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ABSTRACT e the LHC, with/s = 14 TeV andL = 100 fb~* for each
detector (ATLAS and CMS), for a total df = 200 fb~*

We outline issues examined and progress made by the Light per year, ofl, — 600 fb~" for three years of operation.

Higgs Snowmass 1996 working group regarding discovering
Higgs bosons and measuring their detailed properties. We Rossible upgrades and future machines include:
cused primarily on what could be learned at LEP2, the Teva-

Lo -1
tron (after upgrade), the LHC, a next linedre— collideranda  ® @n upgrade of the Main Injector so as to enaliletb
i~ collider. each to be accumulated by CDF and DO;
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e a Next Linearete™ Collider (NLC) with /s = 500 GeV
I. Introduction and four-year integrated luminosity of ab@0 fb~*;

a First Muon Collider (FMC) with four-year integrated lu-
minosity of L = 200 fb~' which could be spread out be-
tween operation a{/s = 500 GeV and running at/s in

the vicinity of the mass of an already detected Higgs boson
or in a range designed to scan for an undiscovered Higgs
boson.

The three accelerators that exist or are certain of being con®
structed are:

e LEP2, for which we assum¢/s = 192 GeV, and total
integrated luminosity during the time before LEP2 is shut
down for LHC construction of. = 250 pb™* at each of

the four detectors for a total df = 1000 pb™", assuming Njotational Convention: In the following discussions, we use
that data from the four detectors can be combined; the notation NLC for results that could be achieved in either
ete” or utu~ collisiond] at \/s = 500GeV. The notation
e the Main Injector at the Tevatron, witlys = 2TeV and FMC will be reserved fos-channel Higgs production results.
L =2 fb~" per year for CDF and DO, each, for a total of pyring the Snowmass workshop, we were able to pursue only
L =41b"" peryearot = 12 fb~" for three years; and g limited set of projects. The results obtained by variougme

. . bers of the group will be summarized and their overall impact
*To appear irProceedings of the 1996 DPF/DPB Summer Study on “New

Directions in High Energy Physics” (Snowmass, 9&)ne 25 - July 12, 1996, 1At /5 = 500 GeV, 't~ collision results will be similar te*+e— col-

Snowmass, Colorado. lision results if new detector backgrounds are not an issue.
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on the study and discovery of Higgs bosons will be noted. W&) determining the total width (and thereby the partial Wajt
shall also outline an ongoing program for delineating the ro of the hgn, including relevance and current status of mea-

that the various machines mentioned above will play in migni suring a) the total width bw-channel scanning at the
down the properties of a Higgs boson with Standard Model-lik ~ FMC and b)T'(hsyy — 7y) at the~~ collider facility
properties. Our discussion will be confined to five models: at the NLC — this section ends with a summary of the
errors/precisions with which fundamentaly; properties
e the Standard Model (SM), with a single Higgs bosbg. can be determined using NLC data alogeghannel FMC
data alone and a combination of NLC asidhannel FMC

e the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) with
exactly two Higgs doublets resulting in five Higgs eigen-
states: two CP-even boson$,and H° with mye < mpgo;
one CP-odd Higgs4?; and a charged Higgs paif] *.

data;

H) determining the mass of thiey,; at TeV33, the LHC, the
NLC and the FMC;

e the non-minimal supersymmetric standard mode
(NMSSM) with a single Higgs singlet field added to

the two Higgs doublet fields — if CP is conserved, thiﬁ/lany new results are contained in these summaries.

adds 6: tth':d tﬁP-ever: eigenstate and a second Cl:)'Odflhroughoutour discussions, the branching ratios ofiifie
clgenstate to the spectrum. will play a major role, especially those for tthé, WW™* and

« a general two-Higgs-doublet model (2HDM) of type-IIZZ* channels. These three branching ratios are tabulated for

(see Ref.[}1]). In such a model, the masses and coupliffjgs: < 170GeV in TabIel] for Ia_ter reference. (For a full
of the three neutral Higgs bosons are free parameters; Higure, see Ref[]1].) Note, in particular, that tHé/V’* mode
neutral Higgs bosons can be CP-mixed states. only really begins to be competmve with thé mpde When.
mney 2 130GeV, and that it causes a precipitous decline
e a Higgs sector containing a doubly-charged Higgs bosémthe bb branching ratio bym.,, = 150GeV. In some of
(A7). the error estimates to be presented, we have extrapolaied si
ulations performed at only a few masses to a larger range of
This report is not intended as a general review of Higgs bosgixsses using the mass dependence dfitaedW W * branch-
physics. It is designed to be read in conjunction with thenéc ing ratios. Another important point is also immediately app
review of Ref. [1], the NLC Physics report Ref] [2], and thent. Form.,, < 170GeV, BR(hsy — ZZ*) is always

|) verifying the spin, parity and CP of thie;;.

muon-collider Higgs physics study of Ref] [3]. much smaller thaBR(hsy — WWW*). At the NLC, where
backgrounds in th&/W™* channel are not a particular problem
Il. The SM or a SM-like Higgs boson (since a Higgs mass peak can be reconstructed in the four-jet

_ WW* final state), this has meant that detection of khg; in
Althoughthere has been extensive study offth@, we found its 77+ decay mode has received little attention. However, at

a remarkably large number of new projects to pursue. In@artihe L HC theZZ* channel has been the preferred channel due

the fundamental properties of they could be determined at of the large jet backgrounds ipp collisions) and the lack of
a given accelerator or combination of accelerators wasrgck 3 clear mass peak in the purely-leptonic or mixed modes. The

In what follows we present results obtained during the o®urgych larged¥ W* branching ratio has led us to pay increased

of the workshop and summaries of earlier work in the follagvinattention to thé¥ W* mode at the LHC in this report.
areas:

A) the discovery reach of TeV33; Table I:bb, WW* andZ Z* branching ratios for thégy; in the

B) strategies for verifying the fundamental properties tof t Mhgy < 2mz MAsS region.

hsm using a combination of LEP2, TeV33, and LHC data, Mass (GeV)| 110 | 120 | 130 | 140 | 150 | 170
including some first estimates of errors; BR(bb) 0.78 | 069] 053] 0.34] 0.17 | 0.008

BR(WW*) | 0.04 | 0.13| 0.29| 0.50| 0.70| 0.97
BR(ZZ*) | 0.002| 0.01| 0.03| 0.06| 0.08| 0.02

C) optimizing the measurements ofBR(hsy —  bb),
ocBR(hsm — c¢) andoBR(hsy — WW™*) at the NLC
for various production modes and determining ratios of
branching ratios.

Also of considerable importance is the expected width of a

D) determiningr BR(hsy — 77) at the NLC: SM-like Higgs boson. The predicted width;°* , is plotted in
Fig.[] as a function ofiu;,,,. The main features to take note of
E) determining theZ Z hg\; coupling at the NLC; are:

F) determining the branching ratios aridi¥’ hgy couplingat e F};’StM is very small formp.,, < 2mw. Indeed, for

the NLC; Mgy S 140 GeV, Tio < 10 MeV.

~



. FZOStM grows rapidly formy,.,, > 2my, due to the turn-on for theW hgy; discovery. Foi, = 30 fb™ !, the statistical signif-
of hem — WTW—, ZZ decays. icances achieved in thhgy; channel by employing-tagging
and a series of cuts wel®/v/B = 4.3, 3.8, 3.5, and2.5 for
Mmhgy = 90, 100, 110 and120 GeV, respectively. In both the
- - Whgsm and Zhgy channels, the above results require recon-
Higgs Total Widths structing the mass of the two taggkgets. Acceptedb mass
intervals were in the range frogi GeV (atmyg,, ~ 60 GeV)
t0 39 GeV (atmyg,, ~ 120 GeV).

The above results assume increased importance in the tontex
of the MSSM, in which the upper bound on the probably SM-
like hY is of order130 GeV. Indeed, values afu;,o in the80 —

120 GeV range are most typical in grand-unified (GUT) models
with GUT-scale boundary conditions that yield automatexel
troweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) via the renormalization
group equations (RGE’s), provided the squark masses até sma
enough to avoid naturalness problems. It seems that TeV83 ha
a good chance of discovering the of the MSSM. However, in

the NMSSM the lightest Higgs need not have full coupling to
WW andZZ. Even if its mass lies in thg 125 GeV range,

the other parameters of the model can easily be chosen so that
N L A D R B it would not be detectable at TeV33.

0 100 200 300 400 500 If a SM-like Higgs boson is sufficiently light to be discov-
) ered at TeV33 (more generally if a SM-like Higgs has mass
Higgs Mass (GeV) below 2myy) both the NLC and the FMC would be highly de-
sirable machines capable of measuring crucial properfi@s o
SM-like Higgs boson. In particular, for,,,, < 2mw, aFMC

Figure 1: Total width versus mass of the SM and MSSM Hig@ptimized fory/s = myg,, running would be a Higgs factory
bosons fomn, = 175 GeV. In the case of the MSSM, we havdf] capable of directly measuring (by scanning) the totajdsi
plotted results foran # = 2 and 20, takingny = 1 TeV and width and coupling ratios with great accuracy. Indeed, malfi
including two-loop/RGE-improved Higgs mass correctiond a Summary tables for thésy; show that ifmy,,, < 150 GeV

neglecting squark mixing; SUSY decay channels are assunt@@n it would be extremely desirable to have both the NLC
to be absent. (or FMC running at,/s = 500 GeV) and a FMC devoted to

V8 = mpg,, Measurements in thechannel. However, ob-

servation of a Higgs boson at TeV33 is unlikely to come soon

enough to guide us should a decision between the FMC and the
A. Discovery ofhgy in theW hgy and Z hgy NLC (or a second NLC) become necessary.

modes at TeV33 Finally, a few brief remarks regarding tt#hsy — 4b final
state detection mode. Final results have not yet been autain
but progress has been matﬂa [6]. First, it is found that it will
be possible to trigger with about 60% efficiency on #ladinal
states using a “standardi-€. as employed in top quark stud-
ies) lepton plus jets trigger, where the lepton comes fromise
leptonic decay of one of this. Somewhat higher efficiency

e using the CDF soft leptob-tagging and loose secondanfan probably be achieved with increased electron triggex®

vertexb-tagging in addition to the CDF secondary vertek€Pt@nce and by employing secondary vertex triggers. Using
b-tagging: the various codes for thé final state backgroundﬁ [7] (which

are in good agreement) a reasonable signal over backgreund i
e requiring that| cos(d)| < 0.8, whered is the scattering found if two pairs oft’s are required to have high masOn
angle of the Higgs in th&/-Higgs c.m. system. the other handyg — hgnbb looks hard since the associatigd
does not generally have a high pair mass; in particular, itldio
With these additional cuts, it is found that the SM Higgs witprobably be necessary to veto charm atitielevelf
Mgy = 60,80, 100, 120 GeV could be discovered at th@s =
2 TeV TeV33 with integrated luminosity of. = 3.5, 5.5, 11 2This means that signal to background will possibly also lepible for

; - i 0 A0 Hi ; :
and24.5 fb~!, respectively —30 fb' would probably probe SUPersymmetric modél”A” Higgs pair production. _
Of course, for higitan 8 in the MSSM, thegg — A®bb and eithergg —

up tompg, = 125GeV. |If results from both CDF and DO ;0,5 (for m 40 2 130 GeV) or gg — hObb (for m 40 < 130 GeV) rates are

could be combined, one might even reaghy,, = 13_0 GeV.  greatly enhanced relative tgy — hsibb and detection above some minimum
The Zhgn study showed that this channel can provide supp@#iue oftan 8 would become possible.
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A thorough assessment of tH&hsy — (vbb [ and
Zhsm — (vD,0107)bb [E] channels at TeV33 was made. |
addition, a first exploration of hgy; detection in thetd final
state was initiated [6].

