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ABSTRACT

T his sum m ary discusses som e of the topics w hich were of overarching interest at
the Sym posiim . These Inclided, corrections to perturbative Q CD predictions;
heavy quark physics; electroweak symm etry breaking; and physics of the top
quark.

1. Introductory R em arks.

Even w ith the best ofw il], it is in possible to sum m arize in 40 m inutes the 30 talks
given at the Sym posium . Thus, instead I will try to concentrate on a f&w topics of
overarching interest. These Inclided, corrrections to perturbative Q CD predictions;
heavy quark physics; electroweak sym m etry breaking; and physics of the top quark.
T here were m any other interesting topics discussed at the Sym posium [perturbation
theory resumm ation; renom alons; CP and autom orphisn s; m ass shifts in strong
m agnetic elds; symm etry pattem of m ass m atrices; etc.] which I, unfortunately,
cannot properly cover In this summ ary. I apologize for this and refer the nterested
reader to the approprate contributions in these P roceedings.

2. Corrections to Perturbative QCD .

O ne of the recurring them es in the Sym posium was that perturbative QCD has
its lin itations. Perturbative Q CD gives accurate predictions as long as the expan-—
sion param eter for the process In question is really . However, when this is not
really the case, to obtain reliable predictions, one m ust lnclude corrections which de—
pend in detail on the physics of the problem . T hree exam ples were discussed at the
Sym posim , each ofwhich illustrated a particular way in which the relevant physics
dictated how to augm ent the perturbative Q CD calculations. Brods]gy‘lg considered
threshold e ects In heavy quark production in e* e collisions; Berger_:2 discussed re-
summ ing Initial state brem sstrahling in top production at hadronic m achines; and
W l%é explained the rolk that color octet contributions have n hadronic production
of cham onia. In each of these exam ples the underlying physics which causes m odi-

cations to perturbative Q CD is quite clear. Indeed, for the processes discussed by
B rodsky and B erger analogous phenom ena occur also n Q ED . N evertheless, each of
these exam plks is a challenging area for QCD, if one wants accurate predictions to
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com pare w ith experin ent.
T hreshold production of pairs of charged femm ions is sensistive to Coulomb ex—

change. Fore'e ! 7 near -threshold one must inclide themultiple Coulomb
J:escattenag of the produced pairs. Sin ilarly, for heavy quark-antiquark production
for 1 4mg 2=s | 0 one must take into account of the glionic Coulomb

rescattering. For both QED and QCD one mnoorporates these e ects through the
Introduction of a Coulomb factor, which sum s up the m ultiple exchanges of photons
or glions:

S (&) = ——
X =
1 ex
w ith (
— QED
X = 4
-3 s QCD

ThisCoulomb factorm odi es the angular distribution at threshold, so that the coef-
cient of o8 isnot sinply ? but 2S (x):
d 2

— B

S + Sx)of ]:

W hat Brodsky points out is that when one does the summ ing of the Coulomb ex—
changes at threshold properly, one obtains in thisC oulom b factorthe running coupling
responsible for the binding of quarkonia v, since the sam e physics is Involved. T hus
forQCD really one has

4 v ( 25) .

I

This being the case, it m ay be possble to extract the coupling reponsible for the
cham onium bound state spectrum by studying the threshold angular distrioution for
e"e ! cc. A realquestion, however, is if this angular distribution is re ected faith—
fully in the angular distrbution of the corresponding cham ed hadrons, or w hether
hadromzat:on e ectsm ask entirely the Coulomb rescattering physics.

B e::ger2 discussed another exam ple where to properly calculate the physics of the
problem one again hasto sum up the e ectsof soft gluons{in his case, radiated glions
form the initialstate. At the Tevatron the production oftop quarks com esdom nantly
from the process gqg ! tt. In contrast, at the LHC this will occur m ostly through
glion fusion. In the usual fashion, the hadronic cross section for top production is
then given by the convolution ofthe parton cross section and the quark and antiquark
distrdoution functions

X =

@) =  dx1dX; gX1)gKz) " K1X28)

T he partonic cross section "y is known to O ( g) . However, near threshold there are
large corrections arising from the brem sstrahlung of a soft gluon @y ! 0) from the



Initial state quarks or antiquarks. T he singk brem sstrahlung of a gluon introduces a
factor z .

sb= dzl+ 2 sIn(1 2z)]
0

which, although nite, is Jarge due to the soft gluon contribution atz ! 1 (g ! O
corresponds to z ! 1). Thus, one should really consider also multiple soft glion
em ission. A s Berger discusses, one can actually resum the brem sstrahlung logarithm s
(sIh(@ 2z)" from multjplel glion em ission and eventually one obtains a fiill en—
hancem ent factor of the ﬁ)rm:f’

E (@ 2%mH)nr*a 2 :

However, from the above form ula one seesthatasz ! 1 one gets into scale values of
s Which are no longer in the perturbative regin e.

