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A bstract

W e begin a system atic study of how gaugino m ass uni cation can be probed at the CERN
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) In a quasim odel ndependent m anner. As a rst step In that
direction we focus our attention on the theoretically wellm otivated m irage pattem of gaugino
m asses, a oneparam eter fam ily of m odels of which universal high scal) gaugiho m asses are
a lim iting case. W e improve on previous m ethods to de ne an analytic expression for the
m etric on signature space and use it to study oneparam eter deviations from universality in
the gaugino sector, random izing over other soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters. W e put
forw ard three ensam bles of ocbservables targeted at the physics of the gaugino sector, allow ing
for a determ ination of this non-universality param eter w ithout reconstructing individualm ass
eigenvalues or the soft supersym m etry-breaking gaugino m asses them selves. In this controlled
environm ent we nd that approxin ately 80% ofthe supersym m etric param eter space would give
rise to a m odel for which ourm ethod w ill detect non-universality in the gaugino m ass sector at
the 10% levelwith O (10 !) of integrated lum nosity. W e discuss strategies r in proving the
m ethod and for adding m ore realisn in dealing w ith the actual experim ental circum stances of
the LHC.
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1 Introduction

A sthe Large H adron Collider (LHC) era fast approaches, the theoretical com m unity is increasingly
focused on how the new discoveries m ade there w illbe interpreted. The rst step, m ost cbviously,
is to establish the presence of physics beyond the Standard M odel. This w illbe done using search
strategies that are by now wellestablished, though m any interesting \w hat-f" scenarios continue
to be proposed and investigated [l]. W e continue to believe that supersymm etry (SUSY ) is the
best-m otivated extension to the Standard M odel for physics at the LHC energy scale. Furthem ore,
if supersym m etry is lndeed relevant at the electrow eak scale there arem any reasons to expect that
its presence w ill be established early on in the LHC program RlJ. Indeed, even som e properties of
the spectrum , such as the m asses and soins of low -lying new states, m ay be crudely known even
after relatively little integrated um inosity [3,14,5]. In this paperwe begin a research program into
what com es next: how to connect themuliple LHC cbservations to organizing principles in som e
(high-energy) e ective Lagrangian of underlying physics.

T his secondary problem can be further divided into two sub-problem s. The rsthasocom e to be
called the \inversion" problem . Brie y stated, the inversion problm isthe recognition that even in
very restrictive m odel fram ew orks it is quite lkely that m ore than one set ofm odelparam eters w ill
give predictions for LHC observations that are in good agreem ent w ith the experim entaldata [6].
M uch recent work has focused on how to address this issue [/, 18,19,110,11], and we w ill borrow
m uch ofthe philbsophy and m any ofthe usefiltechniques from this recent literature. But our focus
here is on what we m ight call the second sub-problem : how to tum the ensem bl of distinct LHC
signatures into a determ ination of certain broad properties of the underlying Lagrangian at low
energies. C learly the m ost direct attack on this second sub-problem is to perform a global tto the
param eters of a particular m odel [12,113]], m odulo the degeneracy issue jist described above. N ot
surprisingly, therefore, the work we w illdescribbe In thispaperw illm ake signi cant use of likelihood

ts. But ourulin ate goalisto tto certain broad properties of the underlying physics itself { and
not sim ply to a particular m odel of that physics.

W ew illre ne this rather vague-sounding goalin am om ent. But it ishelpfulto rst consider an
exam ple of what we m ean by the phrase \broad properties of the underlying physics." Consider a
high energy theorist interested In connecting the (supersym m etric) physics at the LHC to physics
at an even higher energy scale, such as som e underlying string theory. W hat sort of inform ation
would be of most use to hin or her in this pursuit? W ould it be a precise m easurem ent of the

gliino m ass, or of the m ass golitting In the top squark sector, or som e other such m easurem ent?



Obtaining such inform ation is (@t least in principl) possbl at the LHC, but far m ore valuable
would be know ledge of the size of the supersym m etric -param eter or whether tan is very sm all.
Such Inform ation is farm ore di cul to obtain at the LHC [|14]] but ism ore correlated w ith m oduli
stabilization and/or how the -param eter is generated In string m odels [I5]. For exam ple, this
know ledge m ay tellus whether the -param eter is findam ental In the superpotential or generated
via the Kahler potential as in the G mudiceM asiero m echanisn [L6]. This, in tum, is far m ore
powerfiil in discrim inating betw een potential string constructions than the gluino m ass itself { no
m atter how accurately it is determ ined. W e m ight refer to the genesis of the -param eter as a
\broad property of the underlying physics."

If all such key broad properties of the underlying physics were enum erated, it is our view that
one ofthem ost in portant such propertieswould be the question ofgaugino m assuniversality. T hat
is, the notion that at the energy scale at which supersym m etry breaking is tranam itted to the ob—
servable sector, the gauginos ofthem inin al supersym m etric Standard M odel (M SSM ) allacquired
soft m asses of the sam e m agniude. This issue is intim ately related to another, perhaps equally
In portant issue: the wave-finction of the lightest supersym m etric particle, typically the lightest
neutralgaugino. Few properties of the superpartner spectrum have m ore farreaching in plications
for low -energy phenom enology, the nature of supersym m etry breaking, and the structure of the un—
derlying physics Lagrangian [17]]. Ifthe theorist could be told only one \result" from the LHC data
the answer to the sin ple question \Is there evidence for gaugino m ass universality?" m ight wellbe
it. But these soft param eters are not them selves directly m easurable at the LHC _l18]H Onem ight
consider perform ing a t to som e particular theory, such asm Inin al supergravity m SUGRA ), In
which universal gaugino m asses are assum ed [21] { or perhaps to certain m odels w th xed, non—
universal gaugino m ass ratios 22,123]. But we are not so much Interested In whetherm SUGRA {
or any other particular theory for which gaugino m assuniversality isa feature { isa good tto the
data. Rather, we w ish to know whether gaugiho m ass universality is a property of the underlying
physics independent of all other properties of the m odel. From this exam ple both the am bitiousness
and the di culty inherent in our task is clar.

W e have therefore decided to begin our attack by considering a concrete param etrization of
non-universalities in soft gaugino m asses. M any such fram ew orks present them selves, but we w ill

choose a param etrization that has the virtue of also having a strong theoretical m otivation from

!Even a m easurem ent of the physical gluino m ass is not a direct m easurem ent of the associated SU (3) soft m ass
M 3. Quantum corrections to the gluino bare m ass can be sizable and their theoretical com putation involves a large
set of other M SSM  soft param eters [19,[20] { which are also not directly m easurable!



string theory. In recent work by Choiand N illes 24] soft supersym m etry-breaking gaugino m ass
pattemswere explored in a vardety of string-m otivated contexts. In particular, the socalled \m irage
pattem" of gaugino m asses provides an Interesting case study in gaugino m ass non-universality.
Yet asm entioned above, these soft supersym m etry breaking param eters are not them selves directly
m easurabl. Linking the soft param eters to the underlying Lagrangian is in portant, but w ithout
the crucial step of linking the param eters to the data itself it w illbe in possible to reconstruct the
underlying physics from the LHC observations.

The m irage paradigm gets its nam e from the fact that should the m irage pattem of gaugino
m asses be used as the low-energy boundary condition of the (one-doop) renom alization group
equationsthen therew illexist som e high energy scale at w hich allthree gauginom asses are identical.
Thisuni cation has nothing to do w ith grand uni cation of gauge groups, how ever, and the gauge
couplings will In general not unify at this particular energy scale { hence the nam e \m irage."
The set of all such low-energy boundary conditions that satisfy the m irage condition de nes a
oneparam eter fam ily of m odels. T his param eter can be taken to be the m irage uni cation scale
itself, or som e other param eter, such as the ratio between various contributions to the gaugino
soft m asses. W e note that the m inin al supergravity paradiom of soft supersym m etry breaking is
Itselfa m ember of this fam ily ofm odels since it is de ned by the property that gaugino m asses are
universal at the scale M gyt ’ 2 10° Gev . Indeed, in the param etrization we adopt from R4,
the gaugino m ass ratios at the electroweak scale take the formm

M{ :My, :M3’” (1+066 ) :@2+02 ) :(6 18 ); 1a)

where the case = 0 isprecisely theunied m SUGRA Iim it. Note that when we speak of testing
gaugino m ass universality, therefore, we do not In agine a com m on gaugino soft m ass at the low —

energy scale. Instead, the \universality" paradigm in plies the ratios
M :My, :M3’" 1 :2 :6: @2)

The goal of thiswork is to ask whether it is possble to determ ine that the param eter of [L.]]) is
di erent from zero { and if so, how .

T he theoretical details behind the ratios of [1.1l) will be the topic of Section [2 in this paper.
These details are largely irrelevant for the analysis that follows in Sections [3 and [4, but m ay
neverthelessbe of interest tom any readers. Forthose w ho are only interested in them ethodology we
w illpursue and the results, this section can be om itted. At the end of Section [ we w ill present two

benchm ark scenardos that arise from concrete realizations of the m irage pattem of gaugino m asses



In certain classes of string m odels. A s this is a paper about the interface of theory and experin ent
atthe LHC { and not about string phenom enology per se { we w ill keave the theoretical description
of these m odels to the Appendix. In Section [3 we discuss how we will go about attem pting to
m easure the value of the param eter in [I.]l) and describe the process that Jed usto an ensembl
of speci ¢ LHC observables targeted for precisely this purpose. Tn Section [4 this list of signatures
is tested on a Jarge collection of M SSM m odels, as well as on our two special benchm arks from
Section [2. W e will see that the signature lists constructed using the m ethod of Section [3 do an
excellent b of detecting the presence of non-universality In the gaugino soft m asses over a very
w ide array of supersym m etric spectra hierarchies and m ass ranges. N on-universality on the order of
30-50% should becom e apparent w ithin the st 10 b ! of analyzed data form ost supersym m etric
m odels consistent w ith current experim ental constraints. D etecting non-universality at the 10%
vel would require an increase in data by roughly a factor of two. N evertheless, depending on
the details of the superpartner spectrum , som e cases w ill require far m ore data to truly m easure
the presence of non-universality. O £ course all of these statem ents m ust here be understood In the
context of the very particular assum ptions of this study. Som e thoughts on how the process can be
taken further in the direction of ncreased realisn are discussed in the concluding section.

Beforem oving to the body ofthe paper, however, we would like to take a m om ent to em phasize
a fow broad features of the theoreticalm otivation behind the param etrization n [L.l). In the lin it
ofvery large values for the param eter the ratios am ong the gaugino m asses approach those of the
anom aly-m ediated supersymm etry breaking @AM SB) paradigm R5,26]. In fact, them irage pattem
is m ost naturally realized in scenarios n which a comm on contrdbution to all gaugino m asses is
balanced against an equally sizable contribution proportional to the beta-function coe cients of
the three Standard M odel gauge groups. Such an outcom e arises in string-m otivated contexts,
such as KK LT type m oduli stabilization in D -brane m odels 27, 28] and K ahler stabilization in
heterotic string m odels 29]. These string-derived m anifestations can also be extended easily to
Include the presence of gauge m ediation, in which the m irage pattem ism aintained in the gaugino
sector [30,131]. In portantly, however, it can arise in non-stringy m odels, such as de ected anom aly
m ediation [32, [33]. W e note that In none of these cases is the pureAM SB 1l it lkely to be
obtained, so our focus here w illbe on an all to m oderate values of the param eter In @) We
w il urther re ne these cbservations in Section [2 before tuming our attention to the m easurem ent
ofthe parameter atthelLHC.

I any event, the phenom enology of the AM SB scenario is su ciently distinct from the m odels we w ill consider
that distinguishing between them should not be di cul [|34]].



2 Theoretical M otivation and B ackground

Tn this section we w ish to understand the origin ofthem ass ratios in [LIl) from rstprinciples. W e
w ill treat the m irage m ass pattem here In com plte generality, w thout any reference to itspossible
origin from string-theoretic considerations. This short section concludes w ith two speci ¢ sets of
soft param eters, both of which represent m odels w ith the m irage gaugino m ass pattem (though
the physics behind the rest of their soft supersym m etry breaking param eters are quite di erent).
In the Appendix we w ill recast the discussion of this section in tem s of the degrees of freedom
present In low -energy e ective Lagrangians from string m odelbuilding. T here we w ill also present
the string theory origin of the two benchm ark m odels that appear in Tablk [l at the end of this
section.

Let us begin by im agihing a situation n which there are two contrbutions to the soft super-
symm etry breaking gaugino m asses. W e assum e that these contributions arise at som e e ective
high-energy scale at which supersym m etry breaking is tranam itted from som e hidden sector to the
cbservable sector. Let us refer to this scale as sin ply the ultraviokt scale vy . It is traditional n
phenom enological treatm ents to take this scale to bethe GUT scale at which gauge couplings unify,
but in string constructions one m ight choose a di erent (possbly higher scal) at which the super-
graviy approxin ation for the e ective Lagrangian becom es valid. W e w ill further assum e that one
contribution to gaugino m asses is universal in nature whilk the other contribution is proportional
to the beta-function coe cient of the Standard M odel gauge group . M ore speci cally, consider the
universal piece to be given by

Mg (u)=Myj; (23)
where a = 1;2;3 Jabels the Standard M odel gauge group factors G, and M , represents som e m ass

scale in the theory. The second piece is the socalled anom aly m ediated piece, which arises from
loop diagram s nvolving the auxiliary scalar eld of supergravity [35,136]. It w ill take the form

b
M2 v) = uv! 7 5
Sl =@ w) T3

where the by are the beta-function coe cients for the Standard M odel gauge groups. In our

Mg ; @4)

conventions these are given by
b= GG C.)i 2.5)
i
where C,, C; are the quadratic C asin ir operators for the gauge group G,, respectively, in the
ad pint representation and in the representation of them atter elds * charged under that groupH

3T he convention chosen in [2.5) is opposite of the one chosen in B7]].



Forthe M SSM these are

33
il ilsg = E;lf 3 2.6)
Note that ifwe take v = gyt then we have
1
q%(uv)zqg(uv)=g§(uv)=g§ut,5: @.7)

Themass scale M 4 is comm on to all three gauge groups; the subscript is m eant to indicate that
the contrdoution in [2.4) is related to the gravitino m ass. T he fiillgaugino m ass at the high energy
boundary condition scale is therefore

By

16 2 g: (2.8)

Ma(u)=M2( o)+ MZ(0)=Mu+ & ( )

Now in agihe evolring the boundary conditions in [2.8) to som e low -energy scale o, via the
(oneJoop) renom alization group equations RGEs). For the anom aly-generated piece of [2.4) we
need only replace the gauge coupling w ith the valie at the appropriate scale

b,

Maz(ew)zgi(ew)mMg; (2.9)

while for the universal piece we can use the fact that M a=g§ is a constant for the oneloop RGEs.
A fter som e m anjpulation this yields

M2(a)=My 1 ium%h = 210)

Combining [2.10) and [2.9) gives the Iow scale expression
8 2 39
< =
by 1 M
Ma(ew)=My 1 d(e)osh — 41 -——3F 5
. 8 ew 2Mu]n _uv ’

ew

(211)

For gaugino m asses to be uni ed at the ow smke ., then the quantity in the square brackets
in [2.17)) must be engineered to vanish. T his can be achieved w ith a jadicious choice of the values
M, and M 4 for a particular high-energy input scale v .Putdi erently, fora given vy (such as
the GUT scalk) and a given overall scale M , there is a oneparam eter fam ily ofm odels de ned by
the choice M 4.

