onesw as central for itsacosptance, and that ofbeauty
changing ones has aln ost com plkted the SM ’s validation (W ih only the H iggs boson not
having been discovered yet).

A s explained In previous taks [3, 4], the uniariy of the 3 3CKM matrix gy
In plies am ong others the follow ng relation am ong its (com plex) elam ents:

VoVua + VgV + VgV = 0 ; @)

which can be represented as a triangle in the com plex plane. It is usually referred to as
the’ CKM unitarity trangl. W hile the sides of the trangle re ect transition rates for
K and B mesons (ihcluding pure quantum e ects lke oscillations), the angles determm ine
CP asymm etries. A coordingly the area ofthe trianglk isa m easure forthose asym m etries.
Sihce rescaling the tranglke kaves the angles unchanged, one conveniently nom alizes
the base line to unit length. O ur know ledge of avour dynam ics is sketched in a highly
condensed form in Fig 2 by show ing constraints from data { m ost in portantly from M g,
M g, Bl, Vu=Vajbland theCP sensitive cbservables ¢ and ; @ka. ).The latter
is the angle extracted from the tine dependent CP asymmetry In By ! Ks. These
constraints are nferred from a very heterogeneous set of transitions occurring on vastly
di erent tine scales. Yet they do overlap In a an allish dom ain indicated by the two
ellipses for the apex of the trianglk { a highly non-trivial success for the SM !
Fig2 containing all constraints is very busy and thus cbscures som e of the relevant
ndings. Let m e illum inate thisby a highly topical exam ple, nam ely the profound im pact
resolving By B oscillations hashad. Look at the keft plot in Fig.3. The trangl there
is constructed from its three sides: the uni length baseline, and the other two sides as
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Figure 2: The CKM Unitarty Tranglke t (courtesy CKM tter colhb.).

Inferred from Vp,=Vgjbland M g =M g, B], respectively, w ith the w idths ofthe bands
denoting the uncertainties (m ainly of a theoretical nature). The two bands overlap in a
an all dom ain, where the apex has to lie. The resulting trianglk clkarly has a non-zero
area: from two C P insensitive observables { ie., two quantities that can be non-zero, even
when CP Invariance holds { we can thus nfer that the SM has to contain C P violation.
Y et the situation is even m ore intriguing, as the right plot in F ig.3 show s: the am ount of
CP violtion inferred from V,,=Vgjand M g, = M . is compltely consistent w ith the
cbserved C P asymm etries asexpressed through ¢ and ; @ka. )! Thismarksanother
trium ph for KM theory: From the observed values oftwo C P insensitive observables one
Infers the size of CP asymm etries In even quantitative agreem ent w ith the data.

So why not declare victory and close (the heavy avour) shop? There are two sets of
reasons against it:

1. W e have experim ental evidence ofm ostly heavenly origin that the SM is incom plete:
neutrino oscillations, dark m atter and dark energy.

2. The novel successes the SM has socored since the tum ofthem illeniuim { having the
predictionsoftruly largeC P asymm etries in B decayscon m ed { do not illum inate
any of itsm ysterious features; if anything, they despen the m ysteries:

@) Theoretical argum ents centered on the Yauge hierarchy problem ’ strongly sug-
gest that the electroweak symm etry breaking is driven by som ething beyond
the SM s SU (2);, U (1) gauge theory with that som ething entering around
the TeV energy scale. Those argum ents have been su ciently persuasive as to
m otivate the construction of the LHC complx at CERN, and I will refer to



Figure 3: CKM unitarity triangk from ¥ @b)=V (d)jand M 5,= M 5, on the left and
com pared to constraints from  and sin2 ; on the right (courtesy V . Sordini).

©

it asthe "con dently predicted New Physics" (cpNP).A popular candidate is
provided by SUSY .