T here are di erent approaches ofhow to handle this. For instance, In this Sym po-
sium Be::gerlii discussed how one can use a principal value regularization prescription
to estim ate the infrared sensitive part of the enhancem ent factor. H owever, the In —
portant m essage is that, because of these threshold e ects, there is a bit of the top
cross section at the Tevatron that isuncalculable in perturbative QCD . In fact, as
Berger reported, what he and Contapanagos‘é do is to e ectively set the resumm ed
contrbution to zero for < 0:005 in the partonic cross section because they cannot
trust the answer below this value. They cbtain In this way for the top cross section
atp§= 18 TeV,assum ngm. = 175 G &V, the value

«(18TeV)= (55 0:3)pb :

H ere the error is an estin ate of the uncertainty com ing from the structure functions
and the scale uncertainties. Because the resumm ed contribution contrbutes about
0.5 pb to the top cross section, the ervor com ing from the excluded region near = 0
probably isnot signi cant. N evertheless, i would be nice to have an estin ate also of
its poss:‘plle m agniude.

W is¥ discussed som e aspects of cham onium production in hadronic collisions.
This is a topic of considerable interest since recent data at the Tevatron showed that
the production of ; °and ZISI much larger than was expected from a perturba—
tive Q CD quarkonia calculation®. Schem atically, quarkoniuim production is given by
convoluting the partonic crosssection for producing glions of a certain fractional
mom entum w ith the gluon fragm entation fiinction for quarkonia:

zZ
d )= dz * (z)P (p=z)Dgl oo ()

A naive estin ate of the gluon fragm entation function can be obtained by considering
the sam e graphs which contribute to quarkonium decay. T his gives for states whose



decay involve two gluons

2 .
Dy 0o (2) —Srjn—ff(z) §V3+2L :

10N

Here v is the rwlative velocity of the bound quarks and L is the angular m cm entum
associated w ith the plroduoed quarkonia.

In his tak, W isd® em phasized that because one is dealing w ith bound state pro—
duction one cannot just naively apply the sam e ideas that hold in quarkonium decay.
Thus, for example, forthe L = 1  -states besides the naive result ©orD 4, X,
one can in agjnelz' also production via an L = 0 color octet intermm ediate state which
then decays via soft gluon eam ission to the . Such a oolor octet contrbution still

involves a factor of v° but now isproportionalto g not Z

D Sl Sv5
and hence, In principle, can give a m uch larger contrbution. Sin ilar considerations
hold for production, where the naive quarkonium estin ate gives for the production
ofthe L = 0 cc state

D g v ;
while the contrbution arising from an L = 0 color octet interm ediate state, which

then decays Into a by ean itting two soft g]uons-ﬁ, gives

8 7.
Dg! VAR

One gains a factor of 2 but at the price of a v* factor. So here it is not so clar
w hether the color octet contridbution can give an enhancem ent.

Because detailed bound state calculations are not sin ple to do, it is di cuk to
estin ate reliably how mudh each of the above m echanisn s really contributes to the
gluon fragm entation function into quarkonia. T hus, it m ight be very usefulto have a
diagnostic test which m ay help distinguish am ong these di erent m echanism . W jse:2
suggested one such diagnostic In his tak, involving the alignm ent of the produced
quarkonia. Ifthe coloroctet L = 0 contrbution dom lnatesin  production then, since
the soft glouns are irrelevant in the decay, one expects that the produced should be
transversally aligned. Hence the produced Jkptons from thedecay ! ' should
have an angular distribution proportionalto 1+ cos® . Unfortunately, the practical
situation is not so sin ple since about 30% ofthe ’s come from radiative decays of
produced 's ( ! ) and so this dilutes the puriy of the signal. Furthem ore,
detecting the asym m etry in the production angle is hard experim entally for ’spro-—
duced at large transverse m om entum , due to the substantial kinem aticalboost of the
produced kptons.