Tt ispossble, however, to nd a m ore convenient param etrization ofthe fam ily of gaugino m ass
pattems de ned by (2.11]). C onsider de ning the param eter by

M
= - ; @212)
Myh ( wv= ew)




so that [2.11]) becom es

uv

Ma(e)=My 1 1 - F (o) 213)

8 2 ew
and the requirem ent of universality at the scale oy now Inplies = 2. Nom alizing the three
gauginomasses by M 1 ( oy ) J=0 and evaluating the gauge couplings at a scale o, = 1000 G&V

we obtain the m irage ratios
M :My, :M3= 10+ 066 ) : 193+ 019 ) : 5687 176 ) ; 2.14)

or uw = gut, In good agreem ent w ith the expression in .

Let us generalize the param etrization in [2.12)) once m ore. Instead of de ning the param eter in
termm s of the starting and stoping points in the RG evolution of the gaugino m ass param eters, we
will x then in tem s ofm ass scales in the theory itself. Thuswe follow the convention of Choiet

al. 38] and de ne
Mg .
Mu]n(Mpleg)’

(2.15)

whereM ., isthe reduced P lanck massM 1 = 24 10® G eV . O urparam etrization isnow divorced
from the boundary condition scalesofthe RG ow and can be xed in advance. T he choice ofm ass
param eters in the logarithm of [2.19) m ay seem arbitrary { and at thispoint it is indeed com pletely
arbirary { but they have been chosen so as to m ake better contact w ith string constructions, such
as those which we present in the Appendix. Inserting [2.18)) into [2.11l) yields

( " |#)
ba uv pl
M L) = M, 1 L) | B S =
a(ew) g (ew) s w3t
( " 2'#)
uv =b/'[
- My 1 ey n e BeTey @.16)
ew

C om paring this expression with [2.10) it is clear if gauge couplings unify at a scale .y = gut s
then we should expect the soft supersym m etry breaking gaugino m asses to unify at an e ective
scale given by
Mg T
Mo
W e see that our param etrization In term s of  is Indeed equivalent to a param etrization in temm s
of the e ective uni cation scale, as suggested in the introduction.

Thevalieof asde ned n (2.12) or [2.15) can be crudely thought ofas the ratio ofthe anom aly
contribbution to the universal contribution to gaugino m asses. Indeed, the Im it ! 0 isthe lm it

217)

mir — gut



Parameter | Point A | Point B Parameter | Point A | Point B

03 10 mg. (1507)* | 430:9)
M g 15TeV | 163 Tev me (1504)? | (610:3)?
M, 198.7 851.6 mg (1505)? | (3522)2
M, 1721 5533 Mg ,mZ | (1503)* | (381:6)°
M 5 154 .6 3391 mz (1502)% | (407:9)?
A 193.0 1309 mg. (1508)* | (208:4)
Ay 2053 1084 mg, (1506)* | (302:7)
A 1884 1248 my (1505)? | (347:0)?
mg. (1500)* | (752:0) m? (1503)* | (379:8)
my (1503)% | (388:7) mi (1502)* | (404:5)°

Tabl 1: Soft Term Inputs. Initial valies of supersym m etry breaking soft tem s in G eV at the initial scale given
by w =2 10'® Gev . Both points are taken to have > 0 and tan = 10. The actualvalue oftan is xed in
the electroweak sym m etry-breaking conditions.

ofthem inim al supergravity paradigm ,while ! 1 istheAM SB lin i. But as [2.8) m akes clear,

these two contributions w ill be of com parable size only if M 4 is at least an order of m agnitude
larger than M . W e could therefore have chosen a param etrization based on theratior= M =M ,
w ith interesting values being in the range r ¥ 0O (10 100). But such a param etrization spoils
the sin ple relation w ith the m irage uni cation scale (2.17). Furthem ore, the introduction of the
factor n M ;1M ) In [2.15) provides the needed large factor, taking a value of n M 1M 4) * 35

forM 4 " 1 TeV.To obtain the m irage pattermn it is therefore necessary for the underlying theory

to generate som e large numberc’ InM 1M 4) * 30. Speci c exam ples of how this is achieved in

explicit stringbased m odels are given in the A ppendix to this paper.

In Tablk [l we have collected the necessary soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters to com —
pltely specify two bendchm ark points for further analysis in what follow s. T he detailsbehind these
two m odels are described In the Appendix. Here we w ill sin ply Indicate that point A represents a
heterotic string m odelw ih K ahler stabilization of the dilaton which was studied In detail In [37].
T hisparticularexam plehasavaluieof = 03.PointB isan exam pl from a classofT ype IIB string
com pacti cations with uxeswhich was studied iIn [38]. This second exam ple hasa value = 10.
Both are exam ples of the m irage pattem of gaugino m asses, having m irage uni cation scales of

nir= 20 10°GeV and = 15 10 GeV, respectively. N ote that these soft supersym m etry



breaking tem s are taken to be speci ed at the GUT energy scak of gyr = 20 10° Gev and
m ust be evolved to electroweak scale energies through the renomm alization group equations.

3 Detem ining : M ethodology

3.1 Setting Up the P roblem

A sm entioned in the introduction, the ulin ate goalofthis avenue of study is to determm ine w hether
or not soft supersym m etry breaking gaugino m asses ocbey som e sort of universality condition in-—
dependent of all other facts about the supersym m etric m odel. Such a goal cannot bemet in a
single paper so we have begun by asking a sin pler question: assum ing the world is de ned by
the M SSM w ith gaugino m asses obeying the relation [L.J]), how well can we detem ine the valie
of the param eter . At the very least we would lke to be abl to establish that € 0 wih a
relatively an all am ount of Integrated lum inosity. The rst step In such an increm ental approach is
to dem onstrate that som e set of \targeted observables" [12]] wWe w illcallthem \signatures" in what
follow s) is sensitive to am all changes in the value of the param eter i a world where all other
param etersw hich de ne the SUSY m odelare kept xed. In subsequent work we Intend to relax this
strong constraint and treat the issue of gaugino m ass universality m ore generally. D espite the lJack
of realism we feel this is a Jogical point of departure { very m uch in the spirit of the \slopes" of the
Snowm ass Points and Slopes [39] and other such benchm ark studies. T hus, where the Snowm ass
benchm arks tak of slopes, we w ill here speak of \m odel lnes" in which all param eters are kept
xed but the value of is varded in a controlled m anner.

To oconstruct a m odel line we m ust specify the supersym m etric m odel in all agpects other than
the gaugino sector. TheM SSM is com plktely speci ed by 105 distinct param eters, but only a an all
subset are In any way rekevant for the determ ination of LHC collider observables [L4]. W e will
therefore choose a sim pli ed set of 17 param eters as in the two benchm ark m odels of Table[d]

. 2 . 2
tan My My,

M 3; Ay Ap; A

AV 0O
IMVW/ ©

(3.18)

« MK/

MQy,,iMU 7D, 7MLy, 7ME;, %
14

mQ3;mU3;mD3;mL3;mE3

The param eters in [3.18)) are understood to be taken at the electroweak scale (gpeci cally oy =
1000 GeV) so no renom alization group evolution is required. The gliino soft mass M 3 will set

the overall scale for the gaugino m ass sector. T he other two gaugho m assesM 1 and M , are then



determ ined relative toM 3 via [2.14)). A m odelline w ill take the inputs of [3.18) and then construct
a fam ily of theoriesby varying the parameter from = 0 (them SUGRA lim i) to som e non-zero
value in even increm ents.

For each point along the m odel line we pass the m odel param eters to PYTHIA 6.4 [40] for
soectrum calculation and event generation. Events are then sent to the PGS4 [41]] package to
sin ulate the detector response. A dditionaldetails of the analysis w illbe presented in later sections.
T he end result of our procedure is a set of cbservable quantities that have been designed and (@t
least crudely) optin ized so asto be e ective at separating = 0 from other points along them odel
line in the least am ount of integrated lum inosity possble. Th Section [3.2 we describe the m anner
In which we perform this separation between m odels. T he signature lists, and the analysis behind
their construction, is presented in Section [3.3. In Section [4 we w illdem onstrate the e ectiveness of
these signature lists on a large sam ple of random ly generated m odel lines and provide som e desper
Insight on why the whole procedure works by exam ining our benchm arks in greater detail.

3.2 D istinguishability

T he technigque we will em ploy to distinguish between candidate theories using LHC observables
was suggested In [L2]] and subsequently re ned in [6]. T he basic pram ise is to construct a variable
sin ilar to a traditional chisquare statistic

" #2

S|

SiAB ; (3.19)

(Sap)=

S|

i

w ith n being the total num ber of signatures considered. The labels A and B indicate two distinct
theories which give rise to the signature sets S and S? , respectively. F inally, the errorterm  SP'P

is an approprately-constructed m easure of the uncertainty of the term in the num erator, ie. the
di erence betw een the signatures. In thiswork we w illalwaysde ne a signature S as an observation

Interpreted as a count (or number) and denote it w th capital N . O ne exam pl is the number of
sam e-sign, sam e— avor kpton pairs in a certain am ount of integrated lum nosity. A nother exam ple
istaking the invariant m ass ofall such pairs and form ing a histogram ofthe resuls, then integrating
from somem Ininum valie to som em axinum value to cbtain a number. In principle there can be
an in nite number of signatures de ned in thism anner. In practice experin entalists w ill consider

a nite number and m any such signatures are redundant.

10



W e can dentify any signature N ; w ith an e ective cross section ; via the relation
1= Ns=L; 320)

where L is the integrated lum inosity. W e refer to this as an e ective cross—section as it is de ned
by the counting signature N ; which contains in its de nition such things as the geom etric cuts that
are perform ed on the data, the detector e ciencies, and so forth. Furthem ore these e ective cross

sections, w hether inferred from actualdata or sin ulated data, are sub fct to statistical uctuations.
A swe Increase the Integrated lum inosity we expect that this e ective cross section ; (@s inferred
from the data) converges to an \exact" cross section ; given by

i= 1im is (3.21)
L! 1

T hese exact cross sections are (at least In principl) calculable predictions of a particular theory,
m aking them the m ore natural quantities to use when trying to distinguish between theordes.
T he transfom ation in [320) allow s ©or a com parison of two signatures w ith di ering am ounts of
Integrated lum nosity. T his w ill prove usefiill in cases where the experim ental data is presented
after a lim ited am ount of integrated lum inosity La , but the simulation being com pared to the
data Involves a m uch higher integrated lum inosity Ly . U sing these notions we can re-express our
chisquare variable ( S ap )2 in temm s of the cross sections

n #
X A B 2
i i
AB
i i

(Sag)= (B22)

S

W e will assum e that the errors associated w ith the signatures N ; are purely statistical in nature
and that the integrated lum inosities L, and Ly are precisely known, so that

q q

PP= PP 2P bea+ Pl (3.23)

1 1

and therefore (S ap )2 is given by

>
P
o]

S|
D
R

= - 5 ; (3.24)
i iA=LA + iB=LB

(Sap)=

w here each cross section includesthe (comm on) Standard M odelbackground, ie. ;= ¥+ 5,
The vardiable ( S ap )2 form s a m easure of the distance between any two theories in the space
of signatures de ned by the S;. W e can use thism etric on signature space to answer the follow ing
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question: how farapart should two setsofsignatures Szi* and SiB bebefore we conclude that theories
A and B are truly distinct? The originhal criterion used In [6] was as follow s. Im agine taking any
supersym m etric theory and perform ing a collider sim ulation. Now choose a new random num ber
seed and repeat the simulation. Due to random uctuations we expect that even the sam e set
of input param eters, after sin ulation and event reconstruction, will produce a slightly di erent
set of signatures. That is, we expect (S aa )2 & 0 sihce it involves the e ective cross-sections
as extracted from the sinulated data. Now repeat the simulation a large num ber of tim es, each
w ith a di erent random number seed. Use (3.24) to com pute the distance of each new sim ulation
w ith the origihal sin ulation in signature space. The set ofall ( S aa )? values so constructed w ill
form a distrdbution. Find the value of ( S aa )2j35 in this distribbution which represents the 95th
percentile of the distribution. T hism ight be taken as a m easure of the uncertainty in \distance"
m easurem ents associated w ith statistical uctuations.

T his procedure for de ning distinguishability is unw ieldy in a num ber of respects. D eterm ining
the threshold for ssparating modelsby (S ag)? > (S aa)®3}s is com putationally intensive as it
requiresm any repeated sim ulations ofthe sam em odel (aswellas the Standard M odelbackground) .
M ore in portantly, the \brute foroe" determ nation of ( S aa )2j'b5 isparticular tom odelA aswell
as the list of signatures used in [3.24)). Each change in either them odelparam eters or the signature
m ix dem ands a new determm ination ofthe threshold for distinguishability. W e w ill therefore propose
a new criterion that has the bene t of being analytically calculabl w ith a form that is universal
to any pair ofm odels and any set of signatures.

To do that ket us reconsider the quantum uctuations. At a nite Integrated lum inosity L we
can describe the outcom e of a counting experin ent as a P oisson distrbution approxin ated by a
nom aldistribbution (this is a good approxin ation for approxin ately 10 counts orm ore), which can
be expressed as

N;=1L ;+ L ;Z: (325)

Here Z isa standard random variable, ie. a random variable having a nom aldistribution centered
at 0 w ith a standard deviation ofl. N ote that by Introducing statistical uctuationsvia the variable
7Z we can replace ; in [3.29) with the exact cross section. Equation [3.28) then m erely states the
well known fact that the distrdbution in m easured values N ; should form a nom al distrdbbution
about the value L ;. To combine two such distributionsN; and N, wem ay w rite

Niper = L 1+ L 121, + L ,+ L »2Zy

T P T .
L+ L Tz; (326)
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where Z is a new standard random variabl and 7T is the total crosssection. For example, 1
m ight be the contribution to a particular nal state arising from Standard M odel processes w hile
2 m ight be the contribution arising from production of supersym m etric particles.