Earlier results for thé&V hgyy mode were improved upon by:




B. Strategies for verifying the properties of the Even very marginal modes are included when potentially cru-

hew using LEP2, TeV33 and LHC data onﬂ [8]cia| to measuring an otherwise inaccessible Higgs property

In this continuing project, the goal is to fully enumerate th=EP2

important strategies and measurements at LEP2, the Tevatrppq. ,+.— _, 7+ _, Zhsn — Zbb
and the LHC that will be required to maximize information re-

garding the couplings of a Standard-Model-like Higgs bosomP2:eTe™ — Z* — Zhgy — Z777~
and, thereby, our ability to verify its SM-like nature. Witately,

as we shall discuss in later subsections, experimentafdata LP3:et
the NLC ano_l/_or FMC yvill also be ayailable that v_viII vgstly €XTevatron/TeV33

pand our ability to verify the properties of a SM-like Higgs-b

son. However, in the next decade or so, the challenge will b&1: W* — Whgy — Wbb
to extract maximal information from the former three opigrgt
accelerators. Ideally, one would wish to determineg model- T2:W* = Whey — Wrtr™
independeqtfashiolallofthetree-level and one-lqop coupli_ngsT3: Z* = Zheu — Zbb

of the hgyy, its spin, parity, and CP nature, and its total width.

Here we outline the extent to which this will be possible gsin T4: Z* — Zhgy — Z7H7~
data from the three machines.

e~ = Z* — Zhsm — ZX

LHC: muey S 2mw,2myz

2. Enumeration of mass regions and reactions )
L1: gg — hsm — 7Y

The discussion divides naturally into five different mass re

gions: L2: g9 — hsm — Z2Z*

M1 mpe, < 95GeV — 100GeV. Detection of thehgy L3t 99 = hsy — WIW*
should be possible at all three machines: LEP2, the Teva-,.
tron, and the LHC. Ta: WW = hen — 17

. L5: WW — hsy — Z2*
M2: 95 — 100 GeV < mag, < 130 GeV. Detection should s

be possible at the Tevatron and the LHC, but not at LEPQ.6: WW — hgy — WW*
Note that we are adopting the optimistic conclusions dis-

cussed above that the mass range for which detection bf: W* — Whem — Wry
TeV33 will be viable in theWhgym, hsy — bb mode R -
includes the region between 120 and 130 GeV, and thats: W = Whsw = Wb

up to 130 GeV some information can also be extractedg: \Ww* — Whgy — Wrtr—
at TeV33 from th_eZhSM mode. At the LHC, modes in-

volving hgyt — bb are currently regarded as being quiteL10: W* — Whgy — WZZ*
problematic above 120 GeV. Nonetheless, we will consider, . N
them. Of coursehgy — ZZ* andWW* decay modes Loswe — Whsu = WWW
will not yet be significant, and the Higgs remains very nar 12: 1zhq — tfyy

row. ~
L13: tthgy — ttbd
M3: 130 GeV £ mpg,, < 150 — 155 GeV. Detection is only _ _
possible at the LHCZ Z* andW W* decay modes emerge L14: tthgn — tir 7™

db highly viable, the Hi [ : - -
and become highly viable, the Higgs remains narrow. L15: tFhen s HHZ2*

M4: 155 < mpey S 2myz. The realWW mode turns on,
ZZ* reaches a minimum aty,g,, ~ 170 GeV. The inclu-
sive vy mode is definitely out of the picture. The Higgg Hc: Mhey 2 2mw, 2my
starts to get broad, bl < 1GeV.

L16: tthsm — tLEWW™

] ) ) Hl: g9 — hsm — 22
M5: mype,, = 2mgz. Detection will only be possible at

the LHC, ZZ and WW modes are dominant, and the H2: gg — hgyy — WIW
Higgs becomes broad enough thadlieect determination
of its width becomes conceivable by reconstructing thd13: WW = hsm — 22
ZZ — 4t final state mass (probable resolution being ofy4. 17117 — hent — WW
order1% x mpg,, at CMS andl.5% x myg,, at ATLAS).

_ ) . H5: W* - Whgy — WWW

The possible modes of potential use for determining the -prop

erties of thehgyr at each of the three machines are listed belowH6: W* — Whoy — WZZ



Formps,, 2 2mw,2mz, we ignorebb decays of theigy as
having much too small a branching ratio, amdiecays are not
relevant formy,g,, < 2m;.

We now tabulate the reactions of potential use in the five dif-
ferent mass regions, M1, M2, M3, M4 and M5.

M1: LP1, LP2,LP3,T1, T2, T3, T4, L1, L4,L7,L8, L9, L12,

L13, L14.

M2:T1,T2,T3, T4, L1,L4,L7,L8,L9,L12,1L13,L14.

M3: L1, L2, L3, L4?, L5, L6, L7, L10,L11,L127, L15, L16.

M4: L2, L3, L5,L6,L10,L11, L15, L16.

M5: H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6. °

2. Using Observed Rates to Extract Higgs Couplings

Again, we divide our discussion according to the five diffeére
mass regions listed above.

M1

Rates for reactions LP1, LP3, T1, T3, L1, L7, L8, L12, L13
will be well measured. Our ability to observe reactions LFP2,
T4, L4, L9, L14 and determine with some reasonable accuracy
the ratio of the rates for these reactions to the better medsu
reactions and to each other is less certain. Consideringtbal
well-measured rates to begin with we find that we should be
able to determine the following quantities.

e Measurement of the rate for LP3.d. Zhsyy — ZX hd

with Z — ete™, ™) determines theZ Z hgy coupling
(squared). Fompg,, ~ 90 — 100 GeV, o(Zhgm) ~
0.5 pb (v/s = 192 GeV), implying for L = 1000 pb~*
an event rate of abo0t06 x 500 = 30. TakingS/B ~ 1}
for mpe,, ~ mz (we cannot useé-tagging for this in-
clusive mode) gives ac error, +v/S + B/S, of +26%
on o(Zhgy), corresponding to a- +12% error on the
ZZhgm coupling.  Formgp,, significantly belowmz,
B/S will be smaller, ands larger, implying smaller errors.

LP1/LP3 givesBR(hsy — bb), which can be checked
against the SM prediction, but on its own does not allow ®
a model-independent determination of thg; — bb cou-
pling. Formy,,, ~ mz, usingBR(hgy — bb) ~ 0.89

and ab-tagging efficiency of 50% peb, we getS =

500 x 0.89 x (1 — [0.5)%) ~ 334 in the Zbb channel.
The net efficiency associated with the use of the various
7 decay modes is probably not more than 70%, imply-
ing a usableS = 233. TakingS/B = 1 (b-tagging in-
cluded) we gety/S + B/S ~ 0.1 for the 1o error on
o(Zhsm) BR(hsy — bb). The error onBR(hsy — bb)

will then be dominated by the(Zhgn ) error of~ +26%.

The ratio T1/LP1 yields theWWhgsm)?/(ZZhsm)?

coupling-squared ratio, and multiplying by the LP3 deter-
mination of (Z Zhgy\)? we get an absolute magnitude for
(WW hsm)?. The statistical error for T1 can be estimated

4Here, and in what follows, we denote the signal event ratéStand the
background event rate hfy.

from the results presented in Reffl [4]. Far,.,, ~ mz,

we average theS and B values presented in Table | of
Ref. [] for myg,, = 80 GeV andmy,g,, = 100 GeV, ob-
taining S ~ 75 and B ~ 324, implying /S + B/S ~
0.26, for L = 10 fb~!. Going to60 fb~' (L = 30 fb~*

for each of the two detectors) would reduce the fractional
error to~ 0.11. Combining with the~ 0.1 error on LP1
implies an error for T1/LP1 of order +15%. Systematic
uncertainty would probably also be present in relating the
o(Whgn) factor in the T1 rate to th& W hgy coupling,
and in the exact efficiencies for isolating tii@ reaction.

It is hard to imagine thatW W hsy)?/(Z Zhsu)? could

be determined to better than4-20%.

The ratio T1/T3 gives an independent determination of
(WWhsm)?/(ZZhsm)?. The T3 error can be estimated
from the results presented in Reﬂ [5], Table I. Hor=

60 fb~t, at my,, = 90GeV we find S ~ 216 and

B ~ 1066, implying S+ B/S ~ 0.16. combin-
ing this with the T1 error quoted above and including
systematics, which might not be so large for this type
of ratio, we might achieve a- +20% determination of
(WWhsm)?/(ZZhswm)?. If this and the previous deter-
mination can be combined, then a net error of ordet%
would appear to be possible. Given the+26% error in
the determination ofZ Z hgyp)? from o (Zhsw ), we obtain

an error of~ +30% for (W W hgyp)?.

The ratio TLBR(bb) gives (W W hgy)? and T3BR(bb)
gives (ZZhgm)?. Given the~ +26% error on BR(bb)
from LP1/LP3 and thev +15% and~ +19% errors on
T1 and T3 (treated individually, implying that systematic
errors — we takd 0% — should be included), we obtain
about+30% and+32% error on the absolute magnitudes
of the individual(WW hgy)? and (ZZhsw)? couplings-
squared, respectively. Combining with the previously dis-
cussed determinations we see that errorgldiV hgy )?
and(Z Zhs\)? of order~ +20% and~ +22% are to be
expected, respectively.

The ratios L7/L8 and L12/L13 yield two independent
determinations of BR(yvy)/BR(bb). Alternatively, if

it is difficult to separate L7 from L12 and/or L8 from

L13 (i.e. Whgy from tthgy production), we can take

(L7+L12)/(L8+L13) to get a single determination. Mul-
tiplying by BR(bb), we getBR(yy).

— A first estimate of the errors for L7 and L12, per-
formed in Ref. [IL], gave errors of +13%, assum-
ing no inefficiencies associated with separating L7
from L12. The individual errors on L7 and L12 were
re-examined for this report, the new estimates being
~ +15%. If we combine L7+L12, the net error on
the sum would then be of order +10%.

— Remarkably, the errors associated with separating L7
from L12 are small. For example, misidentification
of tthsy asWhgy would mean that (a) botbrjets
are misse@nd(b) in addition to ondV from one of



thet’s observed in the leptonic decay mode the sec- be much smaller than the error f +31% on BR(vy7),
ond W must decay to two jets with mass different  which will therefore dominate the error @pghs)?.
frommy or to v where the’ is mis—identifiecﬂ The
net probability fortthgy misidentification would e L12/L7 and L13/L8 yield independent determinations of
then be of order 2.5%. the tthsv /W W hgy event rate ratio. By multiplying by

- T : the previously determined value ¢fWhgy)? we get
Modes L8 and L13{/bb and ttbb) are still under : - 9 .
study by CMS. The ATLAS study][9] states that iso- an _absolute magnitude for_tmEthSM) coupling-squared
lation of L8 may be impossible at high luminosity which can be checked against s result. As noted
because of the difficulty of vetoing extra jets. The er- earlier, L12 can be efficiently separated from L7, whereas

ror on the L13 mode event rate can be estimated for isolation of L8 is very uncertain at high luminosity. Since
Mne., ~ my using Table 11.8 from Ref[|[9] Aver- the L7 and L12 rates have errors-of1+15% (see above),
SM " *

aging80 GeV and100 GeV results yieldsS ~ 1355 we predict an error on L12/L7 of abot#21%, not includ-
andB ~ 37850 for L — 100 fb—". At L, — 600 fb—" ing any systematic uncertainty. Given the+20% error
S/v/B ~ 17 andv/S + B/S ~ 0.06. In the next in (WWhs)?, an error of- £30% for (¢thsi)* is antic-

. . ) -
item, we assume that the amount of contamination |pateﬁl,|.e. compa(\jrzblte to _thatt. coming from thgghs)
from L8 is small. coupling-squared determination.