W e have no structural explanation for charge quantization and the lepton-—
quark connection; ie., why is the elctric charge of the electron exactly three
tin es that for d quarks? A natural resolution of this puzzl arises In G rand
Uni ed Theories, which place quarks and Jlptons into the same mulilets. I
w il refer to it as the "guaranteed New Physics" (NP ) characterized by scales
ofthe order of about 10** G &V ; an SO (10) gauge theory provides an attractive
scenario.

Tt seem s lkely that fam iy replication and the hierarchicalpattem in the CKM
param eters is created by som e fiindam ental dynam ics operating at som e high
scale. Iwillcall it "strongly suspected New Physics" (ssNP).W e do not know
what that scale is, and expressing the hope that M theory will resolve this
puzzlk is a polite way of saying that we have hardly a clue about it.

D etailed and com prehensive heavy avour studies m ight { just m ight { provide
Insights into the gNP and sNP { ie., ftam s (o) and (c) above { although we cannot
count on it. Yet they are lkely to be essential for identifying the coNP, tem (@)!

Letm e explain the lJast point n som e detail:

Iam oon dent the LHC will reveal the presence of New Physics directly by the
production of new quanta.

Yet we should ain higher than herrly’ establishing the existence of such New
Physics. The goalm ust be to dentify its salient features. Tam a big fan ofSUSY,
yet we should rem em ber that SUSY per s is not a theory or even class of theories
{ i is an organizing principle.



TeV scale dynam ics is lkely to have scme mpact on B, D and decays. W e need
to probe the discovery potential in those processes in order to identify the New
Physics. A dedicated heavy avour program is not a luxury { it is integral to the
core m ission of the LHC program .

W e should already have seen, say, the in pact ofa Yeneric SUSY ' [7] { ie., a version
of SUSY picked at random out of the multitude of SUSY inplem entations. On
the other hand past experience show s that N ature has not exhbited much taste
for generic dynam ics. Furthem ore the one aspect of SUSY that is beyond dispute,
nam ely that it is broken, is also the least understood one.

T he often heard tertm of h inim al avour violation’ isa classi cation schem e [B], not
a theory { analogous to the case ofthe superweak m odel of C P violation. W e have
to ask to which degree do dynam ics in plem ent such a soenardio: does it represent a
strict or { m ore lkely { an approxin ate one?

To summ arize: we need to continue a com prehensive program of experin ental heavy

avour studies, not to shed light on the avourm ystery ofthe SM { although thatm ight
happen { but asa high sensitivity instrum ent for probing m ore fiilly the dynam ics behind
the electroweak phase transition. W e have lkeamt (and som e of us had actually predicted
it several years ago [10]) that heavy avour transitions typically will not be a ected in
a num erically m assive fashion by the anticipated New Physics. Yet this should m ake us
strive for higher sensitivity in our searches, not to abandon them .

2 Act II: On the Future { LH Cb and Super¥ lavour
Factories

Looking at the next few years ITam pleased to say that the state of heavy avour studies
is prom ising and strong. T he contrdbutions from the CDF and D 0 experin ents studying
hadronic collisions have greatly exceeded expectations w ith respect to B physics. The
latest exam ple { and a spectacular one { was the measurement 0of By B oscillations
B]. M ore than a decade ago LHCb wih its focus on B physics was approved as an
experin ent to take data from day one of LH C 'soperation. The European HEP comm uniy
deserves credit for this visionary decision. I am oon dent that LHCb will m ake truly
sem Inal contrdbutions in particular in the exploration of B decays { m ost notably the
tin e dependent CP asymm etries In B ! ’ . Since B4 and B¢ transitions a priori
represent di erent chapters in N ature’s book of dynam ics, we better analyze both w ith
high accuracy. There is no doubt in my m ind that the HEP comm unity will reap great
bene ts from the support it givesto LHCDb.