W ih the above In m ind we can re-visit the de nition (3.24)) and obtain an analytic approxin a—
tion for the distrdoution in ( S ap )? values by usihg random variables to represent the signatures.
Them easured cross sections can be related to the exact cross sections via

q
P=NP=La= $+  2=LaZa; 327)

w ith a sin ilar expression for them odel B . Substituting 3.27) into [324) gives

" r #2
2 B A B
1 1
x BBy 4z
2
(Sag) = 5 - . *
i i i 1y 1y 0
* LA+LB+ L2 LA+L§ LBZ
1X A B
CRAN N S Y (3.28)
n A B
1 i+ i
La Ls

where we have combined Z, and Zg into the random variabls Z and Z ° and have assum ed that
La and Ly are su ciently large to be ablke to neglect the term proportionalto Z °. In this lin twe
inmediately see that (S ap)? is itself a random variable with a probability distrbution for the
quantity (S ag)? given by

P(s%=n 2 @sS?; (329)

w here 1?1; is the non-central chisquared distribution for n degrees of freedom H T he non-centrality

param eter is given by
X (2 B2

i i
- ; (3.30)
?A=LA + iB=LB

i
and now the ; represent exact cross sections. This is actually the result we expect sihce the
original ( S am 2 in B24) is essentially a chisquare lke function. Note that since the ; In the
distrdbution of [328)) are exact, we have the anticipated resul that uctuations of the quantity
(S an )2 should be given by the central chisquare distribution fl (0). W e note, however, that the

“Ifwe had chosen to de ne the separation variable (3.19) w ithout the factor of 1=n we would have Hund that the
distrbution of ( S as )? valueswas exactly given by the non-central chisquare distribution. T he two are related by
a sin ple change of variables.
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Figurel: P lot ofdistribution in ( S aa )? values. T he top panelplts the probability distrbution fiinction [329)
for = 0Oand n = 1;3;5 and 10. The lower panel plots the cum ulative distrbbution function { the absolute

probability for obtaining that value of ( S) 2. The 95% percent threshold is indicated by the horizontal lines, and

2 are indicated by the m arked values of , (0:95).

the corresponding values of ( S) 95th

derivation of [328) in plicitly assum ed that the signatures S; which we consider are uncorrelated
{ orm ore precisely that the uctuations in these signatures are uncorrelated. W e w ill have m ore
to say about signature correlations In Section below . W e now have a m easure of separation in
signature goace that is related to well known fiinctions in probability theory

A m ed wih this technology, ket us retum to the issue of distinguishing a m odel from itself.
From [328), 329) and [3.30) it is apparent that all the physics behind the distribution of possble
(S am )2 values is contained in the values of and n. In particular the distrbution of possbl
(S aa )2 values (@ centralchisquare distribution) should depend onlk on the num bern of signatures

considered { not on the m odel point nor on the nature of those signatures. W hen com paring a

SIn fact, the non-central chisquare distribution is related to the regularized con uent geom etric functions .
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m odel w ith itself we can therefore digpense w ith the subscript and wrie ( S AA)2 = (S)%. We
plot the probability distrbution P ( S) 2 of B29) or = 0 and variousvalues ofn in the top panel
ofF igure[ll. W e have also plotted the cum ulative distribbution fiinction for the sam e n values in the
lower panel of F igure[Il. To ruk out the nullhypothesis (ie. the hypothesis that m odels A and B
are in fact the sam em odel) to a evelof con dence p requires dem anding that ( S) 2 is larger than
the p-th percentile value for the distribution [329) for the appropriate n value. For exam ple, if
we use the criterion from [6] and require (S ap)? > ( S) %3, then p= 0:95. W e have indicated
this value for the cum ulative distribution fiinction by the horizontal dashed line in Figure[ll. Tn
generalwe w ill denote this particular value of ( S) 21') for each value of n by the symbol , ). It
can be found via the cum ulative distribution finction as in Figure[d], or by num erically solving the
equation

n n n

E;E nP) = P T p); (3.31)
where () isEuler'sgamm a function and n;m ) isthe Incom plete gamm a function. A summ ary
of these values for am aller n values is given in Tablk[2. Ifwem easure our n signatures, extract the
cross—sections, om (S ap )? and the number is greater than , (o) then we can say that the null
hypothesis can be ruled out at a levelof con dence given by p  100% . The value of this critical
(S) 2;!) = 4 () Isa universalnumber determ ined only by our choice ofp value and the num ber of
signatures n that we choose to consider.

If, however, our m easurem ent gives ( S ap )2 < 4 () then we cannot say the two m odels are
distinct, at least not at the con dence level p. But they may still be ssparate m odels and we
were sin ply unfortunate, w ith statistical uctuations producing a sn allvalue of ( S agp)?. Ifwe
accum ulate m ore data and measure ( S ap)? again, wemay nd a di erent result. To quantify
the probability that two di erent m odelsA and B willgive a particular value of ( S ap )? requires
the use of the non-central chisquare distrbution n [329). T he degree of non-centrality is given
by the quantity in [B30). Clearly, the more distinct the predictions % and P are from one
another, the larger this num berw illbe. In F igure[d we plot the distribution for ( S 45 )% forn = 3
signatures and several values of . A s expected, the larger this param eter is, the m ore lkely we
areto nd largevaluesof ( S ag )2 .

Letusassum e forthem om ent that \m odelA " isthe experin entaldata, w hich correspondsto an
Integrated lum inosity of L . O ur \m odelB " can then be a sin ulation w ith integrated lum inosity
LM = gL®P, W em ight in agihe that g can be arbitrarily large, lin ited only by com putational
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Con dence Levelp
n || 095]0975] 099 | 0.999
1] 384] 502 | 664 1083
2 /300 369 | 461 | 691
3| 261] 312 | 378 542
4 |237] 279 | 332 462
5| 221] 257 | 302 410
6 || 210 | 241 | 280 | 374
71 201] 229 | 264 | 348
8 |[194| 219 | 251 327
9 || 188 | 211 | 241 310
10| 183 | 205 | 232 | 2.96

Tabl 2: List of , (p) values for various values of the param eters n and p. The valie , (p) represents the
position of the p-th percentile in the distrdoution ofP ( S) 2 or any list of n signatures. For exam ple, if we consider
a list of10 signatures, then the quantity ( S as )? orm ed by these ten m easurem entsm ust be larger than 1.83 to say
that m odels A and B are distinct, w ith 95% con dence. Ifwe dem and 99% con dence this threshold becom es 2.32.

resoumes@ W e can then rew rite [3.30) as

X B2
i————i%—: (3.32)

— 1,8%P
L I
q

P [

i
From this expression it is clear that we can expect the value of this param eter to increase
as experin ental data is collected. T he larger the value of L& the less likely it becomesto nd a
particularly sm allvalie of ( S ag )?. Thiscon m soutbasic intuition that given any observable (or
set of observables) for which the two m odels predict di erent values then w ith su cient integrated
Jum nosity it should always be possible to distinguish the m odels to arbitrary degree of con dence.
For any given value of 6 0, the probability that am easurem ent of ( S ap )? will uctuateto a
valie so an allthat it isnot possible to separate two distinct m odels (to con dence evelp) issin ply
the fraction of the probability distrbution in [329) that lies to the left of the value , ). Ifwe
w ish to be at least 95% ocertain that our m easurem ents w ill correctly recognize that two di erent

fAm ong otherbene tsofa large value forgwould be the reduction in uncertainties arising from the sim ulation side
of the com parison, ie. assum ing that the sim ulation perfectly captures both the physics and the detector response,

the rem aining uncertainty would be that associated w ith the experin ental cbservation associated with 2 .
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Figure 2: P Iot of distribution in ( S a5 )? values for n = 3 and various . The probability distrdbution
fiinction [329) or = 0; 5; 15 and 35 is plotted for the case of n = 3. The curves are nom alized such that the total
area under each distribution rem ainsunity. N ote that the peak in the distribbution m oves to Jarger valuesof ( S as )2

as the non-centrality param eter is increased.

m odels are indeed distinct we m ust require
21 2
_ 2 2 2\ _ 2 05 -
P = n ;. M Szg)d(Sig)= n; W)dy  095: (333)

nj;

n ©) n o @)
Since the value of the integralP in [3.33) decreases m onotonically as  increases the value of this
param eter w hich m akes [3.33) an equality isthem inim um non-centrality valie i (;p) such that
the two m odels can be distinguished.

In other words for two distinct m odels A and B , any com bination ofn experin ental signatures
such that > L @;p= 0:95) willbe e ective In dem onstrating that the two m odels are indeed
di erent 95% ofthetin e, with a con dence levelof 95% . W e have successfiilly reduced the problem
to an exercise In purem atham atics, asthese , n ;p) values can be calculated analytically w ithout
regard to the physics involved. A collection of valies for sm all values of n are given in Tabk[3.
Note that as we increase n the necessary valuie i, increases, re ecting the fact that as m ore

cbservations are m ade we should expect that it w ill becom e Increasingly likely that at least one
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Con dence Levelp
n | 095 | 0975 ] 099 | 0999
1 || 1299 ] 1765 2403 | 4071
2 || 1544 | 2055 | 27.41 | 44.99
3 || 1727 | 22.60 | 2983 | 4810
4 || 1857 | 2427 | 3179 | 50.66
5 || 19.78 | 2571 | 3350 | 52.88
6 || 2086 | 2699 | 35.02 | 54.88
7 || 2184 | 2816 | 36.41 | 5671
8 || 22.74 | 2925 | 37.69 | 58.40
9 || 2359 | 3026 | 38.89 | 59.99
10 || 2439 | 3121 | 4002 | 6148

Tabl 3: List of n (h;p) values for various values of the param eters n and p. A distrbution such as those
in Figure@wih = 4 i @;p) willhave precisely the fraction p of its total area at larger values of ( S as )? than
the corresponding critical value , () from Tabl[2. A graphical exam ple of this statem ent is shown in Figure[3.

w ill show a large deviation. Indeed, the quantity can be thought of as a m easure of the overall
distance from ( S a3 )2 = 0 in the n-din ensional signature space in units of the variances. A s an
exam ple, again consider the casewheren = 3. Forthisvalue ofn the corresponding 3 (0:95) = 2:61
value can be found from Tabk[d, whilewecan nd i (3;0:95) = 17:17 from Tablk[3d. W e plot the
distrdbutions [329) for fn; g= £3;0g and £3;17:17g sin ultaneously in Figure[3. By construction,
the area of the non-central distrioution to the left of the Indicated value of (( S ag 32) = 261 will
be precisely 5% of the totalarea.

H aving reached the end ofour som ew hat lengthy digression on probability theory we now retum
to the physics issue at hand. T he requirem ent that nin M;P) can be translated into a condition
on the signature set and/or lum inosity via the de nition in (3.32). Let usm ake one nalnotational
de nition

X X 2

B
D)

Rap = Rag)i= 715 (334)
i i t3 i

] e

Q=

where Rap has the units of a cross section. O ur condition for 95% certainty that we willbe able
to separate two truly distinct m odels at the 95% con dence level becom es
min (01;0:95)

3.35)
Ras

Lexp
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Figure 3: D eterm ination of . i for the case n = 3. The plt show s an exam ple of the distribution of ( S a5 )2

forn = 3. The curve on the left represent = 0 case, ie. valueswe w illget when we com pare a m odel to itself. 95%

of the possible outcom es of this com parison are below 2.61 which is shown on the plot. The curve on the right has
= 17:17 and 95% ofthe curve isbeyond 2.61. As increases, this curve m oves further to the right and gets atter.

G wven twomodels A and B and a selkction of n signatures both 1 (0;0:95) and Rag are com —
pktely determ ined. Therefore the m Ininum am ount of integrated lum inosity needed to separate
the m odels experin entally w illbe given by

Los ) = OB, (3.36)

Ras
W ewillbeusing [3.36) repeatedly throughout the rest of thispaper. A welkchosen set of signatures
w ill be the set that m akes the resulting valuie of Ly i, determ ined from [3.36) as small as it can
possbly be.

3.3 Speci c Signature C hoice

Follow ing the discussion in Section [32lwe are in a position to de ne the goalbehind our signature
selection m ore precisely. W e w ish to select a set of n signatures S; such that the quantity Ly n ©)
asde ned in (3.3€)), ora given valuie ofp, is as sm all as it can possbly be over the w idest possble
array ofm odelpairsA and B . W em ust also do our best to ensure that the n signatures we choose

19



to consider are reasonably uncorrelated w ith one another so that the statistical treatm ent of the
preceding section is applicable. W e w ill address the latter issue below , but ket us st tum our
attention to the m atter of optim izing the signature list.

W e took as our starting point an extrem ely large initial set of possble signatures. These
Included all the counting signatures and m ost of the kinem atic distrbutions used in [@], all of the
signatures of [42]], several \classic" observables comm on in the literature [43] and several m ore
w hich we constructed ourselves. R em oving redundant instances of the sam e signature this yielded
46 independent counting signatures and 82 kinem atic distrdbutions represented by histogram s, for
128 signatures in total. W e m ight naively think that the best strategy is to include all of these
signatures in the analysis (neglecting for now the issue of possibl correlations am ong them ). In
fact, if the goal is statistically separating two m odels, the optin al strategy is generally to choose a
rather an all subset of the total signatures. Let us understand why that is the case. To do so we
need a quantitative way of establish an absolute m easure of the \power" of any given signature to
separate two models A and B . This can be provided by considering the condition in [336). For
any signature S; we can de ne an individual (L )i by

+

(337)

1B
Conin)i= mn@;p) qB)

e | FB

57

where, for example, i (1;0:95) = 12:99. This quantity is exactly the Integrated lum inosity
required to separatem odelsA and B, to con dence lkevelp, by using the singlke observable S;. Fora
list of N signatures it is possible to construct N such Ly )i values and order them from sm allest
valie m ost powerful) to largest value (lkeast powerful). Ifwe take any subset n of these, then the
requisite L, i that results from considering alln sin ultaneously is given by

n o 1
Comin)y "+ Coamn)y ™ + dn@y S (3.38)

Referring back to Tabk[J we see that the ratio i 0;P)= mn (1;P) grow s with n. T his indicates
that aswe add signaturesw ith ever dim inishing (L, )i valueswe w illeventually encounter a point
of negative retums, w here the resulting overall L, y, starts to grow again.

A sm ore signatures are added, the threshold for adding the next signature in the list gets steadily
stronger. For a particular pair of m odels, A and B, it isalways possbl to nd the optim al list of
signatures from am ong a given grand set by ordering the resuting (L, )i values and adding them
sequentially untila m inimum of L, 4 is odbserved. To do so, we note that kinem atic distributions
m ust be converted into counts (and all counts are then converted into e ective cross sections). T his
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Figure4: A n exam ple of nding an \optim al" signature list. By sequentially ordering the calculated (Iy i )i

values for any particular pair of m odels in ascending order, it is always possible to nd the optin al set of signatures
for that pairby applying [338). In this particular exam ple them ininum valie of L in is ound after com bining jast

the rst 12 signatures. A fter jist the best six signatureswe are already w ithin 20% ofthe optin alvalie, as indicated
by the shaded band.

conversion requires specifying an integration range for each histogram . T he choice of this range
can iselfbe optin ized, by considering each Integration range as a separate signature and choosing
the values such that (L 1) iISm inin ized.
Figure[4, based on an actualpair ofm odels from one of ourm odel lines, represents the outcom e
of Just such an optin ization procedure. In this case a clkarly optin al signature set is given by
the 12 signatures represented by the circled point, which yields Ly i, = 24 B . The situation in
Figure[4 is typical of the m any exam ples we studied: the optin al signature set usually consisted
0of O (10) signatures. Ifwe are w illing to settle or a lum inosity just 20% higher than thism inim al
value then we need only O (5) signatures, tprcaJJyH This 20% range is indicated by the shaded
band in Figure[d. O f course this \optin al" set of signatures £S;g is only optin al for the speci ¢
pairofm odelsA and B . W em ust repeat this optin ization procedure on a large collection ofm odel

"1t is Interesting to com pare this to the results of [6]] n which the e ective din ension of signature space was found
to bealso O (5) to O (10).
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pairs and form a suitable average of the results in order to nd a set of signatures £S ;g that best
approxin ates the truly optin al set over the w idest possible set ofm odelpairs fA ;B g. The listswe
w ill present at the end of this section represent the results of just such a procedure.

