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T he broad connections between cosm ology and collider physics, particularly pre—
cision m easurem ents at the high-energy frontier, are discussed. T hese proceedings
sum m arize a colloquium delivered to a general audience of experim ental and the-—
oretical particle and collider physicists at the Intemational C onference on Linear
Colliders (LCW S2004) in Paris.

1 Introduction

The vast m a prity of taks at a conference like LCW S2004 are, naturally, fo—
cused on the physics of the very am all, operating In regin es In which quantum

eld theory is thought to be a com pletely adequate description. G raviyy, and
particularly its application to the universe, are generally not part of the dis—
cussion. However, In this tak I would lke to argue the point that particlke
physics and cosn ology, as disciplines iIndependent of one another, no longer
exist; that ourm ost findam ental questions are now the sam e and that we are
approaching them in com plem entary ways.

Iw illbegin by inventorying the energy budget ofthe universe, and pointing
out the places where our understanding is seriously ham pered by issues that
are m ly rooted in partick physics. I will then go on to descrlbe in broad
tem s the current status of our approaches to these issues. In som e cases, m ost
notably dark m atter and baryogenesis, a linear colliderm ay rule out or provide
evidence for existing proposals. O n the other hand, ifthis is not the case, then
precision m easurem ents of physics at the TeV scale m ay very well point the
way to a new understanding of these fundam ental coan ological conundrum s.

Beyond these topics, I will brie y speculate on possible connections be—
tween collider experin ents and one of the m ost esoteric coan ological concepts
—dark energy.

G ven space constraints, Iw ill necessarily be m ore briefthan in the actual
colloquium , and w illom i m y very short discussions of coam ic raysand new -old
In ation and som e of the m ore peripheral com m ents. Further, m y referencing
w il be very sparse, restricted to a few experin ental resuls and som e review
articles from which the reader can nd m ore com plte references. I apologize
In advance to any colleagues who m ay feel slighted by this necessary decision.
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2 The New Cosm ological P aradigm

T he data-driven revolution in coan ology cannot have escaped the notice ofpar-
ticle physicists. D uring the last decade a host of new precision m easurem ents
of the universe have provided a clear and surprising accounting of the energy
budget of the universe. T here now exists com pelling evidence, from multiple
techniques, that the universe is com posed of 5% baryonic m atter, 25% dark
m atter and a whopping 70% dark energy, w ith negative pressure, su ciently
negative to cause the expansion of the universe to accelerate.

The best known evidence for this com es from two sources. The rst is
from Type Ia supemovae studies’??. These data aremuch better tby a uni-
verse dom inated by a cosm ological constant than by a at m atterdom inated
m odel. T hisresul alone allow sa substantialrange ofpossblvaliesof y and

. However, if we Independently constrain y 03, we obtain 07,
corresponding to a vacuum energy density 10 8 erg=am® (10 3 ev)i.

The second is from studies of the an all anisotropies In the Coan ic M i-
crow ave B ackground Radiation (CM B), culn lnating in the W M AP satellite 3.
O ne very in portant piece of data that the CM B uctuations give us is the
valie of ota1. Fora atuniverse k= 0, i(ota1= 1) we expect a peak in the
power spectrum at 1’ 220. Such a peak is seen In the W M AP data, yielding
0:98 total 1908 (95% cl) { strong evidence fora at universe.

3 The Baryon A symm etry of the U niverse

O newould think that the baryonic com ponent of the universe was well under—
stood; after all, we are m ade of baryons. However, from the point of view of
coam ology, there is one findam ental issue to be understood.

D irect observation show s that the universe around us contains no appre—
ciable prim ordial antim atter. In addition, the stunning success of big bang
nucleosynthesis rests on the requirem ent that, de ning ny g, to be the number
density of (anti)-baryons and s to be the entropy density,
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Thisnum berhasbeen independently detem ned tobe = 6:1 10 0% 02 19
from precise m easurem ents of the relative heights of the rst two m icrowave
background (CM B) acoustic peaksby the W M AP satellite. T hus the natural
question arises; as the universe cooled from early tim es, at which one would
expect equalam ountsofm atter and antim atter, to today, w hat processes, both
particle physics and coan ological, were responsble for the generation of this

very speci c baryon asymm etry? ([Fora review and references see?® )
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Ifwe're going to use a particke physicsm odelto generate the baryon asym —

m etry of the universe BAU ), what properties m ust the theory possess? This

question was st addressed by Sakharov in 1967, resulting in the follow ing
.

V lolation of the baryon number B ) symm etry.

V lolation ofthe discrete sym m etriesC (charge conjugation) and CP (the
com position of parity and C)

A departure from them alequilbrim .