Thus, so long as the (large) backgrounds in th&/hat is missing from the above list is any determination of
bb channels are well-understood, extraction ahe (bbhgyi), (777 hgn) and (yyhswm) couplings, any check
BR(vyv)/BR(bb) in the form L12/L13 would be that fermion couplings are proportional to the fermion mass
possible. Using the above estimatesdb% for L12  (other than the(tthsy) coupling magnitude), and the Higgs

and+6% for L13, a statistical error o£-17% would
be found forBR(vy~)/BR(bb). Combining with the

total width. Given the(WWhgy) and (tthsy) couplings
we could compute the expected value for theyhgy) cou-

+26% error onBR(bb) from LEP2 implies error on pling, and combine this witlB R(v~) to get a value foi"}°" .

BR(yy) of ~ £31%.

tion of (g9 — hsm)BR(hsm — ) as a function ofny,g,,
(in GeV) assumingl = 300 fb~' for the CMS and ATLAS
detectors at the LHC.

Mass 90 110 130 150
CMS Error +9% +6% +5% +8%
ATLAS Error +23% +7% +7% +10%
Combined Error| 4+:8.5% | £4.5% | +4.0% | £6.2%

e L1/BR(yy) vyields the magnitude of the(gghsm)?

BR(bb)T} thenyield$bhsy and we would have a somewhat
indirect check thabbhgsy /tthsy = mp/my. Some systematic

._uncertainty in the correct values of, andm, would enter into

fhis check, but the propagation of the already rather sicanifi
statistical errors would be the dominant uncertainty.

In the above, a very critical ingredient was the small proba-
bility of mis-identifying atthgy event as dV hgy event, and
vice versa. Further careful studies of this issue by theot@te
groups would be useful.

Let us now ask what we would gain by adding reactions
LP2, T2, T4, L4, L9, and L14. LP2/LP1, T2/T1, T4/T3
L9/L8 and L14/L13 would all allow different determinations
of 777~ hsum/bbhsum. This would certainly be of significant
value, but with what accuracy could these ratios be meaSured

coupling-squared, which is primarily sensitive to théfter including efficiencies forr identification, the rate for
tThsm coupling. The error on the L1 rate is quite differenf hsm — 2j + 27 at LEP2 is about 8 events over a background

for ATLAS and CMS. Atmy,.,, ~ mz, for L = 300 fb~*
ATLAS [§] expectsS ~ 1650 and B ~ 142800 yielding

of 5 for L = 1 fb™!, for my,, ~ myz. This makes use of
the estimated mass resolutiep, ~ 2 — 3 GeV for a 27 pair.

an error of~ £23%; CMS (see Fig. 12.3 and associated e knownZ branching fractions could then be used to extract

tables in Ref.|[10]) expectS ~ 3825 and B ~ 115429

the hsm — 777~ portion of the net rate. At best, LP2/LP1

yielding /S + B/S ~ 0.09. (For later reference, we givecould be extracted with +50% accuracy implying (taking the
the errors on the L1 event rate for CMS and ATLAS witi$quare root) that the-™ 7~ hswm )/ (bbhsm) coupling ratio could

L = 300 fb~ ! in Table[l].) The much better CMS resultbe extracted with an error of order +30%.

derives from: i) CMS includes a QCD correction factor of What aboui¥ hsy; andtthgy production withhgyy — 747~

K = 1.5in the L1 rate, whereas ATLAS does not; ii) forat TeV33 (T2 and T4) and the LHC (L9 and L14)? At the time

Mpey ~ Mz, ATLAS reduces they efficiency from 80%

that this report is being prepared, the status of T2 and T4 at

to 72% (needed to reject th& continuum). As a compro- TeV33 is still being debated. We will not attempt any estiesat
mise, we adopt the approach of computing the net L1 ersdthe LHC, L9 and L14 are not deemed observable:at,, <
by combining CMS and ATLAS as stated, thereby obtaifd00 GeV because of the very large backgrounds associated with

ing an error on the L1 rate ef +8%. In any case, it will

5Thus, misidentification has a probability 6f — ep_¢q4)2[BR(W —
27)Prob(ma; # mw )+ BR(W — v)es_misia) €Stimated af0.5)2[0.8 -
0.140.2-0.1] ~ 0.025.

Z —Ttrr.

Finally, the unstudied mode L4 does not provide any crucial
new information given that th&/ W hgy coupling cannot be
very well determined, and given that it would probably be dif



ficult to separatédV W — hgy fusion fromgg — hgy fusion
for the low values ofn,,,, appropriate to mass region M1.

We end by summarizing in TabElIII the errors on fundamen-
tal branching ratios, couplings-squared, and ratios tifer®ob-
tained above atu,,,, ~ mz by combining LEP2, TeV33 and

only thetthgy process can be extracted at high luminos-
ity when hgyy — bb. Here, we note that even if L8 and
L13 are not viable discovery channels, it may still be pos-
sible to get a semi-accurate measurement of important ra-
tios of branching ratios once the Higgs has been discov-

LHC data. ered. A rough estimate of the accuracy with which L13

can be measured is possible from Table 11.8 in Fﬂaf. [9].
ForL =100 fb~!, ATLAS expectsS = 870, 420, 283 and

B = 35100, 28300, 20000 at my,.,, = 100,120,130 GeV
(where thel30 GeV numbers are obtained by extrapola-
tion). Assuming that CMS studies will ultimately yield
similar results we upgrade these numberb te 600 fb ",

and find accuracies for the L13 rate69%, +16%, +21%

at the above respective masses.

Table Ill: Summary of approximate errors for branchingoati
and couplings-squared at;.,, ~ mz in the M1 mass re-
gion. Where appropriate, estimated systematic errorsrare i
cluded. Quantities not listed cannot be determined in a trode
independent manner. As discussed in the text, directly ureds
products of couplings-squared times branching ratios ¢&mo
be determined with better accuracy.

e The ratios L7/L8 and L12/L13 yield two independent de-

Quantity Error et )
BR(D) T96% terminations of BR(~~)/BR(bb). At the moment we
) ) can only estimate the accuracy of the L12/L13 determi-
(WWhsm)*/(ZZhsm)? | £14% : - . .
> nation of BR(y~)/BR(bb): using+15% for the error in
(WWhgm) +20% : ;
ZZhsm)? 1997, L12 and the above estimates for the L13 errors we obtain
AL 0 errors for L12/L13 of£17%, +22%, +25% at my,,, =
(thg}%(/(bl;hsm ig? 100,120, 130 GeV.
Y 0
_ (99hsm)? +31% e L12/L7 and L13/L8 yield independent determinations of
(tthem)?/(WWhsm)? | £21% (tthsm)?/(WW hgy)?. Since L8 is dubious, we focus on
(tthsy )? +30% L12/L7. Since the numerator and denominator errors are

both of order+15% in the M2 mass region, the error on
this ratio is of ordert21%, substantially better than the

M2 TeV33 expectation of +34%.

Rates for reactions T1, T3, L1, L7, L8, L12, L13 will be wel us, we will have ways of determining th@V1Whsy) :
measured. Reactions T2, T4, L4, L9, L14 are less robust. R E ’ - yS ; 9 SM)
/Zhswm) @ (tthsm) coupling ratios, but no absolute cou-

ative to mass region M1, we suffer the crucial loss of a mea: . . : .
. . pling magnitudes are directly determined, and there is sb te
surement of the magnitude of thi& Zhgn) coupling-constant- . : . ; . .
of the fermion-Higgs coupling being proportional to fermio

squared. Considering first the well-measured rates, weldhou ) . : e .
. : " mass. Once again, an important ingredient in determiniag th
be able to determine the following quantities.

(WWhgsm)?/ (tthsa )? ratio is the ability to separatd’ hsu
gives a determination 01from tthsw final states in the~y decay mode of thégy,.

Following a similar pro- To proceed further, requires more model input. Given that we
the statistical error for Know (in the SM) how to computB R(vv) from theW W hsy
andtthsy couplings, and given that we know the ratio of the
latter, BR(y~y)/BR(bb) would yield a result fotthgn /bbhsn
which could then be checked against the predictedm,,.

Let us now ask what we would gain by adding reactions T2,
T4,L4,L9, and L14. T2/T1, T4/T3, L9/L8 and L14/L13 would
all allow different determinations ofr 7~ hgn)?/ (bbhs)?.
and B ~ 990,756 for L = 60 fb~', implying fractional This would allow a model independent check of the predicted

error of ~ 0.19,0.29 at Mhsy, = 100,120 GeV. The mz/[3m§(thM)] result. A first look at the LHC L9 a.nd L14
resulting error on the ratio of the couplings-squareffites is described below; recall thaf,.,, 2 100 GeV, i.e.in

(WWhsw)?/(Z Zhsw)?, would then bew £23%, +34% the M2 mass region, is required in order that the— 77—
at these two masses. backgrounds to L9 and L14 be manageable. (We continue to

leave aside the™ 7~ modes T2 and T4 at TeV33 as being too
e The errors for L7 and L12 are predicted to be similar in théncertain.) Reaction L4 does not provide new informatiow, a

M2 mass range to those found in the M1 mass range, Will not be considered.
of order+15%. We have estimated rates for L9 at the LHC. A, =

110GeV, cBR(Whgy — lvtT77) ~ 19 fb. The Am 4.~
e The utility of thebb final states at the LHC, modes L8 andvould be aboutll GeV (21 GeV) at low (high) luminosity.
L13, is still being debated. No explicit CMS results ardhe acceptance factor (which takes into account the kinemat
available at the time of writing. ATLAS stateE [9] thatical cuts, mass bin acceptance, thédentification efficiency

e The ratio T1/T3
(WWhsm)?/(Z Zhsn)?.
cedure as atmpg,, ~ mz,
T1l can be estimated from the results presented
Ref. [4]. For mpg,, ~ 100,120GeV, Table | of
Ref. [4] showsS ~ 52,27 and B ~ 257,137, implying
VS+ B/S ~ 0.34,0.47, for L = 10 fb~'. Going to
60 fb~* would reduce the fractional error to 0.14, 0.19.
Table | of Ref. [15] for reaction T3 implie§ ~ 184,102



and the efficiency of reconstructing the escaping neutyiros to ~ +6% atmyg,, = 150 GeV; see TabIeDI. The errors for
only about0.15% (0.07%), at low (high) L. At high L with  (yyhswm)?/(ZZhsm)? deriving from the L1/L2 ratio are tabu-
600 fb~! (3 years running), this would leave us wifi = latedin TabII. This ratio is interesting, but cannot b&m-
600 fb~! x 19 fb x 0.0007 = 8 events. This is clearly a very biguously interpreted.
marginal rate.