But before we present them , we must now address the issue of correlations. To be abl to use
the analytic results of our statistical presentation of the problem in Section [3.2 we m ust be carefiil
to only choose signatures from a list in which all the m em bers are uncorrelated w ith one another.
T his In m ediately suggests a dilemm a: once a signature is chosen, m any others in the grand set w i1l
now be exclided for being correlated w ith the rst. This com plicates the process of optin ization
considerably { the task now becom es to perform the above optin ization procedure over the largest
possble list of uncorrelated (or at least m Inin ally correlated) signatures. To nd the correlation
between any two signatures S; and Sy it is su cient to construct their correlation coe cient i3,
given by h ih i

cov (33 3) F ok

e = — 0= 0 = l'[n F o
- var(l)var(j) w~Nt!1 q

P

(339)

1 . 1 .
Nk i i N k3 3
where the ¥ represent the individual results obtained from each ofthe N cross section m easure—
m ents, labeled by the Index k.

In our analysis we estin ated the entries in the 128 128 dim ensionalm atrix of [839) i the
follow ing crude m anner. W e began wih a sinple M SSM m odel speci ed by a param eter set as
in [3.18)), with gaugino m asses having the uni ed ratios of (I1.2)). W e sinulated thism odelN =
2000 tin es, each tin e w ith a di erent random number seed. T he sin ulation involved generating
5 fb ! of events using PYTHIA 6.4, which were passed to the detector sinulator PGS4. A fter
sin ulating the detector response and ob fct reconstruction the defaul levelone triggers included
In the PGS4 detector sim ulation were applied. Further ob pctlevel cuts were then perform ed, as
summ arized in Tablk[d. A fler these cb fct-speci ¢ cuts we then applied an eventJevel cut on the
surviving detector ob Ects sin ilar to those used in [6]. Speci cally we required all events to have
m issing transverse energy &1 > 150 G&V, transverse sphericity St > 0:d, and Ht > 600 G&V
(400 GeV for events with 2 or m ore leptons) where Hy =& ¢ + ¥ Jetsp:ft. Once all cuts were
applied the grand list 0of 128 signatures was then com puted for each run, and from these signatures
the covardance m atrix in [3.39) was constructed. A 1l histogram s and counting signatures were
constructed and analyzing using the ROOT-based analysis package Parvicursor [44l].

N ot surprisingly, m any of the signatures considered in our grand list of 128 cbservables were
highly correlated w ith one another. For exam pl, the distribution of transverse m om enta for the
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obpct | Minimum pr | M nmum j 5

P hoton 20 Gev 20
E Jectron 20 Gev 20
M uon 20 Gev 20
Tau 20 Gev 24
Jet 50 Gev 3.0

Table 4: Initial cuts to keep an ob ject in the event record. A fter event reconstruction using the package
PGS4 we apply additional cuts to the Individual ob cts in the event record. D etector ob ects that fail to m eet the
above criteria are rem oved from the event record and do not enter our signature analysis. T hese cuts are applied to
all analysis describbed in this paper.

hardest £t In any event was correlated w ith the overall e ective m ass of the Fts in the events
(de ned as the scalar sum of all gt pr values: M o = F Jetsp:T"et). Both were correlated w ith the
distrbution ofH ¢ values for the events, and so forth. T he consistency of our approach would then
require that only a subset of these signatures can be included. O ne way to elin nate correlations
is to partition the experim ental data into m utually-exclisive subsets through som e topological
criteria such as the number of gts and/or Jeptons. For exam ple, the distribution of H 1 values in
the set having any num ber of gts and zero lptons w ill be uncorrelated w ith the sam e signature
In the set having any number of gts and at last one kpton. Our analysis indicated that this
partitioning strategy has its lim itations, however. T he resolving pow er of any given signature tends
to din Inish as the set it is applied to is m ade ever m ore exclusive. This is In part due to the
din inishing cross-section associated w ith the m ore exclusive nalstate (recall that ourm etric for
evaliating signatures is proportional to the cross-section). It is also the case that the statistical
error associated w ith extracting these cross-section values from the countsw illgrow as the num ber

of events drops. W e were thus led to consider a very sin ple two—fold partitioning of the data:
N sts 4 versus Nits 5; (3.40)

N 1ptons = 0 versus N igpions 1:

T his choice of data partitioning is re ected In the signature tables at the end of this section.
W ithin each ifthe four subsets it is stillnecessary to perform a correlation analysis and construct
the m atrix in [3.39). Let us Or the m om ent in agine that we are w illing to tolrate a correlation
am ong signatures given by som e valie . Then them atrix of correlations in [8.39) can be converted
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D escription 5 M in Valuie | M ax Value
1M =8 + _,pt Bllevents] | 1250 Gev End

e

Table 5: Signature List A . The e ective m ass orm ed from the transverse m om enta of all ob cts in the event
(including them issing transverse energy) w as the single m ost e ective signature ofthe 128 signatures we investigated.
Since this \list" isa single item it wasnot necessary to partition the data in any way. For this distribution we integrate
from them Inimum valie of 1250 G &V to the end of the distribution.

Into a m atrix C 4, which de nes the uncorrelated signatures by assigning the values
( .
Cop= T (3.41)
0 if >

The m atrix C 4, is actually the adpcency m atrix of a grapFH and the problem of nding all the
possble sets of uncorrelated signatures is equivalent to nding all the com plete subgraphs (or
tlique’) of that graph. A ocom plete graph is a graph which has an edge between each vertex. In
termm s of our problem , this m eans a set of signatures having at m ost a correlation at the level
of between any two of then . This is a wellkknown problm in combinatorics that becom es
exponentially m ore di cult to solve as the num ber of signatures Increases. For our purposes we
w illbe working w ith relatively sm all sets of signatures w hich were pre-selected on the basis of their
e ectiveness for separating = 0 from non-zero values of this param eter. Then from these setswe
w il proceed to build the m axin al subgraph for our choice of allow ed correlation

W e constructed a Jarge num ber of m odel fam ilies in the m anner described in Section [3.1], each
Involving the range 05 10 for the param eter in steps of = 0:05. For each point
along these m odel linesw e generated 100,000 events using PYTHIA 6.4 and PGS4. To thiswe added
an appropriately-weighted Standard M odel background sam pl consisting of 5 b ' each of t/t
and b/b pair production, high-pr QCD dift production, single W and Z -boson production, pair
production of electroweak gaugebosons W "W ,W Z and Z Z), and D relkYan processes. To
exam Ine which of our 128 signatures would be e ective in m easuring the value of the param eter
we xed \modelA" to be the point on each of them odel lineswith = 0 and then treated each
point along the Inewih 6 0 asa candidate \m odelB ." C karly each m odel line we nvestigated
{ and each  value along that line { gave slightly di erent sets ofm axin ally e ective signatures.
The listswe w ill present in Tables[5,[d and[1 represent an ensem ble average over these m odel lines,

8a graph is a set of vertices connected by edges. An elem ent of an ad gcency m atrix of a graph is 1 if there is an
edge between two vertices, 0 otherw ise.
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D escription M in Value | M ax Value
1| M ”® D kptons, 5 Fts] 1100 G eV End
2| M2 Deptons, 4 Fts] 1450 Gev End
3| MY [ 1kptons, 4 Fts] 1550 G ev End
4 | pr Hardest Lepton) [ 1 lpton, 5 Fts] 150 Gev End
5| M *° D kptons, 4 Fts] 0Gev 850 G eV

Tabl 6: Signature List B . The collection of our m ost e ective cbservables, restricted to the case where the
m axin um correlation between any two of these signatures is 10% . N ote that the gtdbased e ective m ass variables
would nom ally be highly-correlated if we had not partitioned the data according to [3.40). For these distrdoutions
we Integrate from \M in Value" to \M ax Value".

restricted to a m axinum correlation am ount as described above.

Let usbegin with Tabk[[, which gives the single m ost e ective signature at ssparating m odels
w ih di erent values of the param eter . It is the e ective m ass form ed from all cbcts in the
event X

MY =B+ pi; (3.42)
all

where we form the distribution from all events which pass our initial cuts. T hat this one signature
would be the m ost powerfiil is not a surprise given the way we have set up the problem . It is the
m ost Inclusive possbl signature one can im agine (@part from the overall event rate itself) and
therefore has the largest overall crosssection. Furthem ore, the variabl in [3.42)) is sensitive to
the m ass di erences between the gluino m ass and the lighter electrow eak gauginos { precisely the
quantity that is govemed by the param eter . Yet aswe w ill see in Section [4 this one signature can
often fail to be e ective at all In certain circum stances, resulting in a rather large required L 1
to be abl to separate = 0 from non-vanishing cases. In addiion i is buil from precisely the
detector ob Ects that su er the m ost from experim ental uncertainty. This suggests a larger and
m ore varied set of signatures would be preferable.

W e next consider the ve signatures in Tablk [d. These signatures were chosen by taking our
m ost e ective observables and restricting ourselves to that set forwhich = 10% . W e again see
the totally inclusive e ective m ass variable of (3.42)) as well as the m ore traditional e ective m ass
variable, M fts, de ned via (342) but w ith the scalar sum ofpr values now running over the Fts
only. W e now include the pr of the hardest kpton In events w ith at least one lpton and ve or
m ore gts, as well as the invariant m ass M PS5 of the Ets In events w ith zero Jptons and 4 or less
Ets. T he various Etlbased e ective m ass variables would nom ally be highly correlated w ith one

mnv
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‘ ‘ D escription M in Valuie | M ax Value
C ounting Signatures
N . [ 1 Jptons, 4 Fts]
Ne. M, ' =M, 5Gev]
Ng [ 2 B—pts]
0 leptons, 4 gts]
M2 1000 Gev End
M P 750 G &V End
Br 500 Gev End
0 leptons, 5 gts]
M2 1250 GeV | 3500 GeV
Ipe B Fts> 200 GeV] 025 10
pr (4th Hardest Jet) 125 Gev End
10 | By /M 2V 0.0 025
[ 1Xkptons, 5 Fts]
11 | By /™M Y 0.0 025
12 | pr H ardest Lepton) 150 Gev End
13 | pr (4th Hardest Jet) 125 Gev End
14 | By + M % 1250 G eV End

Table 7: Signature List C . In this collection of signatures we have allowed the m axinum correlation between
any tw o signatures to be as high as 30% . N ote that som e of the signatures are nom alized signatures, (# 8, # 10 and
# 11), while the st three are truly counting signatures. A description of each of these observables is given in the
text. For all distribbutions we integrate from \M In Value" to \M ax Value".

another if we were not form ing them from dispint partitions of the overall data set. T he favoring
of etbased observables to those based on lptons is again largely due to the fact that gtbased
signatures w ill have larger e ective cross-sections for reasonable valies of the SUSY param eters
in [3.18) than Jptonic signatures. T he best signatures are those which track the narrow ing gap
between the gluino m ass and the electrow eak gauginos and the narrow Ing gap between the lightest
chargino/second-lightest neutralinom assand the LSP m ass. In thiscase the rst leptonic signature
to appear { the transverse m om entum of the leading lepton in events w ith at least one kpton { is
an exam ple of Just such a signature.

Finally, ket us consider the larger ensam ble of signatures in Tablk[7]. In this nal set we have
relaxed our concem over the issue of correlated signatures, allow ing as much as 30% correlation
between any two signatures In the list. Thisallow s for a Jarger num beraswellas a w ider variety of
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cbservables to be included. A s we w ill see in Section [4 this can be very in portant in som e cases in
w hich the supersym m etric m odelhas unusual properties, or n cases where thetwo valuesbeing
considered give rise to di erent m ass orderings (or hierarchies) In the superpartner spectrum . In
displaying the signatures in Tabk[Mwe nd it convenient to group them according to the partition
of the data being considered. N ote that the counting signatures are taken over the entire data set.

The rst counting signature is sin ply the total size of the partition from (3.40) in which the
events have at least one lepton and 4 or less gts. Thiswas the only cbservable taken on this data
set that m ade our list of the m ost e ective observables. The next two signatures are related to
\spoiler" m odes for the trilepton signal. N ote that the trilepton signal itself did notm ake the list:
this is a wonderfiil discovery m ode for supersym m etry, but the event rates between a m odel w ith

= 0 and one w ith nonvanishing were always very sin ilar (@nd low ). Thism ade the trilepton

counting signature ine ective at distinguishing between m odels. By contrast, counting the num ber
ofb—gt pairs (@ proxy for counting on-shell H iggs bosons) or the num ber of opposite-sign electron
orm uon pairswhose Invariant m asswasw ithin 5 GV ofthe Z-m ass (@ proxy for counting on-shell
Z-bosons) were excellent signatures for ssparating m odels from tim e to tim e. This was especially
true when the two m odels in question had very di erent values of such that them ass di erences

between ¥, and ¥; were quite di erent In the two cases. W e will give speci ¢ exam pls of such

outcom es In Section [4.

T he Bllow ing three sections of Tablk[1 nvolve som e of the sam e types of cbservables as in the
previous tabls, w ith a few notable changes and surprises. F irst note that several of the cbservables
in Tabl[l involre som e sort of nomm alization. In particular numbers 8, 10 and 11. O ur estin ate of
the correlations am ong signatures found that the uctuations ofthese nom alized signatures tended
to be less correlated w ith other observables for that partition than the un-nom alized quantities.
However, nom alizing signatures in this way also tended to reduce their ability to distinguish
m odels. Signature # 8 is de ned as the f©ollow ing ratio

Bt3 Ftd
Pr *Pr

rjat ) (3 .43)
Py +Pr

w here ijsti is the transverse m om entum of the i~th hardest gt in the event. For this signature we
require that there be at last three gts wih pr > 200 G&V . This signature, lke the pr of the
hardest lepton or the pr of the 4th hardest £t, was e ective at capturing the Increasing sofiness
of the products of cascade decays as the value of was increased away from = 0.

Letusnote that ListsA ,B and C are notm utually dispint. Forexam pl, signatures 4, 5 and 12

of Tablk[7 also appear in Tablkl[d. T he signaturem ix is determ ined by attem pting tom inin ize Ly n
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via the mula in [3.38) while attem pting to kesp the correlations between any pair of signatures
below the targets set above In the text. A s m entioned earlier, larger lists are not always better
{ the m ore signatures one adds, the larger the likelhood that som e pair w ill be correlated w ith
one another to an unsatisfactory am ount. Furthem ore, when signatures are added which are
only occasionally usefi1l], the resolving power of the ensemble can actually be degraded since the
statistical threshold de ned by p i in Tabl[d grow s w ith the num ber of signatures.

W ew ill see som e exam ples ofthisperverse e ect in the next section in which we w illexam ine the
e ectiveness of these three lists. W e w illdo this rst against our benchm ark m odels from Section [2
and then against a large ensam ble of random M SSM m odel lines. Before doing so ket us note that
by xing a particular set of n signatures In every Instance { and indeed, w ith the xed integration
ranges Indicated in the Tables { we are very likely to often be far from the optim alsignaturem ix and
integration ranges. T hat is, we should not expect to achieve the absolute L, i, value of F igureld for
any particular pair or points along a m odel line. Ifwe have chosen our signature list well, how ever,
then we can hope that the result of adding the contributions of alln signatures using [3.38) will
be close to the optim alLy, yn value over a large array ofm odel pairs.