T here arem any ways to achieve these. O ne particularly sin ple exam ple is
given by G rand Uni ed theordes (GUTs). However, while GUT baryogenesis
is attractive, it is not lkely that the physics nvolved w ill be directly testable
In the Poreseeable future.

In recent years, perhaps the m ost widely studied scenario for generating
the baryon num ber ofthe universe hasbeen electrow eak baryogenesisand Iw ill
focus on this here. In the standard electrow eak theory baryon num ber is an
exact global sym m etry. However, baryon num ber is violated at the quantum
Jevel through nonperturbative processes. These e ects are closely related to
the nontrivial vacuum structure of the electrow eak theory.

At zero tem perature, baryon number violating events are exponentially
suppressed. However, at tem peratures above or com parable to the critical
tem perature T = T. of the electrow eak phase transition, B -violating vacuum
transitions m ay occur frequently due to them alactivation.

Fem jons in the electrow eak theory are chirally coupled to the gauge elds.
In tem s of the discrete sym m etries of the theory, these chiral couplings result
In the electrow eak theory being m axin ally C <violating. H owever, the issue of
CP ~violation ism ore com plex.

CP isknown not to be an exact sym m etry of the weak Interactions, and is
observed experim entally In the neutralK aon system through K ¢, K ¢ m ixing.
However, the relevant e ects are param etrized by a dim ensionless constant
which is no largerthan 10 2°. This appears to be much too am all to account
for the observed BAU and so it is usualto tum to extensions of the m inim al
theory. In particular the m inin al supersym m etric standard m odel M SSM ).

The question of the order of the electroweak phase transition is central
to electrow eak baryogenesis. Since the equilbrium description of particle phe-
nom ena is extrem ely accurate at electrow eak tem peratures, baryogenesis can—
not occur at such low scales w ithout the aid of phase transitions.

For a continuous transition, the associated departure from equilbrim is
nsu cient to lead to relevant baryon num ber production. For a rst order
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transition quantum tunneling occursaround T = T, and nucleation ofbubbles
of the true vacuum in the sea of false begins. At a particular tem perature
below T, bubbles jist Jarge enough to grow nucleate. T hese are term ed critical
bubbls, and they expand, eventually lling all of space and com pleting the
transition. A s the bubble walls pass each point In space, the order param eter
changes rapidly, as do the other elds and this leads to a signi cant departure
from them alequilbrium . T hus, ifthe phase transition is strongly enough rst
order it is possble to satisfy the third Sakharov criterion in this way.

T here is a further criterion to be satis ed. A s the wallpasses a point in
space, the H iggs elds evolve rapidly and the HiggsVEV changesfrom h i= 0
In the unbroken phase to h i = v (T.), the value of the order param eter at
the symm etry breaking global m inimum of the nite tem perature e ective
potential, in the broken phase. Now, CP violation and the departure from
equilbriim occur while the Higgs eld is changing. A fterwards, the point is
In the true vacuum , baryogenesis has ended, and baryon num ber violation is
exponentially supressed. Since baryogenesis is now over, it is in perative that
baryon num ber violation be negligible at this tem perature In the broken phase,
otherw ise any baryonic excess generated w illbe equilbrated to zero. Such an
e ect is known as washout of the asym m etry and the criterion for this not to
happen m ay be w ritten as

v (Ie)
Tc

1: @)

Tt is necessary that this criterion be satis ed for any electrow eak baryogenesis
scenario to be successul

In the m inin al standard m odel, in which experin ents now constrain the
Higgsmasstobemy > 1144 G€V, i is clear from num erical sin ulations that
(2) isnot satis ed. This is therefore a second reason to tum to extensions of
them inim alm odel.

O ne In portant exam ple of a theory beyond the standard m odel in which
these requirem entscan bem et istheM SSM .In theM SSM there are two H iggs

elds, ; and ,.Atone lop,aCP-wiolating interaction between these elds

is iInduced through supersym m etry breaking. A tematively, there also exists
extra CP ~violation through CKM -lke e ects in the chargino m ixing m atrix.
T hus, there seem s to be su cient CP violation for baryogenesis to sucoeed.

Now, the two H iggs elds com bine to give one lightest scalar Higgsh. In
addition, there are also light stops t (the superpartners of the top quark) in
the theory. T hese light scalar particles can lead to a strongly rst order phase
transition if the scalars have m asses in the correct region of param eter space.
A detailed two loop calculation ® and lattice results indicate that the allow ed
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region is given by

my 120G ev 3)

m,. me ; (4)

for tan h ;i=h 1i> 5. In the next few years, experin ents at the Tevatron
and the LHC should probe this range of H iggsm asses and we should know if
the M SSM is at least a good candidate for electrow eak baryogenesis.