2.1 The "Second R enaissance" of Cham P hysics

T he case Pora continuing experim entalprogram ofheavy avourphysicshasbeen strength-
ened considerably by the strong evidence presented by Belle and BaBar in the spring of



2007 [11, 12, 13]. Analogous to the B4 case D® D ° oscillation rates can be expressed
In temm s of the calbrated m ass and w idth di erences between the two m ass eigenstates:
Xp Mp=p, Yo 5=2 p . Averaging over all relevant data { an Intriguing enter—
prise, yet one that is not w ithout risk at present { one obtains [6]

xp = 087250 18 ; v = 06605) 16 ; @)

which represents 5  evidence or &p ;vp ) & (0;0).

Ifwe had observed x, > 1% vp , we would have a strong prin a facie case for New
Physics { but such a scenario has been basically ruled out now . For the data point to
Xp ¥ 05 1%.

1. E ects of that size could be due hmerely’ to SM dynam ics [14, 15]. Even then it
would be a seam naldiscovery and should be m easured accurately; for it can help to
validate the observation of tim e dependent CP asym m etries as discussed below .

2.Atthe sasmetimeD? D? oscillations can still receive sizable contrbutions from
New Physics.

How can we resolve this conundrum ?

W e m ght be jist one theoretical breakthrough away from a more accurate SM
prediction. M aybe.

R atherthan wait forthat to happen, since it m ight take a while, the experim entalists
m ight ©llow the Calvinist tradition of dem onstrating heavenly favour by achieving
earthly success. For they can ssarch for CP violation In cham transitions. It
is m ost appropriate to em phasize this option at this ARGU S-Fest. W ill history
repeat itself n the sense that the discovery of oscillations w ill prom pt a program of
CP studies? There are cbvious challenges nvolved: W e are dealing with a tenti-
ARGUS’ scenario, since Xp is about a factor of hundred sm aller than xp . I think
our experim ental colleagues w ill leam to dealw ith that. Another di erence is that
KM theory does not predict sizable, ket alone large e ects In the cham system . T
subm it this is actually an advantage, since the ratio of signal to theoretical noise’
(from SM contrlbutions) m ight wellbe large. Furthem ore we are not engaging In a
W ild goose chase’ here, since baryogenesis requiresNew Physicsw ith CP violation.
T he decay channelsbeing analyzed roscillations 16] {D°! K* K =* =Kg * {
are also excellent targets for such searches. For oscillations can generate tim e dependent
CP asymm etries there. No such e ects have been seen so far { but the experim ental
sensitivity has only recently reached a dom ain, where one could hope fora signal [17, 18].
C onsider
D°! K'K 3)

In qualitative analogy to By ! K g the oscillation induced CP asymm etry is given by

mteD @M ! K'K ) mteD (! K'K ) £
—0 3 [OIYD] - ST, eak 7 (4)
rate@®@ ! K*K )+ mte®@ @ ! K*K ) D




ie., it isby and large bounded by the value of Xy [or yp 1. Ifthose do not exceed the 1%
level, nor can the asymm etry, and that is about the experin ental sensitivity at present.
Having seen a signalwould hardly have been credible. Yet now it is getting interesting;
for any in provem ent in experin ental sensitivity m ight revealan e ect.

2.2 The Case for a Super+ lavour Factory

I count on LHCDb to becom e a highly successfiil experim ent in heavy avour studies {
benchm ark transitions lke B ! , orD°! K*K ,K* are optin alfor LHCb'’s
consum ption { yet it w ill not com plete the program !

A s Indicated above we can typically expect at m ost m oderate deviations from SM
predictions. P recision is therefore required both on the experin ental and the theoretical
side. The latter requires ‘ anking m easures’; ie. In order to calbrate our theoretical
tools for Interpreting decay rates, we want to analyze nal states wih (multineutral
hadrons ke B® ! * =3 0, B ! 009 WeneedtostudyBgq ! Ks, “9Kg
w ith precision, since those lssons are com plm entary rather than repetitive to those
Inferred from By ! . Inclusive reactions can be described m ore reliably than exclusive
ones { a valuabl assst when searching for an allish e ects. W e want to m easure also
sem feptonic B decays { B ! D= X { asa prbe for the exchange of charged H iggs
bosons with a mass in the ssveral hundred Ge&V range. Com prehensive CP studies in
cham transitions are m andated now m ore than ever before due to the strong evidence
HrD® D oscillations. Last, but m ost certainly not least we have to search for both
Ipton avourand CP violation in  decays.

