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Abstract. Some motivations for Lorentz-symmetry tests in the contfxquantum-gravity phe-
nomenology are reiterated. The description of the emeilgentenergy effects with the Standard-
Model Extension (SME) is reviewed. The possibility of caasting such effects with dispersion-
relation analyses of collider data is established.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the principal cornerstones of present-day physitgeispecial theory of relativ-
ity. It was established at the beginning of the last centamyg it has significantly trans-
formed our understanding of space and time. Despite suimtarperimental scrutiny,

there exists no credible observational evidence for dewiatfrom relativity theory. As

a matter of fact, Lorentz invariance, the symmetry that diekespecial (and general)
relativity, has acquired a venerable status. For exanigkean ingredient in most theo-
retical approaches to physics beyond the Standard Modejameral relativity.

Nevertheless, the last decade has witnessed a revival eresitin experimental
tests of Lorentz symmetry. This renewed interest stemsasiiynfrom the realization
that a more complete theory unifying quantum physics angityrés likely to affect
the structure of spacetime at small distance scales. Intfaetmajority of theoretical
approaches to quantum gravity (although based on Lorentmgtry) can accommodate
minuscule deviations from special relativity in the growstdte. Such mechanisms for
Lorentz violation exist, for example, in string theory, spame-foam models, non-
commutative field theory, and cosmologically varying sts[a].

To identify and analyze present and near-future experiahdasts of these ideas,
a general framework for the description of Lorentz violatiat currently attainable
energies is needed. Such a framework, known as the StaMizad} Extension (SME),
has been developed in a series of papers [2]. The SME is actie#fefield theory
that incorporates practically all established physicdimform of the Standard-Model
and general-relativity Lagrangians. In addition, it camsaLorentz- and CPT-breaking
contributions formed by contracting external, non-dynaahvectors and tensors with
conventional particle and gravitational fields to form atinate scalars. The prescribed
background vectors and tensors control the size and typeraintz and CPT violation
and are amenable to experimental searches. The dominaentzeand CPT-breaking
effects are expected to arise from the power-counting reatizable contributions to the
SME. This particular subset of the SME is called the minimah8ard-Model Extension
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(mSME); in the past, it has provided the basis for numeroyeemental [3, 4] and
theoretical [5] investigations of relativity theory.

One prediction of the SME that has been particularly popislaine modification of
one-particle dispersion relations. The novel correctewsms in such dispersion relations
typically involve the Lorentz-violating background caatted with certain powers of the
particle’s momentum, so that the Lorentz-breaking effesnsl to be more significant at
higher energies. Therefore, ultrahigh-energy cosmic (ay4ECRS) have traditionally
been used for kinematical dispersion-relation tests oehtr symmetry [6]. However,
the kinematics of an UHECR collision involves the (modifidijpersion relations afll
involved patrticles including the primary, but the naturdled primary is often difficult
to establish. For this reason, it is interesting to consadeo Lorentz tests via particle
collisions in a controlled laboratory environment at thetaaf being confined to a lower-
energy regime. In what follows, we will therefore focus osprsion-relation tests of
special relativity at highest-energy particle colliders [

It turns out that Lorentz tests at particle acceleratorspamicularly sensitive to
the electron—photon sector of the mSME. Gravitational sysan be safely ignored.
The mSME coefficients applicable in this context &g)HVPA, (kap)H, bH, cHV, dHV,
and H"Y; all of these non-dynamical background vectors and tensm@sspacetime
constant. It is important to note that the coefficientd and k¥ = (kp)oH?" are
physically equivalent in an electron—photon system. Thysialence arises because
suitable coordinate rescalings freely transform kH& and ¢V parameters into one
another [8, 9]. From a physics perspective, this repregbetfact that we may choose
to measure distances with a ruler composed of electref¥s =€ 0), or with a ruler
composed of photonsk¥ = 0), or any other rulerdV, k*V £ 0). We exploit this
freedom by selecting the specific scalety = 0 (corresponding to an “electron ruler”)
in intermediate calculations. However, we state the fingllliten a scaling-independent
(i.e., “ruler-independent”) way and reinstate th& coefficient for generality.

In principle, all of the above coefficients can contributetihe kinematics of the
electron—photon vertex. However, prior experimental latsuon Lorentz violation es-
tablish that the dominant one of the above mSME coefficieht igl]. This coefficient
causes a direction- and polarization-dependent speedtaf[8]. A number of its com-
ponents have been tightly constrained with astrophysiciarimetry [10], Michelson—
Morley tests [4, 11], and Compton scattering [12]. We witkige limits on theky piece
of k*V, which is its isotropic component [8]. At the time of the aysas, it obeyed the
weakest limits, so all other componentsié® components can also be set to zero in
this context. An mSME calculation then shows that the phstdispersion relation is
modified: in the presence @&f, it is given by [8]

~(1-&)p?=0. 1)

Here,p! = (Ey, p) is the photons 4-momentum, and Eq. (1) holds at leadingrdrde
K. This dispersion relation can be interpreted as a nontiisdropic refractive index
n of the vacuum:

n=1+ky+0 (Kg) . (2)
Note in particular that the physical speed of light(is— k) (i.e., different from the
usualc = 1). We also remark that the electron’s dispersion relatiop) = /m2 + p?



remains unaltered with our choice of coordinate scalingviat follows, we treat the
two caseky < 0 andky > 0 separately because they lead to different phenomenalogic
effects.