An alternative approach to identifying the 7~ final state is ) o
to usertr— — £+ hadron+ X, which has an effectivé@R ~ Table V: We tabulate the error in the determinatiow¢jg —
50%, implying about 25 events per detector at low Iuminosit%W)BR(hSl}4 — 4¢) as afunction ofnyg,, (in GeV) assuming
(L = 30 tb™1). For L = 600 fb~* one would have 500 events.l' = 600 f{b™" at the LHC.
But substantial cuts would be need to eliminate backgroundsMass| 120 130 150 170 180

fromWrtr=, ttandWW — fvlv. Error | £25% | £9.5% | +5.3% | +11% | +6.1%
The final mode is* 7~ — fvfv with BR ~ 0.12, implying Mass| 200 220 240 260 280
about 12 events for a detector-sumndee: 60 fb~" (low lumi- Error | £7.8% | £6.9% | £6.2% | £6.2% | £6.2%
nosity) or 120 events for totdl = 600 fb—*. However, this is Mass| 300 320 340 360 380
before any cuts required to eliminate backgrounds. Error | £6.2% | £6.2% | +6.1% | £6.0% | +6.4%

We are not optimistic that L9 can be measured at a usefyl' Mass| 400 500 600 700 800
level of accuracy at the LHC. It appears that any deternonati | Error | +6.7% | £9.4% | +14% | +20% | +28%
of the (177~ hgm)?/(bbhsn)? coupling-squared ratio will be
extremely rough.

Finally, if signal L4 proves viable, L1/L4 would give The |3 mode was first examined in detail in Refs] (I3, 14].
(99hsm)?/(WW hsw)?, which in the SM would yield a de- |t was found that with some cuts it might be possible to dig
termination of (tthsw)?/(WWhsw)? that could be checked gyt a signal in thelv¢v decay mode of th&/ 1w+ final state.
against the L12/L7 determination. The key question is wéethy more recent study[[}5] focusing on they,,, 2 155GeV
the WW fusion reaction can be separated from thefusion mass region finds that additional cuts are necessary in the co
reactionin order to getat L1/L4. Some work by the ATLAS cokext of a more complete simulation, but that very promising
laboration [1l1] showed that this may be very difficult at H8995/\/B can be obtained. Here we give a rough extrapolation
masses in theé00 GeV range. into the 130 — 150 GeV mass region of their results by sim-

We summarize as a function of;,, in Table@ the errors ply using the mass dependence®f2(hsnyy — WW*). We
for the few coupling-squared ratios that can be determineddo not include the rise in the cross sectiomag,,, decreases
the M2 mass region. since it is likely that there will be a compensating decrease

the efficiency with which the cuts of ReﬂlS] accept events.

N at
Table IV: Summary of approximate errors for coupling-segaar We Pegin with themy,g,, = 155GeV, L = 5 fb™" result
ratios atmag,, = 100,110,120, 130 GeV in the M2 mass re- rom their Tﬁqle 20fS = 49andB = 92. We ngrade to
gion. As discussed in the text, directly measured products’ = 600 fb~" and correct forBR(hsm — WW™) to ob-

couplings-squared times branching ratios can often ber-def@in the statistical errors far(gg — hsy — WW™) listed
mined with better accuracy. in Table[V}; this table also includes the;,,, > 155 GeV re-

sults. Presumably, one must also allow forat10% system-

atic uncertainty in absolute normalization. This wouldrthe

T hen)?/ (ZZhen | T35 | Zo67% | 537% = thg domir!ant error! However, we do not incléjde this sygtem-
(vyhsm)?/ (bbhsw)? 179 T x10% | 122% | 225% atic error in the errors quoted for th&/ W hsn )?/(Z Zhsy)

(ihsn )2/ (WWhsa)Z | £21% | £21% | £21% | £21% coupling-squared ratio as computed from L3/L2. The amount

of systematic error that should be incorporated in estimgati

the error for such a ratio requires further study. The resmlt

M3 statistical(WW hsn)?/(Z Zhsw)? errors are tabulated in Ta-
Of the potential channels listed under M3, only L1 and Lble[VI. Apparently L3/L2 will provide a decent measurement

are thoroughly studied and certain to be measurable over tfthe (W W hsm)?/(Z Zhsw)? coupling-squared ratio, thereby

mass interval. L1 should be viable fau;.,, < 150GeV. allowing a check that custodial SU(2) is operating, so losg a

L2 (the g9 — hgy — ZZ* reaction) should be good forthe systematic error is 10%.

Mhey 2 130 GeV. With these two modes alone, we discover The L4 mode could become of critical importance, since

the Higgs, and for30 < mp,,, < 150 GeV we can deter- L4/L1 yields a determination dfi’ W hsm)?/(9ghsm)? which

mine BR(~v)/BR(ZZ*). The errors for the measurement ofassuming only SM particles in the loops) yields a value of

L2 have been estimated from the high luminosity results prédd Whsni)?/(tthsw)?. But, at best the L4 mode might survive

sented in Table 29 of Ref[ [l12]. Fdr = 600 fb~! we find for myg,, < 140 GeV. Further, the ability to separal@ W’ fu-

the errors listed in Tablg]V. As expected, quite decent tesusion fromgg fusion production has not been studiednat,,,

are obtained fomyg,, 2 130 GeV. The errors in the/y mode values this low. Thé&/W fusion rate is~ 1/5 of the gg fusion

L1 rate obtained by combining ATLAS and CMS results woulthte; see Fig. 15, Reﬂ[l].

be+4% — +£5% for my,,, inthe110 — 130 GeV range, rising  Let us now turn to other modes. Consider L10, L11, L15, and

| Quantity | Errors |
Mass (GeV) 100 110 120 130




(tthsm)/(WW hgy) ratio to~ +£13%. The L6 mode perhaps
deserves a look, since it might turn out that double sperctato
tagging could keep thgg-fusion and other backgrounds small.
L6/L5 would then yield W W hsy)?/(Z Zhsa)?, which could

be combined with the L5/L2 result to give the very importaett s
of relative weights{WWhgwm) : (ZZhsm) : (tthsw). If these
Mass| 120 | 130 | 140 | 150 | 155— 180 relative weights agree with expectations for thg,, it would
Error | £12% | £6% | £3% | +3% +2% be hard to imagine that the observed Higgs boson is not a SM-
like Higgs. As noted, the ability to separdiéiV fusion events
from gg fusion events with decent efficiency down at this low
mass, using spectator jet tagging, will be critical for thewe

Table VI: We tabulate the statistical error in the deterrtiora
of o(g9 — hsm — WW™) as a function ofnyg,, (in GeV)
assumingL = 600 fb ™' at the LHC. Form,,, < 150 GeV,
the errors are based on extrapolation from,, > 155 GeV
results. See text.

Table VII: We tabulate t_he statistical ~errors abrocedure.
Mpey = 120,130,150 GeV in the determinations of M4
2 2 2 2 o=
(yvhsm) /(ZZhS“E)l and (WWhsm)®/(Z2Zhsm)”s @S- | ot i now turn to the 55 < Mgy S 2mz Mass region.
sumingL = 600 fb™ " at the LHC. L o~y sy . .
The most significant variation in this region arises due ® th
| Quantity | Errors | fact that ashqyy — WW becomes kinematically allowed at
Mass (GeV) 120 130 150 Mpey ~ 160 GeV, thehgy — ZZ* branching ratio dips, the
(\hsn)2/(ZZhsw)? | £25% | £11% | +£10% dip being almost a factor of 4 aty,,, = 170 GeV; see Tablg|.
WWhsn)2/(ZZhsw)? | £27% | £11% | £6% As a consequence, at,.,, = 170GeV S/B (using ATLAS

numbers) drops to 20/9.5 fdr = 100 fb~' compared to 69/10
atmpg,, = 150GeV. Nonetheless, thesg and B rates show
that L2 can still be regarded as iron-clad throughout thigore
L16. To begin, we relate L15 to L2. The maximum rate foprovided adequat® is accumulated. Fak = 600 fb™", an ac-
99 — hsn — ZZ* — 4l is 69 events atny,,, = 150 GeV curate measurement Gfghsn)? BR(hsy — ZZ*) is clearly
for L = 100 fb~', implying about 410 events at combinedossible; results were already tabulated in T@)Ie V.
L = 600 fb~'. The L15tthsy — ti4¢ rate is about a fac- L3 is now an on-shellW W final state, and, according
tor of 50 smaller at this mass implying 8 events. This seertss the results summarized in Tabje] VI, can be measured
too marginal to warrant further consideration. L10 would beith good statistical accuracy in th&/¢v final state of the
still worse. The L11 and L16W /vév andttlvly final state hgmq — WW Higgs decay. The statistical accuracy for
channels) each haveBR(hsy — (vfv) ~ 1.3 fb. (Not or (WWhsm)?/(ZZhsu)? deriving from L3/L2 is tabulated in
W branchings ratios are included; tagging with the two leptoifable[VIII.
from thehgy; decay is sufficient.) Thé = 600 fb ! eventrates  The fact that L3 provides a good signal can be traced to
for each channel would thus be of order 8D@,larger than the the large associated rates. The cross section for L3 is about
L10 and L154/ event rates. But the inability to reconstruct thé6 pb. Neglecting thé?V W fusion inclusive contribution would
resonance mass in this channel would make extraction of a sigean that we could just collect events inclusively. Taking
nal difficult. Separation of¥ hgy from tthgy events could be BR(hsy — WW) ~ 1, BR(W — (v) ~ 2/9, BR(W —
performed as sketched earlier, but the input event ratesdwoRj) ~ 2/3 andL = 600 fb ', we get~ 5 x 10° events in the
be lower due to the necessity of focusing on particllaand /¢v¢v channel and- 3 x 10° events in the/v25 channel. Al-
t decay final states. Still, further work on the¢v channels though the continuur¥ ¥ and thett backgrounds are large,
is clearly warranted, especially in light of the good reswalb- there is lots of room for making cuts of the type considered in
tained in the inclusivév(v final state. Could thé»2; Higgs [fLg], which achieveS/B = 1 andS/v/B = 5 — 10 in the M4
decay channel be usedWihgy andtthgy associated produc- mass region for only. = 5 fb~*. Thus, the error on the L3/L2
tion? For the moment, we adopt a pessimistic attitude. Gleadetermination of WW hsy)?/(Z Zhsm)? in the M4 mass re-
given the importance of L11/L16 as a means of determining th@n is dominated by that for thé/ channel (tabulated in Ta-
(WWhswm)?/(tthsm)? coupling-squared ratio, much more efble [V)).
fort should be devoted in both thie/v and/v2j channels to  Rates associated with measuring L5 are expected to be low
determining if it will be possible to separately measure abdl given the smallBR(hsyy — ZZ*) in this mass region and
L16. the probably low efficiency for the double spectator tagging
How about L5 and L6? Using a ratio of 1/5 for thEéW/gg required to isolate th& W fusion process. We have made a
fusion production cross section ratio, we are left with abotough estimate of what might be expected as follows. We take
80 events in the (L5WW — hsm — ZZ* — 4¢ mode 1/5 as the ratio for th&/ 1/ fusion production rate as compared
at mpe,, = 150GeV; spectator jet tagging might allow ato thegg fusion rate. We then assume a tagging efficiency (asso-
small background. If we assume 20% efficiency for doubt@ated with eliminating theg fusion signal) for both signal and
tagging adequate to effectively remove the fusion process background of order 20%. The result is that L5 errors would be
(L2), we would be left with 16 events. While far from won-about a factor of 5 larger than the L2 errors listed in T@I'&r\/,
derful, this would allow in principle a +25% determination plying at least+-25% statistical error for measuring the L5 rate.
of the L5/L2 ratio implying an implicit determination of theThis in turn implies at least-25% statistical error for measur-



ing (WWhswm)?/(gghsm)? via L5/L2. While not particularly results indicate that reasonable to good accuracy for tielH?2
wonderful, this level of error would at least be useful. A morratio, implying a reasonably accurate implicit determimaof
detailed study should be performed to see if one could debet{ W W hsn)?/(Z Zhsy)?, might be possible for Higgs masses

L6 would now be an on-shell final state, and might be menet too far abov@m_ . One could also ask if it would be possi-
surable. The cross section foF W fusion is about3 pb in ble to separate out tH& W final state in th€vj;j mode where a
this mass region. Assuming 20% efficiency for double spetass peak could be reconstructed (subject to the usualaigo-f
tator tagging,BR(hsm — WW) ~ 1, BR(W — fv) ~ ambiguity procedures). Event rates would be quite sigmifica
2/9, BR(W — 2j) ~ 2/3 andL = 600 fb~', we get and aMonte Carlo study should be performed.
~ 2 x 10* events in the/vfv channel and~ 1.2 x 10° Processes H3 and H4 would have to be separated from H1
events in the/v2;5 channel. It should be possible to get and H2 using spectator jet tagging to isolate the forhk@il
decent measurement of L6 given the background reductision reactions. If this were possible, then H3/H1 and F4/H
that would be obtained as part of the double-tagging proageuld both yield a determination 6fthsn)? /(W W hsy)? un-
dure used to makegg fusion small. L6/L3 would determine der the assumption that tidoop dominates thégghsy) cou-
(WWhsm)?/(g9ghsm)? and, thence, yield and implicit deter-pling. However, the mass range for which separation of H3 and
mination of (W W hgwm)/ (tthsm). H4 would be possible is far from certdin.