Stillw ithin Q CD , but now in the non-perturbative sector, we heard also of som e
nice work in the Sym posiuim connected w ith novel quarkonia, lke B. and baryons



containing two di erent heavy quarks Q Q %q. Ifone has system s like B, orQ Q ‘g w ith
two heavy quarks of quite di erent m asses, then m ass e ects can lead to substantial
di erences. For instance, as Chang'9 and O aked? discussed, the hyper ne splitting
between 3S; and 'S, in the B, system is only about 70 M &€V com pared to 125 M &V
in cham oniuim and 100 M €V in bottom onium . For the double heavy baryons, one
approach discussed by Chand® is to considerthem asbound states ofa heavy diquark {
light quark system :
00" 35009 :

This system is then not that dissim ilar from a heavy-light m eson, like B.. However,
the diquark (oc) ismuch less tightly bound than them eson (o) ®, w ith

M’ 66GeV versus Mg, o’ 63GeV :

3. Heavy Flavor D ecays.

T he physics of heavy quark system s is an in portant testing ground for our theo—
retical understanding ofQ CD and ofthe electroweak Interactions. In addition, heavy
quark decays o er the opportunity for exploring further the still poorly understood
phenom ena of CP violation. The activity in this eld, which was m irrored in this
m eeting, roughly splits Into two pieces:

1) Im provam ents and re nem ents in dynam ical calculations of weak decay m atrix
elem ents by a variety of techniques: parton/quark m odels; chiral perturbation
theory; 1=N . m ethods; lattice calculations; and QCD sum rules.

) Exploration of areas where one can probe better the standard m odel, or look
for signs of new physics. These nclided CP violation In charged-B decays;
new ways to detemm ine the angles in the unitarity trangl; studies ofnon-CKM
CP —violating phases; and the physics of  lpton decays.

The taks of T. Huang? and W . Bardeen:y: In this Sym posiim provided two
exam ples ofattem ptsatbetterestin ating dynam icalparam eters In weak decaysw hich
are of considerable phenom enological Interest. Huang'lq discussed SU (3) breaking
e ects forthe predictions of various quantities obtained by using heavy quark e ective
theory HQET), using QCD sum rulsasa tool. H is results are as follow s:

1) The ratios ofweak decay constants receive about a 10% SU (3) breaking corrections

f, £,
5SS - 148 o005 =2

Bd D

= 113 003:

These results are quite com patible with lattice caloulations. Furthem ore, as
0 aked? pointed out, the doublke ratio of the above quantities is quite insensitive



to SU (3) breaking. These results are In portant f©or phenom enology since, for
example, the By Bgmassdierrnce m ¢ can be derived from the By By
m ass di erence and CKM param eters once fz =fp, is known.

i) The IsgurW ise function and the operators coe cients ofthe HQET Lagrangian
are quite insensitive to SU (3) breaking, w ith corrections of order a few percent.
However, Huandt? nds that the slope param eters in the IsqurW ise function
obey 2> ., whih is the opposite behavior of that obtained in chiral per-

turbation theory.

Bardeen!! discussed another param eter of phenom enological in portance for B
physics, the, socalled, bag constant Bg4 which gives a measure of the B = 2
m atrix elam ent:

8
Bqd @ bd @1 s)oBgi= 5deM§dBBd:

Because thism atrix elem ent enters in the expression orthe By By massdi erence,
changes in thevalue ofBg 4 a ect the constraints one cbtains forthe CKM param eters
cbtained from the experim ental value of thism ass di erence. Both lattice m ethods
and QCD sum rules give values or By 4 very close to unity. Bardeen calculates this
quantiy using 1=N . m ethods.

T he lrading contrdbution for Bgg In a lJarge N . expansion corresponds to intro—
ducing the vacuum state In the above m atrix elem ent and lads to Bggq = 3=4.
N on—-leading contributions com e from the connected m atrix elem ents involving the

2-current correlation
Z

corr =  d'gBaP @J ( 9Bai

To proceed, B ardeen:-u- uses di erent techniques to evaluate the above integral in dif-
ferent regions ofm om entum g, m atching these calculations at their interface. W riting
g =myv +k ,Bard 2t usesHQET to calculate or ocp < k,butusesan e ective
meson theory fork < g¢p .