W hatwould it taketo have con dence that electrow eak baryogenesisw ithin
a particular SU SY m odelactually occurred? F irst, there are som e generalpre—
dictions: If the H iggs is found, the next test w ill com e from the search for the
lightest stop at the Tevatron collider. In portant supporting evidence w illcom e
from CP -violatinge ectswhich m ay be observable n B physics. Forthese, the
preferred param eter space kads to values of the branching ratio BR b ! s )
di erent from the Standard M odel case. A though the exact value of this
branching ratio depends strongly on the value ofthe and A param eters, the
typicaldi erence w ith respect to the Standard M odelprediction is ofthe order
of the present experin ental sensitivity and hence In principle testable at the
BaBar, Belle and BTeV experim ents.

However, what is really necessary is to establish a believable m odel. For
this we require precision m easurem ents of the spectrum , m asses, couplings and
branching ratios to com parew ith theoretical requirem ents fora su cient BAU .
Such a convincing case would require both the LHC and ulim ately the LC if
this is truly how nature works.

4 Dark M atter

T heoristshave developed m any di erentm odels fordark m atter, som e ofwhich
are accessble to terrestrial experin ents and som e of which are not. There is
not space to review allofthese here. Rather, Iwill focus on a speci c exam ple
that is of interest to collider physicists (for a review and references see’).

A prim e class of dark m atter candidates are W eakly Interacting M assive
Particles W MM Ps). Such a particle would be a new stabl particke . The
evolution of the num ber density of these particles in an expanding universe is

n = 3Hn h vim? nﬁq) ; 6)
where a dot denotes a tin e derivative, H is the Hubble constant, is the
annihilation cross-section and neq is the equilbbrium valie ofn

In the early universe, at high tem perature, the last term in this equation
dom Inates and one nds the equilbrium number densiy of particles. If
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Figure 1: T he co-m oving num ber density of a dark m atter particle.

this were always the case then today we would nd negligble numbers of
them and their energy density would certainly be too litle to account for
the dark m atter. H owever, as the universe expands it reaches a tem perature,
known as the freeze-out tem perature, at which the evolution equation becom e
dom inated by the rsttem on the right-hand side —the dam ping due to the the
Hubbl expansion. A fter this point, annihilations cease and the distriboution of
particles at that tim e ism erely dilited by the expansion at all Jater tim es,
leading to an abundance that ism uch higher than the equilbriim one at those
tem peratures. This is ilustrated n  qure 1 8.
In fact, to a st approxin ation, the dark m atter abundance rem aining
today is given by

weak

DM 01 ; (6)

where ,eax is the typical weak interaction cross—section. From this one can
clearly see why it isthat W IM P s get their nam e —~weakly interacting particles
yield the correct order ofm agnitude to explain the dark m atter.

W hat I have just described is a generic picture of what happens to a
W IM P. Obviously, a speci c candidate undergoes very speci c interactions
and a detailed calculation is required to yield the correct relic abundance.
T he m ost popular candidate of this type arises In supersym m etric extensions
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Figure 2: A portion ofthem SUGRA param eter spacewih Ag = 0,tan = 10,and > O.

of the standard m odel. Supersymm etry, of course, is attractive for entirely
Independent particle physics reasons. H ow ever, a natural prediction of SU SY

w ith low-energy SUSY breaking and R-parity is the existence of the lightest
superpartner of the standard m odel particles. T his Lightest Supersym m etric
Particle (LSP) istypically neutral, weakly interacting, w ith a weak scalem ass,
and hence can be a com pelling dark m atter candidate.

W eak scale SUSY has a large num ber of param eters. A detailed analysis
requires us to focus on particular models. It is common to use a m odel —
m Inin al supergravity (m SUGRA ) —described by Just 5 param eters, the m ost
In portant ofwhich are the universalscalarm assm ¢ and the universalgaugino
massM ;_,,both de ned at the scaleM gyt ' 2 10'°Gev.

W hatm ight the LSP be in this fram ework? A s can be seen from gure2 °
the LSP is typically the the lightest neutralino  or the right-handed stau ~ .
If it is a neutralino, i is aln ost purely B ino over a large region of param eter
space, w ith a reasonable H iggsino com ponent form oy 1T&V.

It is, of course, very im portant to go beyond m SUGRA to understand all
the possble ways foran LSP to be the dark m atter. However, m SUGRA does
provide a crucial and m anageable set of com m on m odels.

If SUSY is discovered at colliders, one would like to determm ine the relic
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density of such a particle to an accuracy ofa few percent, In order to com pare
w ith the known dark m atter abundance. T his requires a precise determ ination
of the m asses and couplings In the theory, a goalthat, although challenging,
m ay wellbe possble w ith the LHC and a linear collider.