We discard out-of-hand the L10 and L15 reactions givenlisolation of H4 is of particular importance given thai®

that BR(hsm — ZZ*) is in the dip region. The L11 becomes directly measurable in théfinal state OnC@nhSstg

and L16 reactions become on-shell decays, and probably ger,. This is because the rate for H4 is proportional to
serve a close look, given that their ratio would yield theit (W W hgy)? BR(hsm — WW). Multiplying by T} - yields
WW hgm /tthswm ratio. We have not performed a study for thigiw W hgy)*, which implies a very accurate determination of
report. However, event rates are again encouraging. L11 hilaeW W hgy coupling for even modest accuracy of the experi-
a cross section of abo0t3 pb and L16 is abou0.2 pb. As- mental inputs. Thus, further study of H4 for all valuesf.,,
suming 10% efficiency for tagging and isolating these preees above2m , is a priority. If the (WWhgsn)? @ (ZZhsm)? -

from one anothel3R(hsy — WW) ~ 1, and the standard”  (tthgy)? ratios could also be determined (using H1-H4 as out-
decay branching ratios, we get9 x 102 and~ 5 x 10° events lined above), then th&/ W hgy )2 magnitude would yield ab-

in the/v¢v andfv2j channels, respectively (fdr = 600 fb~').  solute values fo(ZZhsm)? and (tthsy)? and, thence, a de-
Given that backgrounds associated with these final statdd ccailed test of the SM predictions.

be small because of our ability to tag these channels, theeabo We have not pursued the processes H5 and H6, as they will
event numbers might be sufficient to yield a reasonable deave lower rates. On the other hand, the backgrounds will be
termination of the L16/L11 ratio that would give a value fodifferent, and one could imagine using them to confirm some of

(tthsam)?/(WW hsm)?. the results obtained from H1 through H4.

Table VI We tabulate the statistical errors at C. MeasuringrBR(hsy — ¢c, bb, WW*) using

Mhey = 155,170,180GeV in the determination of NLC ands-channel FMC data
WWhswm)?/(ZZhsu)? from L3/L2, ind. = 600 fb~" iy . o
ét the LSI-I|W(% /( sw)” from assuming. We divide the discussion into:
| Quantity | Errors | e measurements that would be performed by running at
Mass (GeV) 155 170 180 /s = 500 GeV at the NLC (or in NLC-like running at the
(WWhswm)?/(ZZhsm)? | £6% | £11% | £7% FMC) — the production modes of interest aree™ —

Zhsm, eTe” — ete"hgy (ZZ-fusion) andete™ —
vohgy (W W -fusion)f]

M5 . _
Finally we considemmy,,, = 2myz. The first important ~® Mmeasurements performed mchqnnel production at the
remark is thatl'j°' becomes measurable in thHé channel FMC — the production mode being" i~ — hsn.

oncelj® > (1% — 1.5%) x mpg,, which occurs starting
atmpg, ~ 200GeV whereT'j)®! ~ 2GeV. Quantitative es-
timates for the precision of thie;>* measurement will be dis-

cussed in Section G. Ah,,, = 210, 250, 300, and400 GeV, 6A recent studyIEG] has shown that forward jet tagging allisegation of
rough percentage error expectations (assuniing 600 fb~! H4inthelvjj final state formpg,, R 600 GeV (i.e. beyond the mass range

for ATLAS+CMS) forF;Lot are+21%, +7%, +4% and=+3%, bgi_ng explicitly considered here), but suggests thatvﬂﬁejgts background is
ivel SM difficult to surmount for lower masses. However, strategiethe mass range
respectively. ) down nearmz could be quite different given the much larger signal rates.
Among the H1 to H6 modes, only H1 is gold-plated, and of 7in the following, we will consistently use the notatiene—hgy and
course it alone provides very limited information aboutlte »7hsw for the ZZ fusion andWW fusion contributions to these final state
tual HiggS properties. As described for the M4 mass reghlm, tchanne+|s gnly. The coEtrlbunons_ to these.same final stabes ZhsM with
. . Z — eTe” andZ — vv, respectively, and interference at the amplitude level
mode H2 has been studied for masses cloertg in the (v{v with the ZZ andW W fusion graphs is presumed excluded by appropriate cuts

final state in @3@4] and in the M4 mass regionEl[lS]. Thesequiring that thet e~ or v reconstructed mass not be neay; .

In the first case, we presume thiat= 200 fb~! is available
for the measurements gts = 500 GeV. (Such operation at a




FMC, would only be appropriate if the NLC has not been comchance of being measured with reasonable accuracy. Indeed
structed or is not operating at expected instantaneousisni the WW* branching ratio will inevitably be poorly measured
ity.) In the second case, we implicitly presume that the NLf@r the k° of the MSSM if stop squark masses agel TeV im-

is already in operation, so that a repetition\@§ = 500 GeV  plyingmo < 130 GeV. In non-minimal supersymmetric mod-
data collection would not be useful and devoting all the FME&Is the lightest Higgs can, however, be heavier andiHé ™
luminosity tos-channel Higgs production would be entirely apbranching ratio would then prove useful.

propriate. The errors we quote in this second case will bgetho

foronly L = 50 fb~" at\/s = my,,, (exactly). This is because

the crucial measurement of°' by scanning the Higgs peak

in the s-channel requires devoting significant luminosity to the NLC, Zh Mode: MSSM/SM Ratio Contours
wings of the peak (see later discussion).
Mee=175 GeV, m,=110 GeV, Max. Mix.

3. Measurements af's = 500 GeV 20 F 3
The accuracy with which cross section times branching ra- 18 BR(WW);/BR(bb)
tio can be measured in various channels will prove to belyital 16 [ |
important in determining the branching ratios themselves a b i
ultimately, the total width and partial widths of the Higgs-b F |
son, which are its most fundamental properties. In additiom < 12 [ i
ratios § 100
0BR(hsm — @)  oBR(hsy — WW*) O 8¢ 0.3 |
O'BR(hSM — bg) ’ O'BR(hSM — bg) 6 “‘
al 10.5 0.8
will themselves be a sensitive probe of deviations from Skt pr : fen )
dictions to the extent that SM values for these branchirigsat 2 )
can be reliably computed (see later discussion). It shoald b 0 TTI00 2000 300 400 500 600
noted that theec andWIW* modes are complementary in that
for mpe,, < 130GeV only thece mode will have good mea- 20 F ;
surement accuracy, while fat,,, 2 130 GeV accuracy in the 181 BR(cc)/BR(bb)
WW* mode will be best. g !
The h° of the MSSM provides a particularly useful testing 16 |
ground for the accuracy with which the above ratios must be de 14 © |
termined in order that such deviations be detectablenAsin- Q. 12 7
creases, th&® becomes increasingly SM-like. In typical GUT- ¢ 0k 3
unified versions of the MSSMy 40 values abov@00 GeV are £ F 3
the norm and deviations of thé’s couplings and branching ra- 8¢ 0.3 1 0.5 0.8
tios from those of thégy; will only be detectable if the branch- 6 |
ing ratios can be determined with good accuracy. The survey Al ‘;
of Ref. [[l] and further work performed for this workshdp|[17]
shows that the=, bb and WIW* partial widths and ratios of 2r T
branching ratios provide sensitivity tf vs. hgu deviations 0T I00 200 300 400 500 600

out to higher values ofn 40 than any others. In particular, the

c¢/bb and WW* /bb ratio deviations essentially depend only M (GeV)

uponm 4o and are quite insensitive to details of squark mix- A

ing and so forth. To illustrate, we present in Fﬁb 2 the rafio

the MSSM prediction to the SM prediction for these two ratios

takingmyo = 110 GeV (held fixed, implying variation of stop

masses as 40 andtan § are changed) and assuming “maxgigyre 2: Constant value contours {m o, tan 8) param-
imal mixing” in the stqp sector (as_defined in Reﬂ. [1]). Reater space for the ratio§VW* /bbj,o /[WW* /bb]ns, and
sults are pres_ented using contours in theyo, tan §) parame- [T/ bb]o /[T/bBl ey We assume “maximal-mixing” in the
ter space. Aside from an enlargement of the allowed parameg&uark sector and present results for the case of fixgd =
space region, the “no mixing” scenario contours are es#8nti ;1) V. The band extending out to large,o attan 3 ~ 2 is
the same. Results for larger,.» are very similar in the allowed \yherey,, . — 110 GeV is theoretically disallowed in the case of

portion of parameter space. We observe that it is necessaryfyyimal mixing. For no mixing, see Ref][1], the vertical eon
detect deviations in the ratios at the level of 20% in ordédee 1,15 are essentially identical — only the size of the disedld

sensitivity up tom 40 ~ 400 GeV. Of course, for a Higgs massy 5 changes.
as small asn,o = 110GeV, only thece branching ratio has



There are both experimental and theoretical sources of un-
certainty for the branching ratio ratios of E@} (1). We dissu > 1.007
first the systematic uncertainties that are present in teeréh- 5 I
ical computations. The primary uncertainty is that asgedia g 0.98
with knowing the running andc quark masses at the Higgs © -
mass scale. These were recently reviev@ [18] with rathier opa 0.96 -
mistic conclusions. The values obtained in Ref} [19] fromRC I
sum rule calculations arei.(m.) = 1.23105] £ 0.06 GeV 094l
andmy(my) = 4.2370°5% £ 0.04 GeV, where the first error '
is that froma,(mz) = 0.118 4+ 0.006 and the second error
is twice that claimed in|E9]. With these inputs, one finds for
Mpgy ~ 100GeV the resultm.(mpg,) = 0.62 £ 0.05 £+
0.02 GeV, the first error being that from, uncertainties, in- 0.90
cluding those deriving from the running. The uncertainty in [ primary, D SLD VXD3
BR(hsm — ¢€) o< m2(mpg,) is then+15%. Analogously, 0.88F secondary
the error forBR(hgy — bb) is about+4%. In the 10 years be- I tertiary '
tween now and operation of the NLC, it is reasonable to suppos 0.86F
that thea; errors will be reduced to less than half the current I T T
value. The NLC itself will allow further improvement in the 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
determination[[20]. Further improvement in the sum ruleesr b-tag efficiency
should also be possible, and fully competitive lattice gkle 0.9
tion errors should be commonplace by the end of the century%’ .
Further, some of the uncertainties in the runningand other 3 - (b)
components of the theoretical calculations are commorgé th o= I
andc channels, and will cancel out in the/bb ratio of interest. £ 0.8 K NLC VTX
In all, we find it not unreasonable to suppose that an accuracy” B ﬁ‘\\
of < +£10% can be achieved for the theoretical computations of
the ratios of Eq.|]1). 0.7 SLD VXD3