Both the HQET and the e ective m eson theory give integrals for the correction
factorwhich are both nfrared and ultraviolet sensitive and m atching these contriou—
tions gives two conditions. One of them is a m atching scale which tums out to be

! 600p " s M eV . The other is a condition on the coupling strength in the e ective
theory and Bardeen obtains g% = 1=3. Rem arkably, because of this second m atching
condition, the result ©rBj4 that Bardeeni? obtans is una ected by the nonlading
corrections in 1=N .:

3 3
Bea= -1 04(@ 399)] ! =:
4 4
A s Bardeen points out, it is not clkear how generalthis resul is. For Instance, in his
e ective m eson calculation hehas ncluded B 4 statesbut not, for nstance, B, states.



The Inclusion of these further states could change the coupling strength m atching
condition and thus the resul forBg 4. N evertheless, it is troubling that there appears
to be a discrepancy between the value obtained forBg 4 In latticeand QCD sum rules
calculations and in this 1=N . calculation.

In the Sym posium Lam 13 also discussed the large N . 1m it, but applied to baryons
which in this lin it are just Jarge collections of quarks: B N.g. AsN.! 1 thes
states are necessarily heavy, ifthe quarks carry any m ass. Lam described in particular
how to reconcile, In a soecial kinem atical lim i, the fact that baryonic decays to n
m esons are highly suppressed in the large N . Iin it, w ith

2 n

AB! BMM) O N2
while individual Feynam n graphs are allofO NN 27?) and, apparently, grow wih N .
T he reconciliation is e ected by having an in nite tower of resonances In the theory
In the arge N, Iim it, with allthe M BB couplings being appropriately related.

A Iso som ew hat theoretical was the nice discussion of C 8. Huangt? ofhow to re-
cover the results of HQET in a Bethe-Salpeter form alism . O ne expects this to em erge
In an analogous way that one recovers in the non-relativistic lm it the Schrodinger
equation from the Bethe-Salpeter equation. N evertheless, it was nice to see how this
obtains in detail, recovering both the soin symmetry asM o, ! 1 (orovided one has
vector or 'sgaJar kemels) and the HQET form ofthe 1=M 4 corrections.

Huang®? applied this covariant formalisn to a model calculation of exclisive
sem ileptonic decays, where he extracted the IsgurW ise function, and to other heavy
quark non-lkptonic decays, IkeD_ ! D . Sim ilarcaloculation to these were discussed
at the Sym posum by C ~5.K in 14, who used a parton m odel for his calculations, and
by L A .Chan‘? who used an e ective low -energy Lagrangian sin ilarto that discussed
by Bardeent’.

K am al? also presented a m odel investigation, in his case conceming the color
suppressed decaysoftheB mesonsinto K and K . Kam alrem arked that theusual
calculation, where one drops the colorpieces in the e ective Lagrangian afterF ferzing
the currents and where one uses factorization, cannot reproduce the experin ental
values for either the ratio of these m odes or the polarization In the K mode:

BR ®B ! K )

R = =1J1 034; P, @B ! K )= 078 007 :
BR @B ! K)

These two assum ptions (using N, = 3) give a snall a, am plitude, w ith

1
a=c+ N_Ccll 01

W hat K am al? pointed out was that everything works out{both here and in color
suppressed D decays{if there is about a 10% non-factorizable contribution and an



analogous O (10% ) contrdbution from the ocolor pieces in the e ective Lagrangian.
T hese contributions, e ectively, conspire to change the a, am plitude to a new e ective
am plitude, w ith
a, ' o
So Kam al’s results are sim ilar to just im agining dropping the 1=N . contributions{a
suggestion m ade earlier in the literaturel’. o
M uch m ore m odelindependent w as the discussion of P aschod? at the Sym posium
of nclusive sam ileptonic B -decays. Because one is summ ing over all hadronic nal
states, the Inclusive rate can be wrtten in temn s of a current com m utator taken
between B states: Z
W= dxe BT ®);J O)IB1i;

where g is the mom entum transfer to the nal lepton pair. This quantity can be
calculated In a controlled way for m ost of the allowed phase space by using a com —
bination of a light-cone expansion and HQET . T hus, one expects that the Inclisive
sem ieptonic rate should be reliably calculable in tem s of the parton m odel, aug—
m ented by the m atrix elem ents ofO (1=m ) operators D 2 and G ] adsing from the
light-oone expansion. Unfortunately, these expectations are not realized In practice
since the experim ental sam ikptonic branching ratio

Bo= X )05 03

@ ! al)

is quite a bit an aller than the theoretical prediction of 12-13% .