A Super¥ lavourFactory { a ow-energy €' e m achine w ith a lum inosity of10%® an 2
s! isneeded to take on these challenges R0]. In this context let m e express a waming:
a Super¥ lavour Factory requires a very di erent kind of justi cation than the original
B factories at KEK and SLAC did. For those we had socalled killer applications’ RJ;
ie., e ects that individually would have an inm ediate and profound in pact on the SM ,
if they were cbserved or ruled out. Those were the tin e dependent CP asymm etries
nBy! Kg="' ; forthey were predicted { with no plhusiblk deniability { to reach
the several 10 % range; this was Inferred from the only known CP violation In the
early 1990’s, namely K ! , which is characterized by jx j’ 022% . Furthem ore
the dom ain of quantitative heavy avour dynam icswas still largely Virgin’ territory. The
success of the B factordes has greatly exceeded our expectations: they have prom oted the
KM paradigm from an ansatz to a tested theory. As faras CP violtion in the decays of
hadrons is concemed, we no longer look for altematives to KM theory, only to corrections
to it. However, the very success ofthe B factories has raised the bar for a Super¥ lavour
Factory. Rather than exploring unchartered territory, we want to revisit i, aloeit wih
greatly enhanced sensitivity. It is lke going back Into a heavily m ned gold m ine.

To say it slightly di erently. T here are two types of research program s, nam ely hy—
pothesis driven’ and hypothesis generating’” research . W hik the formm er tests an existing
paradigm (and thus is favoured by funding agencies), the latter ain s at developing a new
paradigm . The program at the B factories belonged to the fom er variety { and repre—



sents a m ost successfil one { yet a Super¥ lavour Factory ain s at the latter by searching
m ainly for the anticipated New CP Paradigm ’.

T he top priority at a Super¥ lavour Factory has to be assigned to studies of B physics,
which still has a rich agenda as explained in the taksby Ligeti B] and G olutvin PJ; for
m ore details see Ref.R0]. I will not repeat their discussion here and instead sketch the
agenda of two other areas accessble at a Supert lavour Factory, nam ely cham and
physics.

221 2nd Priority: CP Studies in Cham Transitions

I had m entioned before that the cbserved rate ofBg _Bs oscillations is consistent w ith
the SM prediction w ithin the latter’s signi cant uncertainty. T he potential New P hysics
hiding behind the uncertainty can be revealed in the tin e dependent CP asymm etry In
B! , sihce the latter is an all in the SM for reasons gem ane to it R].

T he sam e strategy can and should be pursued in cham transitions. W hile the observed
oscillation rate is not clearly inconsistent w ith the SM , the uncertainties are quite large.
Y et decisive tests can beprovided by CP studiesinD?! K*K =* =K* =Kg *
as m entioned before, since the YSignal to theoretical noise’ ratio is very likely higher n
CP asymm etries than in pure oscillation phenom ena. For the fom er are shaped to a
higher degree by short-distance dynam ics, over which we have better theoretical control
than over the non-perturbative long-distance dynam ics. Furthem ore KM theory allow s
foronly an all asym m etries to arise n a rather restricted set of channels [16].

Iwant to add two exam ples of a bit unorthodox nature.