5 D ark Energy

As I have m entioned, it is hard to see how one m ight m ake m easurem ents
directly relevant to the dark energy problem in colliders. N evertheless, In the
Interest ofnot giving up hope, and because w e appear to be extrem ely ignorant
about thisproblem , Iwould like tom ention at least one connection betw een the
cogan ological constant, a candidate for the dark energy, and collider physics.
In classical general relativity the coan ologicalconstant is a com pltely

free param eter. However, if we integrate over the quantum uctuations of
allm odes ofa quantum eld in the vacuum , we cbtain a natural expectation
for is scale. Unfortunately this integral diverges, yielding an in nie answer
for the vacuum energy. Since we do not trust our understanding of physics
at extrem ely high energies, we could introduce a cuto energy, above which
ignore any potential contributions, expecting that a m ore com plete theory w ill
Justify this. Ifthe cuto is at the P lanck scale, we obtain an estin ate for the
energy density in this com ponent

ae Mg @0 cev)!: @)

Unfrtunately, a coan ological constant of the right order ofm agnitude to
explain coam ic acceleration m ust satisfy

vac (10 Cev)*; @®)

which is 120 orders ofm agnitude sn aller than the above naive expectation.

A second puzzle, the coincidence problem arises because our best- t uni-
verse contains vacuum and m atter densities of the sam e order of m agnitude.
Since the ratio of these quantities changes rapidly as the universe expands.
there is only a brief epoch of the universe’s history during which we could
observe the transition from dom ination by one type of com ponent to another.

To date, I think it is fair to say that there are no approaches to the
coam ological constant problem that are both welldeveloped and com pelling
(®r review s see 1011712y I addition, given the absurdly smallm ass scales
nvolved, it is generally thought unlkely that collider physics w ill have any
Inpact on this problem . W hik I think this is probably true, I would lke
to em phasize a particular connection between collider experim ents and this
problem .



A s Thave m entioned, a prin e m otivation for the next generation of accel-
erators is the possibility that supersym m etry m ight be discovered. At the risk
of insulting som e ofm y colleagues, when one is constantly dealing w ith super—
sym m etric theordes in the context of collider signatures, i iseasy to forget that
supersymm etry ismuch m ore than a symm etry in plying a certain soectrum
and speci ¢ relationships between couplings and m asses. Supersym m etry is,
of course, a space-tim e sym m etry, relating intemal sym m etry transform ations
w ith those of the Poincare group. There is a direct connection between this
fact and the vacuum energy.

The power of supersymm etry is that for each fem ionic degree of free—
dom there is a m atching bosonic degree of freedom , and vicewversa, so that
their contrbutions to quadratic divergences cancel, allow ing a resolution of
the hierarchy problem . A sim ilar e ect occurs when calculating the vacuum
energy: while bosonic elds contribute a positive vacuum energy, for fem ions
the contribution is negative. Hence, if degrees of freedom exactly m atch, the
net vacuum energy sum s to zero.

W e do not, however, live In a supersym m etric state (for exam ple, there is
no sekctron w ith the sam e m ass and charge as an elctron, or we would have
noticed it long ago). Therefore, if supersym m etry exists, it m ust be broken
at some scale M gysy - In a theory w ith broken supersym m etry, the vacuum
energy is not expected to vanish, but to be of order

vae Mgygy (10°Gev)'; 9)
w here Thave assum ed that supersym m etry is relevant to the hierarchy problm
and hence that the superpartners are close to experin entalbounds. H ow ever,
this is still 60 orders of m agnitude away from the cbserved value.

Tt is a crucial aspect of the dark energy problem to discover why it is
that we do not observe a coan ological constant anything like this order of
m agniude. Ifwe nd SUSY at colliders and understand how it isbroken, this
m ay provide much needed insight into how this occurs and perhaps provide
new inform ation about the vacuum energy problem .

6 Conclusions

In this colloquiim I have tried to argue that particle physics and cosn ol
ogy, as disciplines Independent of one another, no longer exist; that ourm ost
fundam ental questions are the sam e and that we are approaching them in
com plem entary ways. I have em phasized the deep connections between resuls
obtained in existing colliders and expected from fiiture ones and the puzzles
facing coan ology regarding the energy budget of the universe.
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From the fam iliar baryonic m atter, through the elusive dark m atter and
perhaps all the way to the m ysterious dark energy, collider experim ents are
crucialifwe are to construct a coherent story of coan ic history. In con junction
w ith observational cosm ology such experin ents hold the key to unlock the
deepest secrets of the universe.
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