Early studies of the experimental accuracy with which the i
separate event rates fghg); production withhgy; decaying to
bb, cc andW W* could be measured are summarized in F{}f. [1]; 0.6 I
accuracies for the latter two were not encouraging. Thisreras Tl
examined during the Workshomﬂ]. - D

We consider firshgy — bb andhsy — 2. It is found that - .
the separatéb and, especiallycc channel event rates can be 0.5 primary,
measured inZ hgy; production with greater accuracy than pre- | secondary
viously estimated, provided one uses topological taggich- I
nigues (as opposed to simple impact parameter tagging)t Mos 041 . 1+ . 1 . 1 . 1 . 1 . 1 . 1 . :
importantly, the topological tagging allows a clean sepana 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7
of the ¢z Higgs decay mode from thgy modef] The purity of c-tag efficiency
b andc topological single jet tagging as a function of the effi-
ciency required is illustrated in Fi@ 3, where the preseamt p
formance of the SLD VXD3 upgrade pixel vertex detector is. ] o ] . )
shown along with that predicted for a proposed pixel detecfg'dure 3: Purity vs. efficiency fob and ¢ single jet tagging
(NLC VTX) [#4] in a typical NLC detector. This method al-USIN9 the topological tagging techniques of REf] [21].
lows for the reconstruction of a primary, secondary, aniter
vertex to identify the presence obaguark, only a primary and a
secondary for a quark, and tracks only coming from a primary) (¢ = bb or ce), bothZ — ete~, utpu~ andZ — jj de-
in the case of a jet originating from a gluon. cays (with full kinematically constrained fitting for bothye

The resulting ability to separabé, cc andgg, qq decays of the retained. The topological tagging works so well thaevents
hsm in Zhsy events at/s = 500 GeV was studied using Simu- can be identified with sufficient purflyby tagging just one (or
lations performed assuming the performance of the NLC detec
tor [29] at the smeared four-vector level, signals with,, = 9Here, and in the numbers quoted below, we refer to event, e
120 GeV and 130 GeV, and considering the known Standardhannel, purity (as opposed to single jet tagging purity latted in Fig. |B).

Model backgrounds. For determining Zhsy)BR(hsy — Event/channel purity is defined as the number of eventsteeldry the tagging

procedure for a particular chann@lthat are truly fromhgy — C decays di-
8The gg mode was simulated using the HAZA Monte Carlo genera@r [22%ided by the total number so selected, includingfall; decays with relative
followed by default JETSET fragmentatioﬁ;ﬂ. branching ratios as predicted in the SM.

(@)

0.92 NLC VTX




both) of theb-jets. To isolatecc events with adequate purity,

we require that both the and thec be tagged. For tagging % 40L
hsy — bb events atny,.,, = 120 GeV (for example), a sample O - my = 150 GeV
operating point was chosen to give 60% efficiency for taggingp 350 50 fb_l
one or bothb-quarks with a purity of 95.4% (and efficiency for @ _I_l_
tagginge-quark decay events of 2.6%). For tagginhguark de- *E 30 S
cay events, the operating point chosen resulted in an eféigie L Eoo et — - HOWp
of 40% for tagging both the andc quarks and ac channel pu- o5 L L. ww *
rity of 77.5% (and efficiencies of 11% for events wherehkg; oo
decays ta-quarks and 0.2% for events where thg, decays r ; .
to light quarks or gluorfg). 20 a Signal
These results represent a very substantial improvement ove C feoeree : _|_
earlier expectations using impact parameter only. For $ligg 15+ :
masses below abouB0 GeV, it will be possible Ell] to mea- o T ;
sureo(Zhsm)BR(hsm — bb) with an error of~ +2.5% — 10+ .
+3.5% and o(Zhsy)BR(hsy — ¢©) to about+10%, for - =
L = 200 fb~*. This implies~ +11% error for BR(hsy — St All backgrounds
CE)/BR(hSM — bg) L

Although not specifically studied for this report, a cr_ude 012‘0‘ 130 140 150 160 170 180 190 “200
estimate @6] suggests that the analogous procedure in the

etTe~hgy final state mode would yield a similar level of er- W-W " Mass (GeV)
ror for this ratio. (See the latg8 R(hgy — bb) discussion for
comparativeZ hgy andet e~ hgy errors in thebb decay mode.)
The ratio could again be measured in #hdV -fusion v hgy
final state. There, the error ef{vvhgy ) BR(hsy — bb) is ex- s _ . i .
pected to be inth&2.5%—i§r§>% rangeforﬁnhSM < 140Gey 900GeVforete” — vyWW* as a function of¥ W* mass,
as estimated inJ1] and reconfirmed at this workshop. &he takingmpg, = 150 GeV.
final state has not been studied yet, but it would seem that ac-
curacies in thet10% vicinity for o(vvhgm)BR(hsm — ¢€)
are not out of the question. CombinirfgJ27] just thgsy and  mination of the totakgy width. For the 2nd ratio of Eq[1),
ete~hgm modes, we could probably achiewe+7% — +8% it will also be important to compare rates for th@bb and
error force/bb. Including thevwhgsy final state might allow us LZW W* final states and rates for thghb and ZW W* final
to reach< +£7%. If we combine this error in quadrature withstates.
the earlier estimate of, ilo% for systematic error in the the-  Fqgrthe case of hgy production followed byigy; decay into
oretical calculation of thec/bb ratio, we arrive at a net error of 1771/7*, two topologies were examined: the first is the final state
< 12%. Fig. ﬂ shows that this would allow differentiation of thezontaining six jets — two from hadronic decay of thend two
h? from thehsy at the2o level out tom 40 ~ 450 GeV. Thisis  jets from each of thé/ bosons; the second final state consid-
a very encouraging result. The dominance of the theoredieal ered is that with two leptons from th& and four jets from the
rorin the above estimates indicates the high priority odobhg 171/ *. Simulations were performed gfs = 500 GeV assum-
theoretical predictions fofc/bb that are as precise as possiblang the performance of the NLC detectdr|[25] at the smeared
Overall, precision.’ measurements afs = 500 GeV with  four-vector level, a signal with,,,, = 130 — 170 GeV, and
L = 200 fb—" appear to have a good chance of probing thsnsidering the known Standard Model backgrounds. Aftes cu
heavier Higgs mass scale (which is related to important SUS¥emanding large visible energy, and that the event be wal co
breaking parameters) even when the heavier Higgs bosons gifled, a kinematic constrained fit was performed taking int
not be (pair) produced without going to higher energy. accountE,,,, mz, and one on-shellnyy after assigning the
We now consider thé/’1¥* mode, which would be relevantZ mass to the quark or lepton pair with invariant mass clos-
for a SM-like Higgs with mass abovg0 GeV. Both gy pro-  est to and within 8 GeV ofn;. Requiring the fit probability
duction viaWW fusion, efe™ — vwhgy, and Zhgy pro- to be greater than 10% greatly reduced the background from
duction followed byhgy decay intoW W™ for heavier Higgs W W, t¢ and light quarks. The purity is then enhanced fur-
masses were simulateld [28]. Fer,.,, = 150 GeV, the cross- ther by employing the previously described topologicalrgua
sections for these two production modes are roughly equiitantags as anti-tags on the jets assigned tolth&osons, i.e. re-
is advantageous to use both for more statistics. We shapdee quiring the jets fail theb and ¢ topological tags. As an ex-
that the measurement of WW — hsy) BR(hsm — WW*)  ample, inL = 50 fb™* of data withmyg,, = 150 GeV, 65
allows a direct probe of th&¥ W hgn)? coupling and a deter- signal events survive on a background of 21 events, of which

10Gluon splitting to heavy quarks is included in the Monte Gadt LEP Only 4.2 are from Higgs decays Into heavy quarks and qu-

e : -1 -
energies the probabilities fgr — ¢ andg — bb are of order 2.5% and 0.5%, ONS- Extrapolating td. = 200 fb ’ S = 260 with B = 84 _
respectively. implies /.S + B/S = 0.07 for the indicated mass. The sit-

Figure 4: Signal and background ratesfoe= 50 fb ™' at/s =




uation deteriorates considerably for,,,, = 130 GeV with (We have not pursued the degree to which these errors would
S/B =~ 1.0. For L = 200 fb~! the statistical accuracy with be further reduced by including the" e~ hgy channel deter-
whicho(Zhgy) BR(hsm — WW™) can be measured is aboutmination of this ratio.) Fig[|2 (which is fairly independentt
+22% and+10% for my,, = 130 and140 GeV, respectively. the actuabn;o value aside from the extent of the allowed pa-
For my,, abovel50 GeV, the accuracy of the measurememameter region) implies that & 10% error, as achieved for
improves over then;,, = 150 GeV result, falling to a low of my,,, in the140 — 150 GeV mass range, would be a very use-

about+6% atmy,g,, = 170 GeV.

Of course, as théVW* mode gets stronger, thi$ mode
weakens, see Tab|]a I. Thus, tHdgy — Zbb rate is mea-
sured with progressively poorer accuracyrag,,, increases.

ful level of accuracy in the MSSM should stop quark masses
(contrary to expectations based on naturalness) be satfficie
above 1 TeV to maken,o = 140 — 150 GeV possible. In the
NMSSM, where the lightest higgs (denotkegd) can have mass

At mpg, ~ 150 GeV, for example, we[[37] estimate that themy,, ~ 140 — 150 GeV and the second lightest) often has

earliermyg,, ~ 110 GeV errors fora(Zhgn) BR(hsy — bb)
will have increased by about a factor of two 40 6%, ris-
ing rapidly to~ 4+28% atmy,,, = 170 GeV. Combining ]
the WW* andbb mode errors in theZhgy; production mode,
we find errors forBR(hsyy — WW*)/BR(hsm — bb) of
roughly +22%, +£11%, £9% and~ +28% at mg,, = 130,
140, 150 and170 GeV, respectively.

For the case ohgy production vialWW fusion followed
by the Higgs decaying intdl’ W*, the final state isz7W W™,
Cuts are made demanding visible energy less thai..,,,

mass in then,, ~ 150 — 190 GeV range, even if stop masses
are substantially below 1 TeV, deviations from SM expecta-
tions are typically even larger. This exemplifies the faet the

W W™ /bb ratio will provide an extremely important probe of a
non-minimal Higgs sector when both thEW* andbb decays
have significant branching ratio.