The D ark H orse’: Sem ileptonic D° D ecays
In analogy to the B4 case, the am ergence of Wrong-sign’ Jptons { D? ! 1K' or
D’ ! I K { signalsoscillations have taken place. W e already know that unlke orB4
mesons i is a rare process for neutral cham mesons. O nce we have accum ulated such
w rong-sign events, we can ask w hether this rate is di erent for them eson and antim eson
transition: 0 . o

as, ©°) © T X)) SO’lK) )
©°! 17 K*)+ O ! I K )

Such di erences have been and are being searched for In the sam ileptonic decays ofneutral
K and B mesons. For K; decays the expected rate hasbeen found { ag;, K1) " 33
10 3 ; the experin ental upper bounds for neutral B m esons have not yet reached the
SM predictions: asy, B4) © 4 10, a5t Bs) 7 2 10 PR1]. W e understand why these
num bers are so tiny. For ag;, is given very roughly by

81 T SIy eak * Q)
Whie =M ’ 1 forkaons,wehave sih  yeax 1 due to the third quark fam ily being
aln ost decoupled from the rst two. ForB g4 it is the other way around: = M 1,
yet sin yeax O (0d). For By mesons we have furthem ore sin ek 1, since on the
leading level only the second and third quark fam ity contriute.



A rough estin ate yields agy, © %) jum 10° . Present data suggest =M to be
about uniy. W ith New Physics nducing a weak phase we could conceivably obtain a
relatively large value: agy, © °) faw 10 ; ie. while we know that sem ileptonic D °
decays produce few wrong-sign kptons, they m ight exhibit a hrge CP asymmetry { In
m arked contrast to K, , B4 and B m esons.

F inal State D istributions, T odd M om ents
So far allC P violation has been found in partial w idths { exospt for one, the forward—
backward asym m etry in the ordentation ofthe * ande'e planesihK, ! * e'e .
Tt had been predicted PR2] and subsequently found that the expectation value for this
angular asymm etry is about 14% [19] { yet driven by jx J’ 023% . How can that
be? This puzzlk is resolved, when one realizes that both am plitudes that generate the
asymm etry through their interference { K, [ * o+ ! ' e&'e and
K, 1t o+ ! T e'e { are greatly suppressed, abeit for di erent reasons: it
is the CP violation in the rst and the M 1 feature in the second am pliude. Such a
dram atic enhancem ent of the asym m etry does not com e for free, of course: the price one
pays is a tiy branching ratio ofabout 3 10 ; ie., one trades branching ratio for size of
the asymm etry. This is a very desirable trade { if one has a copious production source.

T here m ight be a close analogy in the cham oom plx, nam ely In the angular distri-
bution oftheK "K relativetothe * plane in

D, ! KK * ; (7)

where a CP vioclating E 1 am plitude Interferes with a CP oconserving M 1 am plitude to
generate a orw ard-backw ard asym m etry. T he Jatter could exhibit an enhancem ent ofthe
underlying CP violation leadingtoD; ! K 'K by an order of m agnitude depending
on details of the strong dynam ics. This radiative decay has not been observed yet; is
branching ratio could be as Yarge’ as about 10 ° .

T he readerm ight view this discussion as com pletely academ ic, sihhce it requires a pure
sam ple of long-lived neutralD m esons in qualitative analogy to K , . Yet since the lifetin e
di erence between D ; and D 3 can hardly reach even the 1% lvel, batience’ { waiting
forthe D ¢ com ponent to decay away { is insu cient. Yet there is a unique capability of
a Super¥ lavour Factory that can be hamessed here through the use of EPR correlations
23] or Entanglam ent’. C onsider munning at cham production threshold:

ee ! ©3770)! DsDy : @)

Once one of the neutralD mesonsdecaysasD ! KK ,weknow unambiguously that
the otherm eson hastobeaD ;,aslongasCP isoconserved. W e can then track itsdecays
ntotheK *K * nal state.

222 3rd Priority: P hysics

Lepton Flavour V iolating D ecays (LEV)
Finding a transition of the type ' 1 or ! 31 establishes the existence of New
Physics, sihce kpton avour is violated. The B factories have established upper bounds
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offew  10® . Therange10® 10! isa very prom ising search dom ain ratherthan an ad
hoc one. For several classes of New P hysics scenarios { in particular ofthe GUT variety
w ith their connectionsto ! e =3e { point to that range R0]. T he radiative transition

! 1 seem s to be clearly beyond the reach of LHC experim ents; this m ight well tum
outtobetrmue for ! 3laswell Yet a Super¥ lavour factory can push into this dom ain
and possibble swesp it out.