P aschost? discussed som e possibilities for reconciling theory w ith experin ent. T his
can happen readily if one, som ehow , underestin ated the strength ofthe non-leptonic
B decays. The favored idea here isthat themode b ! ccs is underestin ated. How —
ever, to bring theory and experim ent in concordance one would need to boost up
this m ode so much that it would lead to too much cham production (. 1:3),
In con ict wih cbservation. It is possble that the discrepancy is the e fect of new
physics, where a favored e ective operator is that given by

1
M2

new

Le

(s)r (@ :

However, it may also just be that we, again, have failed to correctly calculate the
relevant non—kptonic m atrix elem ent. H istory perhaps gives credence to this last,
m ore hum ble, hypothesis. For kaons, the I = 1=2 enhancem ent is a factor of 20
which, even today, is only partially understood. W e also have not really totally
explained the factor of 2 di erence between the cham lifettimes, ©O')= Oy) 2.
So perhapswe should not be too concemed by a 20% discrepancy In the sam ileptonic
B decays! __

D ~5.Du? in histak at the Sym posium suggested that one should consider anew
the possbility ofhaving rather large CP —iolating asym m etries n charged B -decays.



T his is an old suggestion?? which, however, seam s to be di cult to realize in practice.
To obtain a CPwviclating asymm etry in B -decays requires the Interference of two
am plitudes w ith both di erent weak CP -violating phases and strong rescattering
phases. A lthough this occurs In practics, In general one of the am plitudes or one
of the phase di erences is an all and the net asymm etry is then also snall D uld
suggests that thism ay not happen fordecays lkeB ! ° where one is Interfering
a soectator decay am plitude w ith a (space-like) Penguin am plitude. Du gets a large
e ect by assum ing that the size of the space-lke Penguin am plitude is related to the
B rodsky-Lepage?! om factor:

Thisgiveshin an am plitude which is com parable in size to the spectator decay am —
plitude and In which the rescattering phase ism axinm um . Because the two am plitudes
In question involve Vy, and Vi, regoectively, the weak phases are also com parabl.
So, In principle, one could get large e_ects. Unfortunately, it isdi cult to judge how
reliable the Penguin estin ate of D ul? is. At any rate, he has raised an interesting
issue.

Tau decays were also discussed at the Sym posium , both as a beautifl laboratory
orapplying current algebra and dispersion relation technique and asa place to ook
fornew physic$?. Truongf? em phasized that the current alyebra soft pion relation in
the Im it ofp ! O:

B pic firBjx Al

when used wih the Pade techniques to build-n unitarity, can be very powerfil.
Indeed, by these means it is possibl to m ake successful predictions for m ultipion
decays ( ! n ), hcluding resonance channels, lke ! . Nelson?? instead
concentrated on what lim its on new physics could be cbtained from  -decays at the
proposed Beijing tau-cham factory. He showed that, by looking at the !
and ! A; decaysand analyzing the and A; polarization through their fiirther
decays, one can obtain lin its on the scale associated w ith new V-A interactions ofthe
which are of O ( 1 TeV ). Nelson?? also showed that one could test for possible
CPwiolating asymm etries in the charged -decays to quite a reasonabl level. For
Instance, w riting the am plitude for ! asr = g ,atataucham factory
one could hope to determ ne  r=r to about 0.1% and to about 1.

4. E lectrow eak Sym m etry B reaking.

The third sub fct of great Interest at the Sym posiim was electroweak physics.
Here there are a few facts which were agreed by all the speakers, either in plicitly or
explicitly:



1) The standard m odel gives an am am zingly accurate description of a large body of
precise electroweak data2i2%. An exam ple being provided by the very accurate
value of sin® . = 02315 0:0004.

i) The physics underlying the breakdown ofSU 2) U (1) ! U (1)en oOccursat scale
ofO 1 Tev).

P_

ifl) The largem ass of the top quark, withm, O (v) andwherev= ( 2Gy) 27
250 G eV is the scale associated with the Higgs vev,_is signi cant. A lthough
what exactly this is telling us is not yet totally clear?2?,

T he focus of the discussion at the Sym posium was on the disputable aspects ofthe
above points. For exam ple, are there hints of an all discrepancies w ith the standard
m odelin thedata? O r, what really isthe physicswhich is at the root ofthe sym m etry
breakdown? O r, what is the real signi cance of having top so heavy?