The NLC errors for the (cchswm)?/(bbhsv)? and
(WW*hgn)?/(bbhsnm)?  coupling-squared ratios  outlined
above forL, = 200 fb~! at /s = 500 GeV are repeated in the
NLC summary table, Tablg]X.

large missing mass, no isolated leptons, large missingstran

verse momentum, a large acoplanarity angle between tha+eco
structedlV axes, and that the missing momentum vector does
not point in the forward direction. These cuts reduce the dan
gerouseeWW, voWW , andevW Z backgrounds. The event

3. Measuring
G(,LL+,LL7 — hSM)BR(hSM — bb, WW*, ZZ*) in
s-channel FMC production

is forced to be reconstructed into four jets, with two reqgdir

to have invariant mass close to tHé mass and the remainingTable IX: Summary of approximate errors fef(u*u- —

two jets to have invariant mass well below tié mass (from

hsy) BR(hsy — bb, WW*, ZZ*), assumingl = 50 fb~*

the W*). The heavy quark topological tag is then again usetbvoted to\/s = my,, and beam energy resolution & =

as an anti-tag to increase the purity in fliesample. The visi-
ble mass of the entire event is then examined for peakingeat

0.01%.
th

Higgs mass. A huge peak results at lower masses deelid [ Channel | Errors |
andZvw. _ _ M., (GeV) | 80 90 100 | 110 | 120
A typical result is that of Fig[]4 fomn,,, = 150GeV, bb £0.2% | +1.6% | £0.4% | +0.3% | +£0.3%
where L = 50 fb~! is assumed. In general, the statistica 77~ _ _ 35% | £1.5% | £0.9%
accuracy with whicho (vohgy ) BR(hsy — WW™) can be 727" _ - - +34% | £6.2%
measured is estimateE[Z?] to be very similar to that fou %hSM(GeV) 130 140 150 160 170
for o(Zhsm)BR(hsy — WW*) above: forl = 200 fb™* 0 T03% | £05% | £1.1% | £59% =
the rough errors for the former are22%, +10%, £8% and W™ 10.7% | £05% | 105% | £1.1% | £9.4%
+7% for mpg, = 130, 140, 150 and 170 GeV, respec- 77" £2.8% | £2.0% | £2.1% | +22% | +34%
tively. At these same masses, the corresponding accurac M., (GeV) 180 190 200 210 220
G(V?hsM)BR(hSM_—) bb) is ~ +3%, ~ 4%, ~ +7% and WW* +18% +38% +58% +79% _
2 £33%, respectively. Atmyg,, = 150GeV, the WIW* 77" +25% | £27% | +£35% | +45% | £56%

branching ratio is still more difficult to measure thdrbecause
of the larger background and lower efficiency for isolatihg t
final state. However, byn;g,, = 170 GeV the bb branching

The accuracies expected for these measurements were deter-

ratio has become so small that errors in this channel rapighined in Ref. [B] under the assumption that the relevantadete

increase. The above errors implghgy channel errors for
BR(hsy — WW*)/BR(hgy — bb) of ~ £22%, ~ +11%,
~ £10% or > +33% atmy,,, = 130, 140, 150 or 170 GeV,
respectively.

Combining ] theZhsy and vwhgy channel results, we
obtain accuracies foBR(WW™*)/BR(bb) of roughly +£16%,
+8% and +7% for WW*/bb for myy, = 130, 140 and
150 GeV. At my,, = 120GeV and170 GeV, we [21] es-
timate the errors to be +£23% and~ +21%, respectively.

tor challenges associated with detecting and tagging fiatds

in the potentially harsh FMC environment can be met. As ex-
plained in the introduction to this section, if = 200 fb™* is

used so as to optimize the Higgs peak scan determination of
Iyt , then the equivaleny/s = myg,, Higgs peak luminos-

ity accumulated for measuring(u™u~ — hsy)BR(hsm —

X) in various channels is of ordgt = 50 fb~'. The as-
sociated errors expected fo(u*p~ — hsm)BR(hsm —

bb, WW*, ZZ*) are summarized as a functionwf,,, in Ta-



bIe@. As is apparent from the table, the errors are remdykalthe net error forBR(hsy — ) is essentially that obtained
small formy,g,, < 150GeV. As already stated, detector perby combining the statistical errors for the availablB R mea-
formance in the FMC environment will be critical to whethesurements. TheBR(hgsy — v7y) errors have been studied
or not such small errors can be achieved in practice. As an & the Zhgy andvvhgy (W W -fusion) production modes in
ample, to achieve the goddtagging efficiencies and puritiesRef. [29]. The error forr(Zhsy) BR(hsm — y) is mini-
employed in obtaining the NLC detector errors given in this rmized for a given total luminosity. by running at a/s value
port, a relatively clean environment is required and it nhest that is near the maximum of théhgy; cross section, roughly
possible to get as close as 1.5 cm to the beam. FMC detectgks~ my,,, + mz+ a few GeV; precise optima,J/Eopt values
discussed to date do not allow for instrumentation thisetos are givenin Ref.|E9]. The error fer(vvhgy ) BR(hsm — 77Y)
the beam. More generally, in all the channels it is quite jpbss at given L is minimized by operating at the highest available
that the FMC errors will in practice be at least in the few pay's; this maximizes thdV 1V -fusion cross section. The er-
cent range. This, however, would still constitute an ex@glm rors in o(Zhsm)BR(hsmy — ~y) for L = 200 fb~! accu-
valuable level of precision. mulated aty/s = \/Eopt and ino(vThsm)BR(hsm — 77Y)

For later purposes, it is important to understand the m@latifor 7, — 200 fb~! accumulated at/s = 500GeV are plot-
betweens(p*p~ — hsu) and thel'(hsy — p*p”) par- ted as a function ofiy,g,, in the first two windows of Fig[]s.
tial width (which is directly proportional to théu "~ hsm)?  The effectivec BR(hsy — ) error obtained by combining
coupling-squared). Very generally, the average crossosectthe statistics for theZhgy; and W IW-fusion modes assuming
for production of any Higgs boson in thechannelzy, is ob- 1, = 200 fb~! is accumulated a{/s = 500 GeV is plotted in
tained by convoluting the standard Breit-Wigner shape lfier tihe third window of Fig[|5. The effective BR(hsy — 77)
Higgs resonance with a Gaussian distributiona of width  error forZ, = 200 fb ! at\/s = \/gopt is essentially the same
o - For adistribution centered af's = my, @, is given as for theZhgy mode alone, théV IW-fusion contribution to
by G, ~ 4rm; BR(h — ptp”) if o < Ty and by the statistics being unimportant at these gl values.

Th o~ 2772m;21"(h — )/ (s /_27Wf) if o> r,. To Results are presented for four different electromagnetic
get near maxima#, and to have sensitivity tb), via scanning calo_rimeter resolutions: I_correspondsto the very exoeles-
in /s (see later subsection) it is important thag; be no larger olution of the CMS calonmeterjﬂ.O]. Il'and 1I are somewhat
than2 — 3 x T,. Fig D shows thaFy, < 1 — 10 MeV is typical optimistic limits of the resolutions currently planned fitre
of the hsy for my., < 140CeV. Using the parameteriza—NLC detectors ES]; and 1V is the resolution planned for the
_ P Vs _ JLC detector[[30]. (For details and references, see Réf)[29
tiono - ~ 7TMeV (5p57) (—1000 v) for o~ in terms of the o

Vs 017 e Vs It is important to compare the BR(hsm — ~yy) error
beam energy resolutio;, we see that very excellent resoluzy nqg using theZhsy: mode statistics fol, = 200 fb! at

tion R ~ 0.01% typically yieldso, . ~ 2 —3 x Il7, when = V5p; t0 the error found by combinin” W -fusion and

Mgy S 140 GeV. In this mass regioryg,, is then roughly Zhsw statistics forl, = 200 fb~! at /s = 500 GeV (window
prop(_)rtlonal tol'(hsm — 1™ p )/G\/E with small corrections 1 vs. window 3 of Fig[|5). We find that in resolution cases II-
sensitive td’,. Thus, a measurement®f,,, BR(hsm — X) |y (1) the Zhsy;, /5 = +/5,., measurement yields smaller er-
in themyg,, < 140 GeV mass region can be readily convertegh, s for 70 < Mhgy < 100theV (70 < mng, < 120GeV).
to a determination of*(hsm — ptpu~)BR(hsm — X) pro- The Zhgy mode aty/s = +/s, ., is most superior to the
vided thatl"}* is measured with good accuracy (given m% combined iV W -fusion pluSZhSMIj J/5 = 500CeV error if
will b_e accurately known). As reviewed in a I_at_er subsectio%hSM — 70GeV: for excellent calorimeter resolution case
one finds that (with? = 0.01%) very good precision fof;2t | (‘standard’ resolution cases II/)Zhsy at /s = /s,
is possible it u~ — hsy collisions by employing a simple yie|ds an error of+27% (+£40%) vs. combinedV T -fusion
scan of the Higgs resonance peak. plus Zhsn, /s = 500 GeV error of£40% (+53%). However,
the aboveZhg] VE=VE,, advantage would be lost if the in-

D. Measuringr BR(hsy — 77) atthe NLC [2D]  stantaneous luminosityj at VSope ~ 165 GeV is more than

We will later review why a determination @& R(hgy — vy) @ factor of 2.2 (1.8) below that gf's = 500 GeV in resolu-
is the only means for extractiig}’’ in themy,,, < 130 GeV tion case | (cases II/11). If the interaction region is dgsed for
mass range. Of coursé3R(hsm — ~v) and especially maximalL at/s = 500 GeV, L at\/s = /s, would de-
I'(hsm — ~v) are of special interest themselves in that therease by an even larger factor sintec (1/s/500 GeV)? [B]]
~vvhsm coupling is sensitive to one-loop graphs involving ams the energy is lowered; for any;,, the best results would be
bitrarily heavy states (that get their mass from theg; sector obtained by running ay/s = 500 GeV. Although it would not
vev — to be contrasted with, for example, heavy SUSY partniee all that expensive to build new quaets. suited to a lower
states which decouple since they get mass from explicit SU§¥s [@], any significant associated loss in running time would
breaking). quickly offset the potential benefits. Further, lower eyeng-

At the NLC, the only means of getting &R(hsm — 77y)  eration might decrease sensitivity to other types of nevsjasy
is to first measure BR(hsym — ) in all accessible produc- If my,, is known ahead of time (from LEP2 or LHC) to be
tion modes, and then divide out by thés as computed using below100 GeV (120 GeV) or so, for which focusing o hsm
other data. One finds that the errors in #i® are small so that production at,/s = \/Eopt would be appropriate in resolution



and I11). After combining the statistics for tH& 17/-fusion and
Zhgy modes, the errors inBR(hsm — 77y) range from~
+22% atmyg,, = 120 GeV to ~ +35% (~ £53%) atmy,s,, =
150 GeV (70 GeV). In the100 < mpg, < 140 GeV mass

Resolutions: X(I); +(II); O(III); +(IV)
L = 200 fb~!