CP Violation in P hysics
The next great challenge in CP studies isto nd CP violation in lptodynam ics. The
leading contenders are the electron EDM , CP asymm etries In neutrino oscillations and
In sam thadronic  decays lke ' K () R4, 25]. If ound, it would Yem ystify’
CP violation as a phenom enon present both In the quark and lpton sectors. M aybe
m ore in portantly it would provide us w ith a potential benchm ark for Jptogenesis that
can subsequently Induce baryogenesis In our Universe. T here w illnot be any com petition
from LHC experin ents orprobingCP symmetry In  decays. Ata Super¥ lavourFactory
one can also em ploy a unique and powerflil tool, nam ely longitudinalbeam polarization:
it will lead to the production of polarized  leptons, which provides anocther handle on
C P invariance 6, 25].
For proper perspective one should note that whilk a LFV rate has to be quadratic in a
New Physics amplitude, a CP asymmetry (n a SM m ode) is linear only:

CP odd L, TypJ vs: LEV INT )
Observinga 10® [0*]CP asymmetry in ! K then corresponds very roughly to
discovering ! w ith a branching ratio of about 108 [10 1.

2.3 Design Criteria for a SuperF lavour Factory

T he preceding discussion leads to the follow ng strategic goals when designing a Super-
F lavour Factory:

Y ou cannot overdesign a Super+F lavour Factory. Ifwhat we know now about the size of
theCP asymmetry n By ! K 5 had been known when the B factories were proposed, a
less am bitious target for the um inosity would m ost likely have been chosen. In retrospect
both B factories had been overdesigned { yet that is exactly what was a comerstone of
their spectacular success! W hat is true fora hypothesis driven’ research program , is even
m ore true for a hypothesis generating’” one. Tony Sanda’s dictum "W e need a lum inosity
of 10> an 2 s! " is certainly tongue-in-cheek’, but not frivolous in that sense. If you
m ust stage the construction, do not com prom ise on nalperform ance. To bem ore down
to earth: a data sampl of 10 ab ! { an increase by an order of m agnitude over the
existing set { should be targeted as an Intemm ediate step; n the end one should ain for
at least 50 ab ' .

K esp the background as low aspossble.

M ake the detector as hem etic as possble. This is essential when ain ing for B !

K", B ! D ;D) ! m odes.
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Keep the exbility to eventually have quality runs on the (5S) resonance, be it for
callbrating absolute rates for B  transitions or analyzing som e of their features that could
not be settled by LHCDb.

Tt m ight tum out to be even m ore in portant to be ablk to run In the cham threshold
region with good lum inosity to reduce system atic uncertainties when searching for tiny
CP asymm etries in cham decays. For the badkground is lowest there; firthem ore quan—
tum correlations can be hamessed to obtain unigue Informm ation [16]. I have m entioned
Just one exam pl, nam ely the ability to prepare a beam ’ ofD ;, m esons.

M ake a reasonably strong e ort to obtain at last one longiudinally polarized beam .
This is an essential tool in probing CP invariance In the production and decay of
Ieptons. It would also be valuabl In dealing w ith the background when searching for
LFV  decays (@nd forsome CP asymm etries in cham baryon decays).

3 Conclusions and O utlook

W e are about to embark on a m ost exciting adventure: we stand at the begihning of an
era that prom ises to reveal the dynam ics behind electroweak symm etry breaking. The
central stage for this adventure will be the LHC, where quanta signaling New P hysics
are expected to be produced. Sihce ailure of the LHC program would have disastrous
consequences for the future of findam entalphysics, it jist cannot be tolerated! Y et heavy

avour studies probing the fam ily structure and CP symmetry in the K, D, B and
sectors w illbe central players In the evolving dram a.