P robably the central issue of particle physics today is what is the m echanian
which causesthe SU 2) U (1) breakdown. Two cam ps exist. Partisans of the st
cam p b'e_]jeve that the breakdown is due to the vev of som e elem entary scalar(s)

el (s) 2 This is the originalm echanisn suggested for the spontaneous breakdown of
the standard m odel. H owever, to m ake thism echanian naturalthe beliefnow isthat
one needs to have also som e supersym m etry which survives to low energy. Partisans
ofthe second cam p believe Instead that the spontanecus breakdown ofSU 2) U (1)
is due to the fom ation of condensates of som e underlying ferm iong?. That is, the
breakdown ofSU ) U (1) isdynam ical. Tt ispossibl that what condenses to break
the symm etry is just htti, but generally it is assum ed that the condensing fem ions
are ferm ions of a new theory {technicolor.

If the rst option above is the truth and one has som e lIow energy supersymm e—
try, then eventually one should see plenty of signals. A llknow n excitations w ill have
superpartners and their spectrum will nform us of how precisely the supersymm e
try is broken down In nature. Furthem ore, shoe to In plem ent the supersym m etry
one needs at kast 2 H iggs doublkts, one should also observe the scalar excitations
connected w ith an extended H iggs sector?? In general, a relatively light H iggs boson
My, M) issymptomatic of supersymm etry. One know s from direct searches at
LEP that the standard m odel H iggs boson has amassMy > 65 GeV. As E 1lig?
discussed at the Sym posium , from indirect ts to precision electroweak data one in—
fersthat My = 76" 10° G &V . Optin istically, he concluded that such a "light H iggs"
perhaps is already a hint of supersym m etry. W hether this is so only tine (@and m ore
data!) will tell.

T he breakdow n ofthe electroweak sym m etry by a H iggs vev which is stabilized by
supersym m etry is, in m any regoects, amuch "safer" option than dynam ical sym m etry
breaking. P rincipally this isbecause it doesnot tie the scak ofSU (2) U (1) breaking
to the physics scale responsible for generating the Yukawa ocouplings of the H iggs to



the ferm ions, which are regponsible for ferm ion m asses. T his cannot be avoided when
the symm etry breaking is dynam ical and, in these latter theordes, one is forced to
have the fermm ion m ass generation scale near to the O (TeV) scak of SU 2) U (1)
breaking.  _

Sinmongd discussed at the Sym posiuim how the Jarge m ass of the top m akes life
even more di cult. Typically, when the electroweak breakdown is caused dynam i-
cally, one generates ferm ion m asses though e ective 4-fermm ion interactions between
the ordinary quark and kptons and a new set of ferm ions (techniferm ions) whose
condensation causes the breakdown. This ETC mechanim?? provides an e ective
Lagrangian of the fom

1
Le W(TT)( )

where M isthe scale ofthe ETC interactions which connect the ordinary frm ions

w ith the techniferm ions T . The breakdown ofSU 2) U (1) occurs as a result of the
form ation of a T T 1 condensate. Because of the above e ective Interactions, these
condensates also give m ass to the ordinary ferm ions. Since top has such a largem ass

and
HTTi

M 2

the form jon m ass generating scale M cannot be very large#? B ecause the electrow eak
breaking scale associated w ith the HT T i condensate isofO (TeV) [e. HITi  (TeV)3]
the scale M O (10 Tev), at most. The presence of such "low scalks" for new
physics associated w ith ferm ion m ass generation, in general, produces unwanted avor
changing neutral currents and one m ust devise rather clkever schem e} to avoid these
troubles. Furthem ore, the technicolor condensates them selves produce an all changes
In the expectations of precision electroweak tests and these changes are not favored
experin entally. For instance, as K ang?? discussed, the so-called S param eter is, in
general, positive as a result ofhaving IT' T 1 condensates, while data prefers S < 0.