4 AnalysisResuls

In this section we w illexam ine how wellour signature lists in Tabls[H,[d and[lperform in m easuring
the value of the param eter which appears in [1.Jl). Recall that our speci ¢ goal is to distinguish
between am odelwih = 0 and another w ith all other soft term s held equal, butwih 6 0.W e
would lke to do this with the least am ount of data (or Integrated lum Inosity) as possible for the
an allest values of possble. W e will rst dem onstrate how the lists perform on our benchm ark
cases before tuming to an analysis of their perform ance on a large ensam ble of random ly-generated

supersym m etric m odels.

4.1 Benchmark M odels A nalysis

W e begin w ith the theory-m otivated benchm ark m odels brie y m entioned at the end of Section [2
and discussed at length In the Appendix. The Input values for the soft supersym m etry-breaking
param eters are listed in Table[I] at the very end of Section [2. To rem ind the reader, m odelA is an
exam ple of a heterotic string com pacti cation w ith K ahler stabilization ofthe dilaton whilem odelB
isan exam ple ofa Type IIB stringm odelw th ux com pacti cation. E ach ofthese exam plespredicts
aparticularvalie of asa finction ofother param eters In the theory; speci cally, m odelA predicts
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Parameter | Pont A | Point B Parameter | Pont A | Point B
€ 855 338.7 m 8447 3799
m 147.9 4402 m 1232 7391
¥, ©
Me. 4853 6228 Mg , My, 1518 811.7
Me 494 0 634 3 Mg, Mgy 1520 7933
m e, 147.7 4401 my 1224 676.8
m e, 494 9 635.0 my 1507 782 4
mg 5100 818.0 Mg Mg 1520 8154
4761 6252 Mg /Mg 1520 7935
mpy 1152 1195 m . 1487 5004
ma 1557 8074 m ., 1495 5404
myo 1557 806 .8 m. ,Me 1500 5451
my 1559 8111 m., ,Me, 1501 514 6

Tabl 8: Low energy physicalm asses for benchm ark points. Low energy physicalm asses (in units of G eV )
are given at the scale 1 TeV .A llpoints are taken to have > 0. The actualvalue oftan is xed in the electroweak
sym m etry-breaking conditions.

" 03,whilem odelB predicts '’ 1. Furtherdetailscan be found in the A ppendix (and references
therein), but these details are not relkevant for our purposes In this section.

The input values of Tablk [ were evolved from the input scale ., = 2 10° Gev to the
electroweak scale of 1 TeV by solving the renom alization group equations. For this we use the
com puter package SuSpect [45], utilizing tw oJoop running for all param eters exaspt for the gaugino
m asses. For these we use onedoop RGEs only In order to m aintain the param etrization for the
gaugino soft param eters n tem s of given by [I.I). Once run to the low scale the physical
spectra and m ixings of the m odels were com puted by SuSpect. T he resul of this process for our
two benchm ark m odels is given in Tabll[g.

From herewe perform ed a sin ulation using the com bined package of PYTHIA + PGS4 asdescribed
in Section [33. For each of these two m odels a m odeHine w as generated by varying the param eter

from = 0to = 1, In ncraments of 005, whil keeping all other soft param eters xed.
A long these m odel lines the gluino soft m assM 3 was held constant to set the overall scale, and the
two param eters M ; and M , were varied according to the ratios n [I.1l). For each point 500,000
events were generated using the L1 trigger options In PGS4. A fter applying further initial cuts as
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F:lgu]:e 5: Lnim as a function of for the two benchm ark m odels. The three shaded regions correspond to
the three signature lists as indicated by the legend. T he lower bound of each shaded region indicates the m inim um
integrated um inosity Ly in needed to separate them odelw ith the speci ed from = 0 (top panels) or the predicted

value of (lower panels). T he upper bound of the shaded region represents an estin ate of the 1 sigm a upper bound
on the calculated valie of Ly, in caused by statistical uctuations.

described in Section [33 the signatures associated w ith each of the three lists in Tabls[5,[6 and [7
were constructed. W e then used the criterion for distinguishability described in Section [32 to
determ ine the m Inimum Ium nosity L, i, needed to separate = 0 from all other points along the
Iine.

The results of this analysis are presented in the top panels of Figure[d. The plot on the lkft
corresponds to benchm ark m odelA while the one on the right corresponds to benchm ark m odelB .
T he vertical axis show s the m Ininum lum inosity needed to separate a given 6 0 scenario from
the unied case of = 0. The three shaded regions represent the three m odel lists we used
to analyze the data. At the lower edge of each region is the value of L i, as calculated using
the relations in [337) and [3.38). The upper edge of each region represents an estim ate of the
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1 sigm a upper bound on the calculated value of L, iy caused by statistical uctuations (ie. the
fact that the cross—sections extracted from the data or sin ulation are not the true cross—sections
for each signature). The lower panels in Figure[J represent the sam e analysis, but now each of
the two m odels are com pared to their predicted values: = 03 PrmodelA and = 10 for
modelB .W ih the exosption of the straw-m an List A in the case of benchm ark m odel A, all the
lists do an adequate pb of distinguishing points along these alpha-lines w ith m oderate am ounts
of Integrated lum inosity. N aturally, as the two points being com pared approach one another the
signature di erence between them becom e sn aller and the needed L, j Increases. It is instructive
to consider the case ofm odel A to understand why som e approaches to extracting the param eter
succeed and others &il.

M odel A has nearly universal scalar m asses at a rather high scale of approxin ately 1.5 TevV,
yet the light gliino m akes this the m odelw ith the higher overall cross-section. A 1l supersym m etric
observables in this bendhm ark m odel are therefore dom inated by gluino pair production and their
eventual cascade decays through highly o -shell squarks. In the analysis the gluino m ass is kept
constant along an alpha-line, so the crosssection for the dom inant process gg ! gg is xed at

g ! gg)= 134pb Hrthis alpha-line. Any signatures related to this variable w ill dgpend on
only via the change In the gluino branching fractions, which are nearly constant as a function of
the param eter B lunt signatures like the totalM . variable of [3.42) indicate roughly the total
production cross-section and crude m ass scale of the superpartner being predom inantly produced.
This isan exam pl In which them ost lnclusive possible observable is sin ply too inclisive to detect
the change in gaugino m ass ratios. For this one m ust consider processes that produce electrow eak
gauginos, w hich are subdom Inant by asm uch as a factor often in the case ofbenchm ark m odelA .

Further com pounding the problem s for the inclusive signature of List A is the fact that the
count rate for this particular nal state is varying only very slow Iy wih . Despite the fact that
this count rate can be quite lJarge In this m odel, the resulting valie of L, , is high because the

S ap value for thisparticular signature is very near zero. A sa result, an all statistical uctuations
In the data or the sinulation resul in large uctuations in the resulting valie of L, 3, needed to
truly separate di erent values of the param eter . This re ects itself n both the width of the
shaded region in the left panels of Figure[d and in the volatility of the extracted valie itself. Th
Figure[d we plot the distribution of the List A variablk [3.42) in benchm ark m odel A for the case
of = 0 (sold line) and = 1 (dashed line). Above our Integration cut 0of 1250 G &V there is very

°0 nly the highly suppressed threebody decay g ! C1 qqo w ith g and qo representing third-generation quarks show s
any signi cant dependence on the value of the param eter for this benchm ark m odel.
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Figure 6: D istribution of the variable M 2" from signature List A for benchm ark m odelA . Solid Ilkd
histogram isthe case for = 0, dotted histogram isthe case for = 1. The lowerbound for the integration region is
indicated by the dotted line at 1250 G eV . T he sharp lower bound In the distribbution is an artefact of the eventlevel
cuts in posed on the data as describbed in Section [33]. In this case the failure of List A to separate the two cases is

any

apparent: the di erence between the two histogram s is negligble above the value M = 1250 GeV . The resolving

e

power would in prove dram atically ifthis Jowerbound was relaxed toM *"Y = 500 G eV, as dem onstrated in F igure[7.

e

little di erence between the distributions, even for this extrem e case. H ow ever, it is clear that som e
discrin ination power is available had we chosen a di erent lower bound for integration. W hen the
Iower bound on this particular variabl is relaxed to 500 G &V the nclusive M o variable becom es
com petitive w ith the other signature lists, as shown in Figure[i.

Bendhm ark m odel A therefore provides us w ith an exam ple where the procedure of optin iz—
Ing the signature list over a wide ensam bl of m odels has produced a prescription that is m ost
de niely not optin al for this particular case. O nce a particular m odel fram ew ork is established
it w ill of course be possbl to tailor analysis technigques to optin ize the statistical power of any
given signature. But for our quasim odekindependent analysis we m ust forgo optin ization in favor
of generality. Nevertheless, we gain resolving power by sin ply expanding the list of signatures
to nclude those which are m ore sensitive to the changes In the lowerm ass electroweak gaugino
spectrum . Retuming to the left panels of Figure[d it is clear that Lists B and C do far better at
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Figure 7: Lanin as a function of for benchm ark m odelA w ith relaxed lower bound on M 2™ . The
three shaded regions correspond to the three signature lists as in the upper left panel of F igure[d. In this case the
Jow er bound of the Integration range for the single observable of List A has been relaxed to 500 GeV .

m easuring the param eter than the shgkeM . variabl alone. For exam ple, the gt invariant m ass
variables In both lists, as well as the nom alized Bt signatures and pr (Jety) observable of List C
are much m ore sensitive to changes n  for this benchm ark m odel than the cbservable in [3.42)).

But note the reduction In resolving pow er that occurs when we choose the largest signature list.
A sdiscussed In Section [3.3, it is clear that the largest possible signature list is not always them ost
e ective at sgparating two theories. In this particular exam ple m any of the additional observables
In List C arenot at allhelpfiill in separating di erent values { particularly the counting variables
forwhich the totalrates are Iow and the di erences across the alpha-line are am all. T hese additional
variableswere designed to bem ost e ective when them asshierarchies in the superpartner spectrum
change asthevalue of ism odi ed, so that dram atic changes in production rates and/orbranching
ratios occur. Such threshold e ects do not occur over the range probed In benchm ark m odel A,
but do in fact occur forbenchm ark m odelB . T his is clearly evident in the right panels of F igure[§,
w here additional resolving power is obtained when using the expanded signature List C .

W e note that the single inclusive variable of [3.42)) ism uch m ore e ective in benchm ark m odelB
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Figure 8: D istribution of the variable M 2" from signature List A for benchm ark m odelB . Solid lkd
histogram isthe case for = 0, dotted histogram isthe case or = 1. The lowerbound for the Integration region is
indicated by the dotted line at 1250 G eV . T he sharp lower bound In the distribbution is an artefact of the eventlevel
cuts in posed on the data as described in Section [3.3].

In part because the production cross—sections forallSU (3)-charged superpartners are roughly equal
In m agniude. The nclusive M o variable no longer tracks the m ass and decay products ofa single
heavy state so variations w ith the param eter are now m ore prom inent. T his is shown in Figure[8,
w hich should be com pared to the case ofm odelA in Figure[d. N ote that the total area under the
two curves In F igure[8 is nearly identical, highlighting the need to choose a w ise value of the lower
bound on the Integration region to achieve a high degree of di erentiation. M odel B is sin ilar to
the random ly-generated m odels we used to design our signature lists and thus the chosen value
of 1250 G &V for this particular observabl is close to what would be the optim al choice for this
particular m odel com parison.

D espie the Iower overall cross—section for the supersym m etric signal in benchm ark m odel B,
the three signature lists succeed in distinguishing the case = 0 from non-vanishing casesw ith far
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Figure 9: Values of Ras )i for the ve signaturesofListB as a function of for benchm ark m odelB .
T he ability of each individual signature from List B to resolve the case = 0 from the indicated value of is given

by the height of the curve Ras )i In the above plots. In the left panel we display signature 1 (solid curve) and
signature 5 (dashed curve). In the right panelwe display signature 2 (solid curve), signature 3 (dashed curve) and
signature 4 (dotted curve).

Jess Integrated lum nosity. In large part this is due to the richness of the particle spectrum for this
m odel. The superpartner m asses given in Tabk[f are orthecase = 1. As approaches zero
the m asses of the lighter neutralinos and lightest chargino 21l relative to that of the gliinos and
squarks (which rem ain constant). A long this alpha-line several im portant thresholds are crossed,
resulting in dram atic changes in the relevant branching fractions for the heavier states. Them ix of
signatures in List B and List C that contrlbute m ost strongly to the resolving pow er of the overall
list changes as we m ove along the alpha-line. For exam ple, consider the R g ); values of [3.34) for
the ve signaturesofList B.W e plot these values In Figure |9 form odelA correspondingto = 0
and m odelB corresponding to the indicated value of & 0.

To understand these curves, we rst note that the dom inant SUSY production processes in
benchm ark m odel B are the pair production of stops and associated production of light squarks
w ith a gluino. The branching fraction for three of the m ore in portant decay m odes of the stop are
plotted versus the param eter  in the left panelofF igure[I0. Forvaluesof < 0:35, when both the
chargino C7 and the LSP N'; are su ciently light, the direct twobody decay into the LSP and a
top quark is dom inant. About 50% ofthe tin e the W -bosons from the top decays on both sides of
the events w ill decay hadronically and the event w illbe captured by the rst observable In ListB.
For the intemm ediate region 035 < < 0:6 the stop decays predom inantly via t; ! C3b and the
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Figure 10: Branching fractions for principal decay m odes of lightest stop (left panel) and lightest
chargino (right panel) as a function of for benchm ark m odel B . In the lft panel the decay m odes are
t ! N1t (dashed curve), &3 ! Cib (solid curve), and ¢35 ! N';c (dashed curve). In the right panel the decay m odes
areC; ! N1W (sold curve) and C; ! t1b (dashed curve).

nalstate topology is determ ined by the subsequent decay of the chargino. T he branching fractions
for the prin ary decay channels of the chargino C; are given in the right panel of Figure[10. In
this intem ediate region the chargino is decaying prin arily to a W -boson, populating all of the
signatures in List B .

For larger values of > 0:6 the chargino C; and the LSP N'; are now m assive enough that the
only decay channel available for the stops isthe processty ! N'ic, producngEr and two Etsonly.
T hese events are captured by the second and (especially) fth observables in List B, as evidenced
by their rapid grow th in signi cance. For > 0:7 charghosthat are directly produced (or produced
through cascade decays of heavier squarks) w illnow decay into stopsvia C; ! tb! Nj7d. This
boosts the resolving pow er of the signatures w ith lepton vetoes relative to the other signatures in
ListB.

Sin ilar argum ents explain the behavior of the expanded list of observables in List C . Here we
w ill only take a m om ent to m ention the counting signatures w hich m ake their rst appearance in
our analysis. G enerally speaking, counting signatures are sensitive only to the total cross-section
for the nal state being counted. Changes in the pr of Standard M odel particles produced in
cascades are washed out, m aking them lessusefulfor com paring di erent gaugino m ass hierarchies.
C ounting signatures are therefore only e ective when thetwo valuesbeing com pared corresoond
to di erent decay pattems altogether. T his happens in several instances In benchm ark m odelB, as
we Indicated above. T he counting signatures in List C are speci cally designed to consider changes
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FJgure 11: B ranching fraction for next—to-lightest neutralino (left) and Ras ); values for key counting
signatures from List C (right). The branching fraction of the next-to-lightest neutralino N, for benchm ark
m odelB isplotted asa function of in the left panel. Thedecaym odesare N, ! N3 h (dashed curve) and N, ! N'; Z
(solid curve). In the right panelthe (R )i values for the lnclusive leptonic counting signature (signature 1 { solid
curve) and the inclusive B —gt counting signature (signature 3 { dashed curve) are plotted as function of .