Such studies are and w ill rem ain of fundam ental in portance In oure orts of reveal-
ing Nature’s G rand D esign’;

their lessons cannot be obtained any other way;
they cannot becom e cbsolete.

At the sam e tin e com prehensive studies of CP violation, oscillations and rare decays
can be instrum entalized to analyze the anticipated TeV scale New Physics. I see three
soenarios play out over the next several years:

1. The Yptin al one: New Physics has been discovered In high p, collisions at the
LHC .Then wemust determm Ine is salient features, and this cannot be done w ithout
analyzing its inpact on avour dynam ics { even if there is none! W ith the m ass
scale of the New P hysics revealed directly, lessons from heavy avour rates can be
Interpreted w ith m ore quantitative rigour.

2. The Intriguing’ one: deviations from SM predictionshave been established in heavy
avour decays.

3. The Yrustrating’ one: no deviations from SM predictions have been identi ed any—
w here.
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Ibet it willbe the rst scenario with som e elem ents of the sscond one. W e should not
overlook that heavy avour studies can realistically have sensitivities up to the about 10
—100 TeV scak { wellbeyond the direct reach ofthe LHC .But in any case none of these
scenarios weaken the essential role of avour studies. For even the ‘Yfrustrating’ scenario
does not resole any of the centralm ysteries of the SM . 2

The LHCb experim ent w illbe a worthy and successfiil standard bearer ofheavy avour
physics, yet it w illnot com plete the program . T he era ofthe heavy avour factories nau—
gurated by ARG U S’ discovery twenty years ago hasnot run itspro table course yet { the
best m ight actually stillbe ahead. A Supert lavour Factory provides unigue capabilities
In searching for LEFV and CP violation In = decays, unm atched access to CP studies in
cham transitions and m easuram ents of B decays that are highly com plem entary to the
LHCDb program . The HEP com m uniy is fortunate to have a battle tested and enthusiastic
am y’ to embark on a Super¥ lavour Factory cam paign and w illbene t greatly from the
results of the latter.

E pilogue

W hen we ook back over the last thirty years { ie. including the period leading up to
ARGUS' discovery of By By oscillations { we see several strands of developm ents: from
the heavy avour sweatshops’ { ARGUS,CLEO and M ARK ITT { to the present B and
tau-cham factories { Belle, BaBar, CLEO ¢ and BE STIT { hopefully to a Super¥ lavour
Factory; accelerators pushing the high energy frontier { the SP S, Tevatron, LEP I/IT and
SLC { leading to the LHC and hopefully to the ILC ; last (and presum ably least for som e
of the readers) theory. T hese strands are not isolated from each other, but substantially
Intertw Ined. T he generational challenge facing us is to understand the electroweak phase
transition. Thisw illbe tackled In a dedicated way at the high energy frontierby the LHC
experin ents Atlas and CM S and at the high sensitivity frontier by LHCb. Yet they are
unlikely to com plkte the task { we willneed m ore precise and m ore com prehensive data.
This iswhere the ILC, which is also a top factory, and a Super¥ lavour Factory com e In
as essential parts of the adventure.

Let me allow a very personal look back aswell: Fig4 showsme giving a tak at the
Heldeberg Heavy Q uark Sym posium In 1986. F ig.5 on the other hand m ight be closer to
how som e seem e now . It actually show s the person whose m ost fam ous quote I adapted
for the title.

Tt has been said: "A Il roads kead to Rom e." Personally I think Rom e is never a bad
destination. W hen I said before we are at the beginning of an exciting pumey into the
unknown Iwas inoorrect, as shown by cekbrating ARG U S’ sam -nal achievem ents: For it
is actually the continuation of an age-long adventure, and we are m ost privileged to be
able to participate in it.

2This is of course a purely scienti c-intellectual argum ent { the political one would play out very
di erently.
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Figure 4: G ving a takk In Heldelberg in 1986

b s DL ol N

Figure 5: Cato the E der
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