Sinm on<d pointed out an especially serious problem for classes of ETC m odels
precisely in the area where there appears to be som e discrepancy between the data
and the standard m odel?4%? This is in the ratios of the w idths of the Z into b and
cc states to the totalw idth. E xperim entally, one has

m¢ H

(Z ! bb) Z ! o
Ry = = 0222 0:002; R = = 0154 0:008;
Z ! hadrons) (Z ! hadrons)

w hile the standard m odel expectations are centered around 0216 and 0.173, respec—
tively. Sinm ons noted that for m odels where the ETC interactions comm ute w ith
SU (2), then the sam e Interactions which give a m ass to the top also give a speci ¢
shift to Ry, but no shift in R .. Unfortunately, thesem odels give a shift (ofabout 4% )
in the w rong direction and therefore are strongly disfavored by the data. O ne can,
however, nvent m odels where the ETC interactions and SU (2) do not comm ute and



change the sign ofthe Ry, shift fessentially, one needs to change a ~ ~ Interaction to
al 1 interaction]. However, the resulting m odels are a bi recondite In that di erent
fam ilies are treated di erently and onem ay run into som e problem sw ith universaliy.

5. Physics of Top.

T he discovery ofthe top quark at Fem ilab®! was one of the year’s highlights. The
results of CDF and DO are as follow s:

pb CDF)

me=178 11 9GeV; fn.) = 68 3°
64 22pb DO)

m.= 199" Gev; wlmy) =

At the Sym posim the sensitivity of these results to possible new physics contriu-
tions were discussed by Parke? and C 5. Lﬁz,who speci cally considered the e ects
of possible supersym m etric corrections to the top production cross section. B .
Youncg! instead speculated on possble non-standard couplings or the top, which
m ay be m ore evident because of its Jarge m ass.

A though speculation of new physics associated w ith the top is fair gam e, there is

already really not too m uch room to m anuever. For Instance, the com bined value for
the top m asscom Ing from the CDF and DO measuraments, m .i= (181 12) G&€V is
actually in quite good agreem ent w ith that obtained through the precision electrow eak
tests wWhen the H iggsm ass is considered a free param eter) reported by Elifd:im, =
(155 14) G&V. The average of both these values gives a top mass of lm i =
172 10 GeV . For thism ass the latest calculation of the top cross section reported
by Bergerb here, of )= 55 03 pb, isin reasonabl agreem ent with the CDF
and DO values. So, i could wellbe that also for top everything is standard!

T he discussion of Parke?? at the Sym posiim em phasized what physics could ex—
plain possible disagreem ents between theory and experim ent. A though he presented
a more goeculative Interpretation for the present data, this exercise is very ussfil
nevertheless. A susual, a good way to test sensitivity to new physics is to introduce
contact tem sdescribing new interactionsofthe top w ith the ordinary quarks, respect—
ing the symm etries of the standard m odel. Parke?? discussed 4-ferm jon interactions
of the type

Le = iﬁ (@lq) (€1t) + iﬁ @atv
1 8

and indicated that present data bounds the scales ; and g tobeabovea TevV .He
also discussed m ore speci ¢ m odels, like the coloron m odeP? where the color SU (3)
group ofQ CD arses as a result of the spontaneous breakdown ofan SU (3) SU (3)
group. The octet of gauge bosons which acquire m ass{the colorons{ have a m ass
M g but have di erent couplings to ordinary quarks ( tan ) than to top (
oot ). Such a coloron m oded? predicts distinctive transverse m om entum distortions
or top production and structure in the invariant m ass of the produced tt-pairss?®



BAL. Younglzj- discussed another aspect of possible anom alies connected w ith top.
If the symm etry breakdown of the electroweak theory is dynam ical, it is natural to
expect anom alous interactions of the N am bu-G oldstone bosons w ith the ferm jons in
the theory

L. — @ + :::

By the equivalence theorem , discussed here by Y P .Kuandg!, these couplings even—
tually give rise to anom alous vertices of the ferm ions w ith the gauge bosons. For
top these anom alous vertices could be of signi cant strength, since one expects
O m+=) and to be in the TeV range. Therefore, because of the large m ass
of top, one could be sensitive to new phenom ena connected w ith the way the elec-
troweak symm etry breaks down. These anom alous vertices, as Young?z discussed,
could be responsible for the am all discrepancy in Ry and could also give rise to other
phenom ena, Ike avor changing decays of the top, which may be cbservable som e
day??

6. Concluding R em arks.

M y conclusions are very sin pl. Thishasbeen an exciting and fiin m esting to be
at, w ith plenty ofphysics bubbling up! Such a m eeting would not have been possible
w ithout allthe hard work done by the O rganizers. O n behalfofallofthe participants,
Iwould like to thank them for their splendid hosoitality.
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