In the decay table for the next-to-lightest neutralino N, { particularly the appearance of the so—
called \spoiler" m odes for the classic trikpton signal. In the left panel of F igure[11] the prim ary
decay m odes of the next-to-lightest neutralino N', are given. W e observe that both of the on-shell
decays N, ! Njh and N3 | N;Z are availabk for this state when < 0:7, with the H iggs m ode
peaking around ' 06 before becom ing kinem atically inaccessble. T his changeover is re ected
In the R; values for the leptonic counting signature and the B—gt counting signature of List C,
as shown in the right panel of Figure[II]. N ote that the light stop in benchm ark m odel B m akes
this a very B—gt rich point. In fact, this particular counting signature is one of the m ost e ective
observables in List C along the alpha-lne for this point.

42 Analysisofa Large Set ofM odelV ariations

W e next exam ine the e cacy ofourm ethod by testing it on a large sam plk of varying m odelpoints.
W ewilldo this in two steps: rst on a controlled sam ple ofm odels and subsequently on a random
collection ofm odel lines. Ranges for the M SSM input param eters and variation stepsused for our
controlled sam ple are given in Tablk[d. Only M 3, m Mg, and were allowed to vary across 5
uniform steps. A 1l other soft param eters were held constant. T he gaugino universality param eter
was also varied In 4 steps from = 0,t0 033, 0.66, and 1.0. These choices discretize the range
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Input P aram eter R ange V ariation

400 Gev Ms 800 Gev 5 steps

400 Gev 1000 Gev 5 steps

300 Gev Me, ,im~ ) 700 Gev 5 steps

500 Gev My, Mo My My ) 1000GeV 5 steps
tan = 10 Fixed
ma = 1000 Gev F ixed
A ,A¢;Ap,Ag/Ay,Ag=0 F ixed

Tabl 9: M SSM soft param eters ranges and variation steps used to generate controlled sam ple. These
values are given at the electroweak scale. For each choice ofM SSM input, the gaugino uni cation param eter was
varied In four steps, from =0to =10

of param eter space into 2500 individual m odel points. N ote that the param eters of Tabk[d are
given at the low-energy electroweak scale. W e em phasize the fact that in this st step we have
chosen to sam ple the param eter space on a discrete grid rather than sam pling it random Iy. W hilke
a truly random sam pling is necessary for ultin ately testing ourm ethod, we here w ish to study the
perform ance of our signature sets as key param eters are varied. O ur discrete grid is designed to
keep the overall supersym m etric production rate roughly xed, allow Ing for a m ore straightforward
com parison ofLy, 1, values. T his course sam pling also allow s a Jarge degree ofm odel variation while
keeping com putation tim eto am Inin um . O uranalysis ofa random collection ofm odelsw illappear
at the end of this subsection.

Sinulated data for the m odel points was generated w ith the follow ng procedure. For each
m odel, the SuSpect partner code SusyHIT [4d] was used to com pute the low -scale spectrum from
the nput M SSM soft term s. N o renom alization group evolution was necessary because the input
param eters were given at the electroweak scale. A s before PYTHIA + PGS4 was used to simulate
the detector response for each point. A check was perform ed to ensure that each m odel point
had a neutralino LSP, and also that each 0 m odel point sin ulated had an associated = 0
counterpart, so that them Inin um Ilum inosity required to distinguish between thetwom odels, Ly i,
could be com puted. O nly m odels satisfying these requirem ents were retained for analysis. E xactly
1449 modelpairs ( = 0 and # 0) were retained after applying this selection procedure.

Table[10 gives the dom inant production m odes across the entire set of m odel variations. T he
upper table ndicates the m ode and percentage ofm odels, fora given  choice, that occur w ith the
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Largest P roduction C hannel

Mode | =o0| =033] =o066] =19]
gg ! g9 44 6% 452% 42 9% 44 8%
fg! erg | 311% 302% 331% 35.7%
fg! a9 |243% | 255% 23.9% 19 4%

Second Largest P roduction Channel

Mode | =0] =033] =o0s6| =19]
gg ! gy 2.7% 21% 2.8% 14%
fg! erg | 42.0% 48 8% 47 5% 452%
fg! a9 | 420% 471% 49 6% 53.3%

£if5 1 ~9~ | 132% 1.9% - -

Tabl 10: D om inant production m odes across allm odel variations. At a given choice, the upper table
indicates the percentage ofm odels for w hich these m odes had the Jargest cross section, while the lower table indicates
the percentage for which the m odes had the second-largest cross—section. A 1l m odels exhbit predom inantly gliino
pair production, or gliino—quark associated production. A an all fraction of = 0 m odels exhibit neutralno-chargino

pair production. Thism ode ’sw ftches o ’as is Increased from zero, as the gaugino m asses increase.

largest cross—section. T he lower tabl gives the sam e nform ation for them odes that occur w ith the
second-largest cross—section. The m aprity of m odels exhb it squark-gluino associated production,
or gluino pair production as the dom inant production m echanian . Approxin ately 13% of = 0
m odels, and about 2% of = 0:33 m odels have neutralino-chargino production as the second m ost
dom Inant m ode.

T he particle decay behavior varies throughout the range ofm odel sin ulations. H ow ever, gliino
decays are largely Insensitive to changes In . For the case = 0, approxin ately 68% ofm odels
haveg ! ~; + oo as the prin ary decay channel (the channelhaving the largest branching fraction),
whilke 31% ofm odelshave nstead g ! B + bastheprin ary channel. The = 033 and 0.66 m odels
exhbi sin ilar ratios. The = 10 m odels show a slight variation, w ith the distribution shifting to
70% and 30% respectively. Forall values, approxin ately 68% ofm odel variations also exhibit
g! ~ + o as the dom mant secondary channel (having the second-largest branching fraction),
while 30% have decays to an on-shell second-generation squark + quark as the secondary channel.

The rst—and second-generation squark decays are equally insensitive to variations in . For
all , approxin ately 50% ofm odels indicate o, ! g+ g is the prim ary decay channel, while the
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other 50% have ~; + o asthe prin ary channel. T his is also the dom nant secondary channelin 48%
of the m odels. A nother 40% have ~g + g as the secondary channel. The eg are slightly di erent,
w ith approxin ately 62% ofm odels indicating g ! g+ g as the prim ary channel, and another
37% & ! ~Y+ g. Thisisalso the dom inant secondary channel in 63% ofm odels, with ~) + g the
secondary channel for another 32% , and the rem alning 5% havingeg ! g+ g.

D ue to dependence on the gaugino m ass param eters, the chargino decays are signi cantly m ore
sensitive to variationsof . Forthe = 0 case, approxin ately 74% ofm odelshave ~; ! W + ~8
as the prim ary decay channel. Another 25% have ~ ! ~+ g+ o as the prinary channel
(here the quarks are from the rst or second generation), whilk the rem aining 1% have Instead
~ 1 ~8 + + . As Increases these three decay channels persist, however their distribution
across each set of m odels begins to change, and additional channels begin to appear. For the

= 033 case, the above channels occur in 65% , 31% , and 1% ofm odels, respectively. H owever,
now the rem aining 3% ofmodelshave ~;, ! ~ + asthe prim ary channel. The ~ ! ~g + gt
channel is the dom inant secondary channel for all variations.

The ~8 decay behavior is sim ilarly diverse. Forcase = 0, approxin ately 39% ofm odels have
~) 1 ~%+ qgasthe prim ary decay channel, while 23% have ~) ! ~{+29,28% have ~3 ! ~0+h°,
and anocther 10% have ~2 ! ~g + as the prim ary channel. T hisdistribution shifts slightly for

= 033 to 40% , 26% , 18% , and 13% , respectively. H ere, another 3% ofm odels have ~8 b~ +
as the dom inant channel. For = 0:66 it is shifted furtherto 46% , 18% , 15% , 15% , where here the
rem aining 34% ofm odels now having ~2 ! ~5 *+ o astheprinary channel. For = 1:0,the z°
and h® decays occur Jess frequently, w ith only 8% and 5% ofm odels having these as the prin ary
channel. The ~8 + aq, ~8 + * ,and ~ Tt channels appear w ith the largest branching fraction
n 56% , 19% , and 9% ofm odels, respectively.

A swith the benchm ark m odels, we analyze the 1449 m odel pairs using the three signature sets
given in Tables[H,[8 and[7. D ue to the lJarge num ber of m odel points w e present results statistically
in the form ofthe observed distribution of Ly, i, . Table[lI] show sthem nimum lum inosity required
to distinguish between modelswih = 0 and thosswih # 0 when using, respectively, signature
Lists A, B and C.Considering the case of = 0:33 &rst, signature List A is abl to successflly
resolve a large num ber ofm odel pairs w ith fairly low lum nosiy. H owever, only 241 out ofthe 469
m odel variations analyzed for this valuie of can be resolved w ith less than 10 o L, Signature
Lists B and C exhibi signi cantly stronger resolving power, with List B abl to distinguish 429
variations, and List C 461 out of the 469 totalm odel variations considered. Both Lists B and C
allow the m aprity of m odel variations to be distinguished w ith 4 b1 Integrated lum inosity,
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= 033 = 0:66 =120

Ly value || ListA | ListB | ListC || ListA | List B | List C || ListA | List B | List C
1! 115 206 282 271 417 474 410 475 484
2 ! 35 93 86 52 36 10 38 9 0
41t 49 57 42 52 35 2 24 0 0
108 * 42 73 50 48 0 10 0 0
100 * 130 40 8 72 0 2 0 0
> 100/ * 98 0 0 1 0 0 0
Tablk 11: M inim um integrated lum inosity L, i to separate = 0 from € 0 in controlled m odel
sam ple. D istribution of L, 1, values for the three signature sets of Tables[d,[d and[7. Tn each case we are com paring
the indicated value of wih thecase = 0 for the sam e set of background m odel param eters.

however List C exhibits the best perform ance overall, as it is able to distinguish the m odels w ith
a oonsistently lower lum inosity requirem ent. For the = 066 models, all three signature sets
allow them aprity ofm odelpoints to be distinguished from = 0w ih lessthan 4 o . Integrated
Jum inosity. Only List A wasunabl to resolve allm odelvariations w ith less than 10 !
0£496 m odels required higher um Inosiy. Signature List C exhibits the best perform ance, allow Ing
nearly all m odel variations to be resolved w ith 2! The = 10 models are su ciently

di erent from the = 0 case that all three of the signature sets are abl to distinguish the two
cases w ith exceptionally low lum nosity. Signature List C again exhibits the best perform ance,
allow ing allm odels to be distinguished w ith lss than 1 ! of data.

W e can understand these resultsby exam ining the Individual R )i response ofeach signature.
From equation [336), the m nimum lum inosity required to distinguish two m odels, A and B, is
Inversely proportionalto R , which is the sum ofthe ndividual Rap )i values of each signature.
Because Rap )i re ects the sensitivity of the i~th signature to changes between m odels A and B

,as 73 out

(@ larger Rap )i valuie being m ore sensitive), signatures that have high sensitivity to physical
changes associated wih  provide a greater contribution to the total Rap , and thus reduce the
L, n requirem ent.

T he distrdbution of Rpg values for the singk signature of List A is shown in Figure[I2. For
the = 033 case the distrbution is localized to relatively low values ofRap . Forthe = 066
and = 1:0 cases the distrdbution begins to soread out, wih m any m odels having signi cantly

larger Rap values. This indicates the signature is becom Ing increasingly m ore sensitive to the
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Figure 12: D istribution of Ras ) values for signature List A . The distrdution ofRas values for the single
signature of List A is given for the param eter sets = 0:33, = 0:66,and = 1:0. In each case we are com paring
the indicated value of with the case = 0 for the sam e set of background m odel param eters. N ote that larger

values of Rap Inply lower values of Ly in -

di erences brought on by changes In  as this param eter is Increased. However, w th only a single
signature i is not possble to guarantee that i w illbe as e ective or otherm odels as it is In this
exam ple. In order for this approach to work across a broad range of potential physics scenarios it
is advantageous to adopt a com bination of signatures, where each m ay be sensitive to one orm ore
aspects of a particular class ofm odels.

Figures[13 and[14 show the distrbutions of R ); cbtained orthe ve signatures of signature
List B.Each gure represents ve histogram s w here the variable being considered is lIog(( [R ap)i],
w ith the com parison being between = 0 and = 0:33 in Figure[I3 and between = 0 and

= 1 in Figure[I4. In a sin ilar fashion to the singk signature of List A , the distrbutions are in
generalclustered at ow Rap )i or = 0:33, and begin to spread out considerably, taking on m uch
larger valuesas Increases. C om paring the individualdistributions to those in the singlke signature
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Figure 13: D istribution of Rag ): values for signature List B

[ = 033 versus = 0]. The distrdbbution
of Rag )i values for the ve signatures of List B is given for the case of comparing = 0wih = 0:33. For the
de nition of the ve signatures, see Tablk [@.

of List A, the overall spread of values is not signi cantly di erent. However, recall that R pp is
the sum of the ndividual Rap ); values. Therefore we gain a signi cant enhancem ent by sin ply

Including additional signatures. A sin ilar e ect occurs w ith the larger set of signatures n List C .
Aswe saw In Section [3, however, there is ultin ately a point of negative retums and a m axin um
e cacy is obtained.

T hus far we have presented the results of our approach in tem s of the m Ininum integrated
Jum nosity required to resolve two m odel classes (

= 0 and 6 0) using our set of optin ized
signatures. To understand why this approach works, it is usefiil to exam Ine the signature resuls

them selves. Figures[19 and [18 show exam ples of two-din ensional slices of the signature space

\footprint" for our Jarge set of m odel variations. In these gures the resuls have been nom alized
to 5 ! ofdata.

Figure[15 com pares the count rates for the third and fourth signatures of List B for the case
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Figure 14: D istribution of Ras ); values for signature List B [ = 1 versus = 0]. The distrbution of
Rasp )i values for the ve signatures of List B is given for the case of com paring = Owih = 1. Forthede nition

ofthe ve signatures, see Tabk[d.

= Qversus = 0#66 (eftpanel) and = 1 (right panel). Figure[I8 com pares the count rates for
signatures # 11 and # 13 of List C forthecase = O versus = 066 (ft panel) and = 1 (right
panel) . In this case the two signatures are both taken from the set of events containing at least one
lepton and ve orm ore fts (see Tabk[7). W e have chosen this pair or the dram atic separation
that can be achieved, though sim ilar results can be ocbtained w ith other pairs of signatures.