PHOTON DECAY

For negativeky, < 0, photons travel faster than the maximal attainable spdé®s) of
electrons. This introduces photon instability: for photmergies:, above the threshold

2m, 2 =
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photon decay into an electron—positron pair is kinemdyiedlowed [13, 9]. This thresh-
old condition can be established with the aid of the modifisgersion relation (1). The
leading-order decay rate of this process is given by [13, 9]
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where o ~ %7 denotes the fine-structure constant. Note that this prosebgyhly
efficient. For example, a 40 GeV photon with energy 1% aboxestiold would decay
after traveling about 30m.

The absence of such a photon-decay effect in nature can loetosebtain limits
on negative values & as follows. Suppose long-lived photons with a known energy
E, are observed to exist. Such photons must essentially bevlietesholdE, < Epai,
for otherwise they would decay rapidly according to Eq. (43ing the sub-threshold
conditionEy < Epgjr in Eq. (3) yields

2
E/S — M, or equivalently Ky 2 —2% . (5)
y

It follows that stable photons with higher energigsgive stronger bounds on negative
values ofki.

Hadron colliders generate the highest-energy photonsteerdfore give tight Earth-
based experimental limits on negatie This leads us to consider Fermilab’s Tevatron
pp collider with center-of-mass energies up t8@TeV. At the Tevatron, isolated-photon
production with an associated jet has been investigatddtivg DO detector because of
its importance for QCD studies. In this context, the photoergy bin at the ultraviolet
end of the recorded spectrum extended from 300GeV to 400 @ke\can therefore
conservatively také&pqir > Ey ~ 300 GeV. With Eq. (5), we then arrive at the constraint

. 4
—5.8x 10 < Ry — écoo , (6)

where we have reinstated the contribution of the electrdi¥'soefficient.



VACUUM CHERENKOYV RADIATION

For positiveky > 0, photons are stable. The speed of light is ndw- kKy). Note
in particular that this speed is slower than the MAS of thectetas. In analogy to
conventional electrodynamics inside a macroscopic medibimsuggest a Cherenkov-
type effect [14]: charges moving faster than the modifieadp light(1— Ky ) become
unstable against the emission of photons. Employing thertarviolating dispersion
relation (1), one can indeed establish that electrons widinggesEt above the threshold

1— Ky
Evcr = 1,
\/ (2 - Ktr>Ktr

emit Cherenkov radiation. We remark that the threshold &én)alternatively be derived
from the usual Cherenkov condition that the electron mudtbter than the speed of
light (1— Kyy).

Paralleling the photon-decay case in the previous seaienyant to determine an
experimental limit orkg; through the non-observation of vacuum Cherenkov radiation
To this end, we need to establish that this effect would beiefft enough for a rapid
deceleration of charges with > Eycr to energies below threshold. One can show
that nearEycr, the dominant deceleration process is single-photon éwnisgith an
estimated rate of [15]

= g;;+ﬁ(m) ()
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whereq is again the fine-structure constant, @denotes the electron energy, as before.
A numerical evaluation of this expression indeed showsttiea¢mission process is quite
efficient, and above-threshold electrons would be extreistebrt-lived.

We can now employ the threshold condition (7) together vhthéxistence of high-
energy electrons to place a limit on positive valuegg@fThe observation of long-lived
electrons at a known enerdypractically impliesEycr > E. Using this information in
Eq. (7) gives

2
FVCR =am,

vV 2Ky 2E2°
It is apparent that the limit on positivi, gets tighter with higher energids of the
long-lived electrons.

The highest laboratory-frame electron energy at an Eaa#ied collider was reached
at LEP, where the valug gp = 1045GeV was attained. Employing Eq. (8), we can
establish that iEycr = 104 GeV, electrons initially accelerated to 19&eV would be
rapidly decelerated by the emission of Cherenkov radiatoan energy belowycr
over a Je length of roughly 95cm. The total energy loss due to the Giiereeffect in
such a scenario would far exceed the value allowed by measmts. With Eq. (7) at
hand, the requirement thaycr be greater than 104 GeV yields

E < or equivalently Ky <

. 4
RKir — :—))COO <12x1071, (10)

where we have again included the dependencé®®for generality.



CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that data from highest-energy particle @lid¢an be used to extract
competitive limits on isotropic Lorentz violation in theeetron—photon system. Com-
bining the results (6) and (10), we obtain the two-sidedtlimi

. 4
—58x 107 < Ry — écoo <12x107%, (11)

We remark that other aspects of collider physics (namelyifizations of synchrotron
radiation) yield further improvements of this limit at the1° level [16].
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