The power of our inclusive signature list approach lies in the choice of signatures and their
ability to rem ain highly sensitive to changes In the physicalbehavior of each m odel. T his feature
is re ected qualitatively in the visual clustering of the data points, which becom e progressively
m ore distinct as the param eter is Increased. A s the regions separate it becom es increasingly less
likely that a m odel from one class can be confiised w ith a m odel from the other class, even when
considering statistical uctuations. In our approach thism anifests iself when one com putesR a5y ,
which re ects the \distance" in signature space between the two m odels under com parison, and
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Figure 15: Footprint-style plot for a pair of signatures from List B . Total counts for signature # 3 versus
signature # 4 of List B is given for the case = 0 (green triangles) 6 0 (black squares). The cases shown are for

= Oversus = 033 (top panel), = 066 (m iddkepanel) and = 1 (pottom panel). T he axesm easure the num ber
of events or which the kinem atic quantity was in the range given in Table[d. Larger values of the non-universality
param eter correspond to a greater degree of separation between the two m odel \footprints."
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Figure 16: Footprint-style plot for a pair of signatures from List C . Totalcounts for signature # 11 versus
signature # 13 of List C isgiven for the case = 0 (green triangles) 6 0 (plack squares). T he cases shown are for

= Oversus = 033 (top panel), = 066 (m iddkepanel) and = 1 (pottom panel). T he axesm easure the num ber
of events r which the kinem atic quantity was in the range given in Tabl[]. Larger values of the non-universality
param eter correspond to a greater degree of separation between the two m odel \footprints."
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w hich becom es large when the m odels are su ciently di erent from one another.

T he idea of using repeated pairings of targeted cbservables in order to ssparate m odel classes
was studied in previous \fotprint-style" analyses [47,148,/49]. Ifwe consider the universal gaugino
m ass scenario (ie. = 0) asa \m odel," and the case of non-universalgaugino m asses as a separate
m odel, then a set of signatures w illbe truly targeted at this particularm odel feature ifthe set ofall
such two-din ensional planes In plies com plete separation between them odels. W ith thisin m Ind it
is interesting to exam ine distinguishability between the two values of from a som ewhat di erent
perspective. A dopting the approach of [49] we can ask how m any degeneracies exist between the
two classes of m odels, where by degeneracy we m ean two m odels that exist at di erent points in
the m icroscopic param eter space, but occupy the sam e point in signature space (Up to statistical

uctuations). If it is possible, through application of one or m ore signatures, to ensure that no
degeneracies exist we can clain to that it is possible to com plktely discrin nate between the two
classes.

A san exam plk ofhow this idea can be applied, we can consider the analysis perform ed in [49].
Let one particular value of the param eter (such as = 0) be \modelA" and Xt som e other
valuie of the param eter be \m odelB ." Choose any pair of signatures in one of the signature lists.
From our controlled sam ple we can choose an individualcase By 2 B and com pute the quantity
(S am; )? betw een that particular point and allthe pointsA ; 2 A forthis pair of signatures. Ifthe
value for all such ( S a s )? is always greater than the two-signature threshold given by » (0:95)
in Tabke[dwewillclain the point B y has been separated from the entire footprint ofm odelA . W e
can then repeat this exercise over all cases ofm odel B . T he num ber of cases ofm odel B that have
notbeen separated from the entire footprint ofm odelA we willdenote asNga . This is a type of
degeneracy count form odel B w ith respect to m odelA . C learly the process can be perform ed for
modelA w ih regpect tom odelB, producing a degeneracy count N pg . In generalwe expect these
two num bers to be roughly equivalent in m agnitude, but not necessarily precisely equal.

If either Nag or Nya are non-vanishing then the two footprints are not yet dispint in the
m ulidim ensional signature space. W e can then choose any other pair of signatures and repeat
the procedure, this tin e restricting A ; and B j to run only over the degenerate cases. If we have
chosen a good set of signatures the quantitiesN g and Ny should rapidly converge to zero as the
algorithm is sucoessively applied. T he results of perform ing this exercise on the controlled m odel
sam ple generated by the param eters of Tabl[d is shown in Figure[I7. In the left panelwe show
the successive valies of N g and Ny as pairs of signatures from List B are used to com pute the
separability param eter ( S g )?, while the right paneluses pairs of signatures from List C . In both
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Figure 17: D egeneracy counts for List B (left panel) and List C (right panel). The relative degeneracy
countsN g and Nga that result from successive application ofpairs of signatures from List B and List C are plotted
for our controlled m odel sam ple. In each case modelA isthe case wih = 0 whil modelB is the case wih the
indicated value of 6 0. Once allm odel pairs have been applied the total degeneracy count vanishes for both lists
and for allvaliesof € O.

cases \m odel A " represents the set ofm odelswith = 0, whilk \m odelB " represents the case w ith
the indicated value of = 0:33, 0.66 and 1.0. For all three values of the param eter the lists do
an excellent pb of converging towards Nag = Ngp = 0 after only a few pairings are considered.
T his suggests that the signature lists of Tables[d and [1 should be ablk to reveal the departure of
the gaugino soft m asses from the universal ratios on a truly general supersym m etricm odelw ith a
high degree of reliability and in a sn all am ount of integrated lum nosity.

To honestly con mm this hypothesis we m ust generate a m ore random set ofm odels. A fter all,
the signature lists of Tables[H, [@ and [1 were constructed precisely w ith the sorts of m odels of our
controlled sam ple in m ind. But aswe saw in Section [4.]], m odels such as benchm ark m odelA can
prove m ore challenging for our analysis algorithm . To allow for the possibility of m ore perverse
cases than those of our controlled sam ple, an additional set of 500 m odels w ere generated w ith six
points on the -lines ranging from 0 to 0.5. In this case a 16-din ensional param eter space de ned
by the quantities n [3.18) was considered. Speci cally, skpton and squark m asses were allowed
to vary In the range 300 G&V to 1200 G&V wih the m asses of the st and second generation
scalars kept equal. T he gaugino m ass scale given by M 3 and the -param eter were also allowed
to vary In this range. The pseudoscalar Higgsmassm , was xed to be 850 G&V and the value
oftan wasallowed to vary from 2 to 50. If all points along the -line satis ed all experim ental
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Figure 18: E ciencies ofthe three signature lists. T he ability of the three signature lists to separate the case
= 01 from = 0 is indicated in the top pair of plots and the smplercase = 03 from = 0 In the bottom pair
of plots. On the lft, the percentage of cases that could be distinguished using each of the three signature lists of
Tables[H,[@ and [ is given as a function of integrated um nosity in units of & . On the right the sam e percentage
is shown as a function of the num ber of supersym m etric events. The 95% separability threshold is indicated by the

dashed horizontal line.

constraints on the superpartnerm ass spectrum , then 100,000 events w ere generated for each ofthe
six points along the -line in the m anner described in Section [3. U sing this data the value of Ly i
was com puting using [3.37) and [3.38) for each of our three signature sets.

T he results of this analysis are given in Figures[I8 and [19. F igure[18 considers the ability of
our signature lists to segparate the case = 01 from = 0 (top pair of plots) and the sinplr
cae = 03 from = 0 (pottom pair of plots). On the kft, the percentage of cases that could
be distinguished using each of the three signature lists of Tables[5, [@ and [7 is given as a finction
of Integrated lum inosity in units of o 1. Since the random m odel sam pl inclides exam ples w ith
very di erent superpartnerm ass scales, the overall supersym m etric production cross-section varies
much m ore across this sam ple than in the controlled m odel sam ple described above. W e therefore
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Figure 19: Lnm and Npn i required to detect 6 0 for 95% of the random m odels.

take this Into acoount by plotting the sam e percentage in tem s of the num ber of supersym m etric
events on the right side of F igure[18. The 95% separability threshold is indicated by the dashed
horizontal line. Even using our best set of signatures (List C) i will require nearly 100 f© L to
be ablk to detect non-universality at the levelof '’ 0: for an arbitrary supersym m etric m odel
Yet for the vast m a prity ofm odels the departure from universality should becom e apparent after
Jast 1020 H ) gpartures from universality at the level of ' 03 should be apparent using
this m ethod for m ost supersym m etric m odels after Just a few H . m Figure[19 the integrated
lum inosity (or num ber of supersym m etric events) needed to detect € 0 for 95% of our random

m odels is given as a function of the ve non-vanishing values sinulated.

5 Conclusions

If supersym m etry is discovered at the LHC the high energy com m unity w illbe blessed w ith a large
number of new superpartners whose m asses and interactions w ill need to be m easured. At the
sam e tim e the comm uniy w illbe cursed by a large m odel space w ith m any Lagrangian param eters
w hich cannot them selves be directly m easured experin entally. Undoubtedly perform ing global ts
of the m any observables to the param eter space of certain privileged and wellde ned benchm ark
m odels w ill be of great help in m aking sense of this em barrasan ent of richness. But recent work
suggests that unless these m odels are determ ined by very few param eters it is lkely (if not perhaps
neviable) that m ulipl points In the param eter space will t the data well. It then becom es an
Interesting question to ask whether it ispossble to t to certain m odel characteristics rather than
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to any particular m odel itself.

In ouropinion one ofthem ost im portant such characteristic isthe pattem of soft supersym m etry—
breaking gaugino m asses. N o other property ofthe low -energy soft Lagrangian ism ore easily linked
to underlying high-scale physics, particularly if that high-scale physics is of a string-theoretic ori-
gih. Only the related issue of the wavefunction of the LSP is of m ore in portance to low -energy
physics and cosm ology. W e are thus interested In asking whether we can identify the presence
on non-universalities in the gaugino sector independent of all other properties of the superpartner
soectrum . Them annerby which any such undertaking can be tackled isby nom eans clear { though
neither is it clear that such an undertaking is lnherently iIn possble. In the present work we have
decided to begin this process w ith a sin ple param etrization of the gaugino m asses determ ined by
a single param eter w hich can be thought of as the ratio ofbuk graviy and anom aly contributions
to gaugho m asses. W e developed m odel \lnes" in the spirit of previous benchm ark studies such
as the Snowm ass Points & Slopes In which only the sihgle non-universality param eter is varied.
By understanding how the observable physics at the LHC isa ected by this param eter { and then
repeating the analysism any tin es w ith the other supersym m etric param eters varied { we can leam
which LHC signatures are m ost directly \targeted" at this im portant underlying characteristic.

O urprocedure depends on certain analytic results that in prove on them ethods rst introduced
concretely by A rkaniH am ed et al. T hese analytic results In tum depend on the assum ption that
the signatures considered have uctuations which are largely uncorrelated w ith one another. T his
severely lin is the type of signature ensam bles one m ight construct. Yet this restriction does not
Inply a loss of resolving power, as the \optin al" signature list is rarely the largest possible list
one can in agine. O ur analysis has suggested two signatures ensem bles which perform rem arkable
well at the task of m easuring the value of the non-universality param eter we Introduce. B roadly
speaking, we nd that a non-universality at the 10% level can be m easured with 1020 b ! of
Integrated lum inosity over approxin ately 80% of the supersym m etric param eter space relevant for
LHC observables. Ifwe are interested in m easurem ents at only the 30% levelthese num bers change
to 5-10 b ! over approxin ately 95% of the relevant param eter space.

T his is rem arkable progress, but the task we set out for ourselves is adm ittedly still som ew hat
arti cial. There are two independent m ass ratios that can be constructed from the three soft
supersym m etry breaking gaugino m asses { our param etrization is therefore not fully general. Tt
would be of great Interest to study m ore general departures from non-universality to see if the
optim al signature lists change substantially. O f greater in port is the need to perform a M onte
Carl sinulation In order to com pare a candidate m odel to the \data" at the LHC . To perform
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such a com parison we m ust assum e know ledge of all nput param eters apart from the one we are
attem pting to m easure. W hik this is a comm on practice in benchm ark studies at colliders, it is
far from the reality that theorists and experin entalists w ill encounter In the early stages of the
LHC era. Our study dem onstrated the e cacy of certain targeted observables n extracting the
non-universality param eter whilke keeping all other param eters xed for the two m odels. This is
quite a strong assum ption and future work should relax this constraint. In other words, one would
like to distinguish between two m odels (with di erent values of ) even if the other param eters
for the two m odels are not the sam e. There are m any directions by which thism ay be pursued.
For exam ple, in the current analysis we have not allowed oursslves any know ledge of the m ass
spectrum , though analysis of kinem atic end-points w ill certainly provide som e Inform ation in this
regard early on in LHC data-taking. In addition, techniques such as the use of on-shell e ective
theordes B0l m Ight provide su cient inform ation about the dom inant production and decay m odes
for new m ass eigenstates to allow an approxin ation to our analysis to be perform ed before the ull
m ass spectrum is reconstructed. W e hope to pursue both avenues for introducing greater realiam
n future work.
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A ppendix: Som e Speci c Exam ples

The low energy lin it of fourdin ensional string constructions can be studied as a supergravity
theory de ned by three functions of the m assless chiral super elds: the K ahler potential K , the
superpotential W and the gauge kinetic function f;. A s in the previous subsection the label a
refers to a particular gauge group G5. This Jast function is naturally of m ost in port for the soft
supersym m etry breaking gaugino m asses, but all three functions play a role In determ ining the
nature of supersym m etry breaking in the observable sector. In string m odels the gauge kinetic
function is typically detem ined by gauge-singlet chiral super elds which we will sin ply refer to
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asmoduli. The K ahlr potential and superpotential are generally functions of both m oduli and
gaugecharged m atter super elds.
Let usassum g, as is so often the case at tree-level In string theory m odels, that the gauge kinetic
finction is linear n the m odu
fao= kX, @ 1)

Here X 4 represents a genericm odulus eld and we have allowed for the possbility that each gauge
group can have its own m odulus dependence. T he proportionality constant k; can be thought of
as the a ne kevel at which the gauge group G ; is realized in the underlying conform al eld theory.
W e w ill hereafter always set this constant to unity. N ote that the real part of the lowest (scalar)
com ponent of X ; m ust acquire a vacuum expectation value (VEV) in order to determm ine the size
of the corresponding gauge coupling

<Rex,> = —Fat*> 1. @ 2)

2 9z

where X, = X,j_ _,. Ifwe wish to entertain the notion of gauge coupling uni cation then we
m ust either arrange these VEV s to be equal, or there m ust be a singlke universal m odulus X to
couple to all gauge groups w ith equal strength. T he latter is the case for the two m odels we w i1l

consider below so we w ill assum e
fo=X; <Rex>=l=g§tr; @A 3)

w here gy, is the universal gauge coupling at the string scale. T he highest com ponent of the chiral
super ed X is the auxiliary eld F ¥ . A non-—zero expectation value for this eld, or indeed of
any other such auxiliary eld, is an indication of spontaneous breaking of supersymm etry. The
m anifestation ofthis supersym m etry breaking in the form ofgaugino m asses is given (at tree level)
by the expression

%

Ma=EFN@Nfa; @ 4)

where the repeated index n sum s over all chiral super elds present in the function £, and the
expression on the left is understood to be evaliated in the vacuum . For the case of 2 3) this
In plies
ggtr F X
<2

F X
= ; A 5)

X+ X

+

1y nless explicitly w ritten otherw ise, In this appendix we are always using P Janck units n which M, = 1.
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where In the last line we have m ade explicit the vacuum evaliation at the string scale. Now we
have arrived at a universal contribution to the three gaugino m asses of the Standard M odel, w hich
gives rise to the tem M ! ( ) of 23).

Additional contributions to [A_4l) appear at the loop level. T he structure of these tem s have
been com puted elsew here [35,136,151] and they generally depend on details of the com plete theory
beyond the form of the tree level gauge kinetic function. A subset of these term s can be derived
com plktely from the superconform al anom aly, the m ost In portant of which is universal for any

supergraviy theory
% (uv) b 2M
R “9

The coe cient b, isasde ned n (25) and the eld M is the auxiliary eld of the supergravity
muliplet whose expectation valie detem ines the gravitino massm 3., = M . In the lin it

Madn =

1
3
w here this isthe only signi cant one loop correction to the gaugino m assesw e recover the expression
in 24) whereM g ms3;.

W e now have our two com Bonents to thée m irage gaungo 1. ass pattem. O ur next task isto ask
how them agnitudesofM , = F X=x+ x) andM g= M =3m ight be related to one another.
AsbothF¥ andM are auxiliary elds their equations ofm otion are easy to cbtain, relating these

quantities to the K ahlr potential and superpotential via

FM = &MY W+ KW ;M= 387w )
with W= @W -z y Ky = @K =@Z " and KM Y being the nverse ofthe KahkrmetricK , o+ =
@%K =@z M @EN .Here 2 representsany chiralsuper eld, ncliding ourparticularm odulisX from
the gauge kinetic fiinctions. G Iven a soeci ¢ m odel of supersym m etry breaking { such as gaugino
condensation { them odulusdependence on the non-perturbatively generated superpotential term s
can beDoom Euted and A7) can be used to explicitly relate the size of the gravitino m ass to the
size of F¥ . However, ifwem ake the assum ption that the scalar potential has vanishing vacuum
expectation valie in the ground state of the theory then we can bypass this com plication and use
this assum ed constraint directly [52]. T he scalar potential is given by

_ 1 _
V=K, FYF MM @ 8)

w here repeated Indices are again summ ed. T he condition 1V i = 0 In m ediately relates the auxiliary
F -tem s to the gravitino m ass. In particular, if F ¥ is the only non-vanishing F term com ponent
In the theory then we have D E p_ D o

F* =" 3msy, Kuxx) 0 @ 9)
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up to a possbl phase. For them oduliwe w ill consider In this paper the tree levelK ahler potential

istypically K tree X ;X )= I + X ) and thus the In position of vanishing scalar potential in the
vacuum in plies * +
My = E -3 - Py @ 10)
Y e+ ox) M3-2 = 9

C larly such a siuation willnotresult in theratior= M g=M , O (10 100) and therefore ifff_10))
holds the contrbution from [R.6) willbe only a am all perturbation on the universal contribution
from [A_5).

But this is where a thomy \problem " for string phenom enology becom es an opportunity. T he
problem is that the vast m a prity of sin ple, explicit m odels of dynam ical supersym m etry breaking
(such as the gaugino condensation m enu'onsd al%ove) do not produce vanishing vacuum energy. In
other words, when the values of m 5, and F* are computed from rst principles via (A7) the
relation n AJ) typically fils to be true. This is often considered an em barrassn ent or string
m odels and much e ort In string phenom enology is devoted to stabilizing m oduli and breaking
supersym m etry while sin ultaneously achieving Vv i = 0. W hil m any solutions have been postu—
lated through the years, we can group them here into two broad classes. In the st class the
sin ple structure of the scalar potential in [A_8) is retated, with a single m odulus carrying non—
vanishing auxiliary VEV , but the K ahler potential is assum ed to di er from the tree level form
Kiee® ;X )= I +X)sothat[B.10) ismodiedand iV i= 0 isobtained. For the second class
a new sector is brought into the theory to produce a new contribution to the scalarpotential V of
approxin atem agnitude V m§=2 . Ifthisnew sector does not interact w ith the observable sector
then is sol in pact isto approxiB ate]]:y cancel the large (nhegative) vacuum energy associated w ith
the second term in [A_8), leaving F¥ essentially disconnected from the size ofthe gravitino m ass.
A swe will see below , explicit exam ples of both classes of solutions have the ram arkable property

of giving rise to the sam e general pattem of gaugino m asses as in [2.16)).

A1l Class1l: K ahler Stabilization M odels

A san exam pl ofthe rstclassofm odelswew illconsider the weakly coupled heterotic stringm odels
studied by B Inetruy, G aillard and W u BGW ) [B3,/54] and reviewed in R9]. T he presentation here
w ill ollow that of [37] from which we w ill take our benchm ark scenario.

For the heterotic string gauge coupling uni cation is a result of a single m odulis, the dilaton
S, appearing universally in all gauge kinetic functions. The BGW oconstruction postulates the
existence of som e non-perturbative correction to the action for the dilaton eld, along the lines of
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that originally suggested by Shenker [B5], which results in a m odi cation of the K ahler m etric for
the dilaton scalar. B orrow ing the notation of B 9) with X ! S it issu cient fr our purposes to

param eterize thism odi cation as follow s
P _ p— _
F¥="3m;3;,Ks) °= 3mjpan KL 7 @ 11)

w here we have introduced the param eter

* 1=2
tree
K ss

anp @ @ 12)
desnged tom easure the departure of the dilaton K ahler potential from its tree level value. Recall
that ® )™ = hl=(s+ s)i= ¢%&,=2’ 1=4and s= Sj_ _,.

In order to be m ore concrete we m ust build a m odel for supersym m etry breaking in which app
iscalculable. Here we w ill take an indirect approach. C onsider the eld-theoretic non-perturbative
phenom enon of gaugino condensation. U sing the relation between the dilaton and the gauge cou—
pling it is easy to see that the e ective superpotential generated by the gaugino condensate will
havethe form W S)/ e © =08 )3 were b, is the beta-fiinction coe cient of a condensing gauge
group G, ofthe hidden sector. Let us sin plify things by assum Ing a single condensing gauge group,
which we w illdenote by G, , w ith beta-function coe cient b, = b,=16 2. The values of b, can be
quite a bit Jarger than analogous values for the Standard M odel groups, but a 1im iting case for the
weakly coupled heterotic string is that of a sihglke E g gauge group condensing in the hidden sector,
so that G; = Gg, and by = 90=16 2 = 057. Clearly wemust insist by > 0 in order for gaugino
condensation to happen at all.

H owever, if we do not insist on the tree level dilaton K ahler potential then the vanishing of the
vacuum energy in plies [56]

3 2 P 2o,

K ss) ! Ks =3 ! ([Kss) =2 =

= —3r 13
2b, 1 2bKs &3

where we have used the equations of motion B.7) HrFS and W S) = e 37 | So provided
K O (1) so that Ksby 1 we can Inm ediately see that a K ahler potential which stabilizes
the dilaton while sin ultaneously providing zero vacuum energy w ill necessarily In ply a suppressed
dilaton contrioution to soft supersymm etry breaking. Indeed, from [A_I2)

3 2 7 1; @ 14)
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Figure 20: E ective value of as a function of b in the BGW class of m odels. The param eter b,
represents the beta-finction coe cient of the largest gauge group which experiences gaugino condensation in the
hidden sector. T his param eter controls the e ective value of for the gaugino m asses at the electroweak scale. Since
the largest possible con ning group would be E g there is a m inin al size to the e ective param eter in this class of
theories. T he benchm ark point considered in the text corresponds to by = 36=16 2,

and

r=MgM,y=ms, =p 1: @ 15)

Tt isnot hard to construct explicit exam plesw hich achieve theoutcom e in [A_13)) and A _14) B7,158].
T he value of the param eter  associated with [A_19) can be readily com puted from [2.15)

1
3n M pl¥M 3—2 anp

Usihg [A_14) and the assum ption that HK i = (itr=2 we can plt the predicted value of as
a finction of condensing group beta—fiinction coe cient b, . The resulk is shown in Figure [20.
N ote that the largest possble value ofb, (o, = by, = 90=16 2 = 0:57) corresponds to the an allest
possble value.W e mm ediately see that ifthisclassofm odelsisrealized n Naturethenthe ! 0
lin i cannot be ocbtained and departures from the m SUGRA gaugino m ass regim e are a prediction
of the theory. O ur benchm ark point willtake by = 36=16 ? which corresponds to anp = 1=15777.
Such a value or by could arise from a condensation of a sector consisting only of E ¢ YangM ills
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elds and no m atter charged under the E ¢ group. T his benchm ark point was studied In [37] and
we give the explicit soft supersym m etry breaking m ass param eters for the point in Table[dl at the
end of this A ppendix.

The corresponding e ective valie at the scale oy, = 1 TeV is = 028. W e note that
extraction of the value of from low-scale gaugino soft m asses depends on the renom alization
group scale, as is apparent from expressions such as [2.13) and [2.16). In particular, the value of

= 028 can be extracted using the ratios n [1.I)) provided the gaugino m asses are evaluated at
the scale oy = 1 TeV. The value of at other scales can be found by using the m ore general
fomula 2.13).

A 2 Class2: Type IIB M odelsw ith Flux C om pacti cations

T he second type of solution to the vacuum energy problem { Introducing a new sector whose pur—
pose is to cancel negative contrbutions to the vacuum energy arising from the last term of [A_S)
{ is realized in certain constructions of Type IIB string theory com pacti ed on Calbi¥Yau orien—
tifolds R7]. In this class oftheories NS and RR threeform uxes are introduced to stabilize m any
of the m oduli upon com pacti cation. The presence of this ux warps the bulk geom etry of the
CalabiYau, resulting in a \throat" of the K banov-Strassler type [B9]. At the nfrared end of this
throat a hidden sector gaugino condensate exists on a set of D ;branes and is thus \sequestered"
from the observable sector, in the lJanguage ofR andalland Sundrum [R€]]. For gauge theories living
on D ;7 branes the gauge coupling is determm ined by the K ahlerm odulus T, as opposed to the dilaton
S ofthe heterotic exam ple presented previously. But apart from this an allnotational change m uch
of the phenom enology is strikingly sim ilar to the exam ple In the previous subsection.

The K ahlr potential for the m odulus T is again taken to be K = Ktree(l“;f) = T+ T)
and we assum e that the Standard M odel exists on a second collection ofD ;7 branes such that the
(tree level) gauge kinetic fiinctions for the Standard M odel gauge groups are universal and of the
form f, = T. In the e ective supergravity theory just below the string com pacti cation scale,
the presence of the threeform uxes is represented by a constant W ¢ In the e ective superpoten—
tial. Combined wih the e ect of gaugino condensation In the hidden sector the total e ective
superpotential is then

X
W =Wqo+ Ase 3T @ 17)

i

For sin plicity, let us assum e a single condensate from the gauge group G; with coe cientsA ; = 1
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and a = a; . Tom ake contact w ith the notation of the previous section we need m erely J'den

3
ay ! —: 18
+ 25, @ 18)
M Inim izing the resulting scalar potentialV (G;t) with t= T j_ _, generates a non-vanishing value
forht+ ti at which the auxiliary ed F T vanishes [60]. R estoring the P lanck units to the second
term in [A_8) we see that the vacuum must therefore have an energy density given by Wi =
3m§:2M 51- The size of the VEV for Ret, as well as the size of the gravitino mass m 3., are

detemm ined by the size of the constant tem W o n [A_17). In particular we have [60]

ha,Reti ’ In(=W o)
W o .
PLorReti)d2

4

m s, @ 19)

An acceptabl phenom enology requires that the constant W ( be nely-tuned to a value W

0 (10 *3) in Planck units. That such a netuning is possblk at all is a particular fature of
Type IIB com pacti cations w ith threeform  uxes. C ombining the two relations in (A_19) we see
that the m odelw ill assum e an appropriate valie of W  such that

ha+Reti’ ]I’l(l.v.[pl=fﬂ3:2): (A.20)

T he rem aining com ponent to the m odel is the sector that resolves the issue of the large negative
vacuum energy. Here it is postulated that at the far tip of the K banov-Strassler throat there is
an additional source of supersym m etry breaking. In this case we assum e the presence ofD_3—branes
w hich break supersym m etry explicitly. Being at the end ofthe warped throat the e ect ofthishard
supersym m etry breaking is presum ed to bem ild on the observable sector D ;-branes. T he vacuum
stabilization for the Kahler modulus t = TJj_ _, is thus largely una ected. Being an explicit
breaking of supersym m etry it is not possible to perfectly capture the e ects of the D_3—branes n
the form of corrections to the supergravity e ective Lagrangian in superspace. H owever, it can be
approxin ated [61,[38] by assum iIng a correction to the puresupergraviy part of the action

Z Z h i
L3 2 da" E! 2 da* E+P(@T;T) @ 21)

w hich gives rise to a new contrilbution to the scalarpotential forthem odulisT . W hen them odulus-
dependence of P (T ;f) istrivialand P (T ;f) = C then the resulting scalar potential contribution

W e have changed notation so as to ease com parisons w ith the original literature.
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issinply

C
V. = — .22
1ift + 02 A 22)
and the m ore general case of P (I;?) =C (T + ?)“ gives rise to
Vig = < : @A 23)
t+ e’

U nder these conditions the equations of m otion for the auxiliary eld for the K ahler m odulis has

the approxin ate solution % i
FT 2 n

M = ’m=7:
" t+ t =g, e+ v

@ 24)

To see how this generates a m irage pattermn ofm asses, we look again at theratio r= M =M

(t+ ) a; ht+ 4 ,
r= m3:2 FT = 2 n ]n(M pl=fn3:2) l: (A.25)

Provided the VEVs In [A_19) can be arranged, the m irage pattem of gaugino m asses necessarily
ollow s. The in plied value of fllow s from the de nition in (2.19)

2
= 2 n+ (@) ]n(m3:2=M pl) . @.26)

In them inim alcasew ith n = 0 we therefore have the prediction that ' 1 forthisclassoftheordes.
W e note that in the case n = 0 we can rew rite the quantity r in [A_25)) in the Hllow .ng way
P_
r= a,; Reti= a, 21 ! 3 = 3 : @ 27)
Ostr 20 GGy 2anp

O ur two classes of theories are very di erent, yet they both result In a m irage pattem of gaugino
m asses In which the relative sizes of the contrdbutions to soft supersym m etry breaking depend on
the hidden sector gaugino condensation in a sim ilarm anner, as seen by their fiinctionaldependence
on the param eters a; and/ork; . Should we nd this surprising? Perhaps not, sihce both aim to
solve the sam e problem  (ham ely, lJarge negative vacuum energy) using the dynam ics of a sihgl real
scalar eld. And both m ethods ultim ately involve adding a correction to the action for this real
scalar of the orm [A_21)) T he requirem ent that Wig,11= 0 In the ground state then dictates the
necessary values for the param eters such that the ratio r = M y=M , dependence on the gaugino

12pyurthem ore, in both constructions there are elem ents of this addition [A 21)) that are not under fill calculational
control.

60



oondensate is as n A 27). W e hasten to add, however, that the two m odels are indeed quie
distinct In other regards. In particular they m ake quite di erent predictions for the other soft
supersym m etry breaking param eters. For the case of the ux com pacti cations of Type IIB we
refer the reader to the relevant literature [38,162] for m ore details on how these additional temm s
are com puted. W e have chosen as a benchm ark point a scenario studied In B8] in which n = 0 so
that = 1. Theoverall scale was treated as a free param eter in [38] and we here take that scale to
bem s, = 163 TeV . The precise values of the soft supersym m etry breaking param eters for both
benchm ark m odels are collected in Table[ll .n Section [2 of the m ain text.
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