9 e'e™ 2" >Zhgy ~Zyy — region, the errors are smallest and lie in th82% — +£27%
08 T range.
8:; i Vs =Vs o & i We note that it is also possible to consider measuring
05 [, 1 oBR(hsm — vv) intheete™ — eTehgy (Z Z-fusion) pro-
04 | H E B x duction mode. A study of this casE[SZ] shows, however, that
03 % % & i the errors will be much worse than found for eitti®tgy; pro-

X & & X duction orWWW -fusion production. For instance, compared to
02 r X ox X i the Zhgy channel, where al decay modes can be includﬂi,

theetehgy rate withM, .- £ my is substantially smaller.
L L L LI Let us now turn to the errors that can be expected for the
coupling-squared rati¢yyhsn)?/(bbhsm)?. We have already
tabulated in Tablep |Il anfl |V the errors expected from LHC

- e+e-_’hSM Ve;e_’ Ve;e77 ]

[
/M
o}
=
= [ & V=500 GeV ] data formy,, < 130 GeV; the LHC error varies from:17%
o - 1 to £25% as myg, goes from90 GeV to 130 GeV. Above
5 g‘i % & & Mgy = 130 GeV, the LHC error for the ratio is expected to be
. « & 4 X quite large. Atthe NLC(yvhsm)?/ (bbhsy )? can be computed
g 03 r % & & B x ] in the Zhgy andW W -fusion production modes (treated sepa-
o Xox X rately) asc BR(hsm — v7y)/oBR(hsm — bb); the numera-
=02 F . \ Lo ) .
) tor and denominator in this latter ratio can be obtainedufass
% e e L ing reasonable knowledge of efficiencies) from measuredteve
ﬁ | | | | rates. We will presume that all NLC measurements are per-
10 — VU Y+ Ty — formed by accumulating = 200 bt aty/s = 500 GeV. The
08 I ] L =200 fb™', \/s = 500 GeV errors for the denominator in
ol . Vs'=500 GeV i the Zhgy andW W -fusion production modes have been given
o5  H i in the previous section. Thid W -fusion numerator errors are
04 | X S & those given in the 2nd window of Fiﬂ. 5. TWhgy NUMerator
03 L x B % % errors have not been separately plotted, but are thosedinpli
X & & u in the 3rd window of Fig[|5._ The&Z hgy and WV -fusion de-
0z | X% i X y terminations of(yyhsa)?/(bbhsy)? are statistically indepen-
X dent and can be combined to get a net error. The resulting net
' '7|5 L 'ulo' — '12[5' — '1510' NLC-only error is not terribly good; at:;.,, = 80, 100, 110,

120, 130, 140,150 GeV the errors for(yyhsm)?/(bbhsm)?
m (GeV) are +42%, +27%, +24%, +22%, +23%, +26%, +35%, re-
hgy spectively. For the lowerm;,,,, values the LHC does better.
If we combine the LHC and NLC measurements, the errors
for (yyhsm)?/(bbhgy)? at the aboven,,.,, values aret16%,
) ) _ +14%, £15%, £16%, £17%, £26%, +35%, respectively. The
Flgu[e 5. The fractional error in the measurement NLC-onIy errors are repeated later in the NLC summary table,
o(veehsm) BR(hsm — vy) [0(Zhsm) BR(hsm — 77)] as Table[.

. . _ 71 .
a function ofrmy,,, assumingl = 200 fb™ " is a(?cumulated Finally, we note that in later discussions we show that the
a_‘t \/gl = 500GeV [Vs = \/Eopg]' _Alsdobshownb|_s _the frac- large errors for theyy final state will dominate in computing
tional g BR(hsm — ) error obtained by combininghsy  some important quantities that potentially allow discriation

— _ -1 _
andv.v.hsw channels for, = 200 b~ aty/s = 500GeV.  panyeen the SM Higgs boson and a SM-like Higgs boson of an
Results for the four electromagnetic calorimeter resohgide- extended model

scribed in the text are given.
E. Determining th&Z Zhg,; coupling at the NLC

N 9 . . .
cases II-IV (1), then an interaction region with maximalat . Determination of theéZZhsM) CSUP“ng. square(_j IS POSS'ble
in two modes. These are (usiage™ collision notation):

Vs = \/s,,, could be included in the design from the begin-
ning. e cte™ — Zhgy, WhereZ — (10~ (€ = e, p);
Clearly' the most “kely Situation is that = 200 fb IS 11This is possible since we can constrain the recoil mass tremted from

accumgla_lted at/s = 500 GeV and that the calorimeter is at\/E and the momenta of the two photons frémg; — ~~ decay, to be close to
the optimistic end of current plans for the NLC detector ésd$s  m 5.




e ete™ — ete hgy (via ZZ-fusion) [26].

25F

>
. .o 8 sf @ (b)
Results presented here for theZ-fusion channel are prelimi- § i: Vs = 300 Gev s =300 GeV
nary. It is convenient to separafhgsy; andZ Z-fusion for the £ 10 b 2p 10
& f my=130 GeV| m,,= 120 GeV

purposes of discussion even though in e ~hgy final state 1f
there is some interference betweenhé-fusion andZ hgy di- 10f
agrams. Experimentally this separation is easily accahpd 8
by an appropriate cut on the e~ pair masﬂ 6
In both cases, thagy, is inclusively isolated by examining “|
the recoil mass spectrum computed using the incoming™ 5 L]k . 0 L
momentum and the momenta of the outgoing leptons. In the © 20 40 60 80100 ;ig;fgégg(lgg\f)oo 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
Zhgy case, only = e, uintheZ decay are considered'$ and Jetdet Mass (Gev)
jets are excluded) since it is essential that the recoil rpask
be as narrow as possible in order that only a small mass window

need be kept, thereby making backgrounds very small. Gleagigyre 6: Higgs mass resolution determined using a typical

excellent momentum resolution for electrons and muonsbe&ill N C detector [2B] using (a) the recoil mass against a pair of

essential, especially for Higgs masses in the vicinityof [ ~electrons or muons frof decay and (b) from the jet-jet invari-
Exactly how good the momentum resolution should be in oint mass of taggetquark jets after kinematically-constrained

der to eliminate backgrounds is an important question;atits  fiting.

rently being pursued. The study of R[33] obtains good re-

sults in theZhgy case only if the “super” performance of the

JLC-I detector [[30] is assumed. Current generic NLC detecto,

designs will not be quite so good, but appear to be adequate.g on configuration/desngn optimized for maximal Ium_ing&it
an example, using four-vectors smeared according to tHerper s0, L falls as[y/s/ /5] [@] as one moves to energies lower

mance of a typical NLC detectdr [25], the recoil mass resotut than./S,. This is an issue sinag(Zhsy) is maximal aty/s ~

. ;
using electrons and muons has been fo [34] to be appro%g + Mgy + 10 or 20 GeV, whereaw (e e fisy) increases

mately 3.5 GeV as shown in Fiﬂ. 6(a) where a reasonable mmsosnotomcally with energy. For the moment, let us assume tha

window results in about 20% background for,.,, — 130 GeV e final focus is designed to maximiZeat /s = 500 GeV. In

i -+ —
and obviously degrading for smaller masses and improving 1%'9' E we ploto(Zhsm) BR(Z — £ £7) (£ = e, 1, no cuts)

4+ - : o -
higher masses. (As described later, running/at~ 300 GeV, ?2?;5;83 Zﬁg),(;lvgg aafu;ctlign glfjnﬂ onf;[)r:e\/a_ngle%g fC;[h\e; fi
i.e.well below./s = 500 GeV, is critical for such good recoil ¢ hism 5T ov-

: g . We observe a cross-over such that, for,,, < 200GeV, a
mass resolution.) Itis interesting to note that the curpenfor- . . : ) .
. ) o higher raw event rate for the recoil spectrum is obtainedgisi
mance goals of this detector give a similar mass resolutfon

3.9 GeV from the invariant jet-jet mass of taggeduark jets 22 fusion.

: ) : . e o For an integrated luminosity of = 200 fb~* and an over-
following kinematically-constrained fitting — indicatirggood
9 y J g ?él efficiency of 30% for the cuts required to make the back-

match of momentum and energy resolution. Our error estgnal i
-+
below will assume momentum resolution such that the recgficund small, the errar/vSintheo(Zhsv) BR(Z — L~(*)
= e, u) measurement would range from 6.5% to 8% as

mass peak is sufficiently narrow that backgrounds are smdll ;
: y g Mpgy ranges from 60 t@00 GeV, growing to 11% bymn,,, =

can be neglected in the limit of large luminosity. Prelintyee- 300CeV. E in thi t simil itud
sults for the backgrounds are at tBe~ 0.2S level, for which eV. Errors in this measurement o jm' ar magnitude
can also be achieved fat ~ 30 — 50 b~ if /s is ad-

the errors computed below with = 0 would be only slightly . . . X
increased. Since, as we shall see, the recoil mass pealsexms usted o be near the value for whiehZhsy) IS max_lmal ]-
However, depending upom,,,, accumulating this muclL

tion errors sometimes dominate the errors in extractingdira .
at lower energy often takes more than thed years required

ing ratios, it is quite crucial that the final detector deskgmn - 1 = .
adequate to achieve a small background under the recoil m.fc%sL . 200 fb™" at /s = 500GeV unless the f'nfl focus
IS optimized for the lower/s value. For thes(ete™hgm)

peak. . . 0 .
The relative value of the two production modes depends uplalﬁasurement, assuming cut efficiency of 40% relative to the

many factors, but in particular it depends on how the avilap 0SS section plotted in Fig] 7 (we have already included the

o H —1 1

instantaneous luminosity varies wiffls. For an interaction re- 9 > 10° calorimetry cut) andl = 200 fb™", we find errors

that range from 4% to 8% to 14% as,,, goes from 60 to

?WheneverZ Z-fusion dominates theZ* diagrams, such a cut requiring 200 t0300 GeV. Combining ’] the/s = 500 GeV er-
M- o m usually improvess/ VB and reduces the/S  B/S efmor. 1o for the two processes gives an error on e hsr)?
In order to inclusively sum over allsy; decays, it is important to avoid .

making any use ofisy; decay products in reconstructing the Higgs mass peakOUPlINg-squared that ranges from 3% to ~ 6% to ~ 9%
Thus, a 4-C fit using the energies and angles of the jets fraggsHilecay and for mp,, = 60, 200, and300 GeV, respectively. These errors
leptons fromZ decay should not be employed; kinematic fits (involving fewe.
than 4 constraints) considering the leptons fréndecay and the knowledge of  1#Assuming coverage down to such angles is optimistic, buuncgalistic.
FE.m could however still be employed. In any case, such fits yigéd-get mass In particular, it may be possible to employ a pixel vertexd®yice with a first
resolution that is no better than (worse than) that for tleitenass for NLC layer at radius of~ 1.5 cm followed by next-generation tracking devices to
(super-JLC) momentum resolution. avoid the superconducting quads inside the detector.

15+

10+




_ o(Zhsy)BR(hsm — bb) is possible formy,g,, < 140 GeV

\/s = 500 GeV rising to+5% — +7% in themy,q,, ~ 150 GeV region. The er-

ror on o(Zhgsy) (just discussed) is in the-6.5% — +7% in
PTETPTITI T e the myg,, < 140GeV mass region, rising te- +7.5% for
Mgy ~ 150 GeV. From Eq. [R) the error ilBR(hsy — bb)
10.0 — e will then be in thet+7% — +£8% range formy,,, < 140GeV,
rising to~ +£10% atmy,g,, ~ 150 GeV.

The error for ther (et e~ hgm) BR(hsy — bb) measurement
has not been studied in detail, but can be estimated as fol-
lows. We assume that an event identification efficiency (tvhic
should include the efficiency fob-tagging) of 40% is ade-
guate to make backgrounds small. The number of evefjts (
is then computed by multiplying (e*e~hsm) in Fig. [ by
] 0.4BR(hsm — bb)L using BR(hsy — bb) as tabulated in
05 L I I P J 1] Table[] andZ = 200 fb~'. The measurement fractional er-

50 100 150 200 250 300 ror is then estimated as/v/S. This yields [2p] an error in
o(ete"hgm)BR(hsy — bb) ranging from+4.5% to £14%
my (Ge\/) asmpg,, varies from< 110 GeV to ~ 150 GeV; for higher
SM mn,, Values the error deteriorates rapidf§.Recalling the pre-
viously estimated error in the(eTe™hgy) rate, which ranges
from £4% to £6% in the myg,, = 110 to 150 GeV mass
region, the resulting errormZG] oBR(hsm — bb) as com-
puted from Eq. 2) in thetehgy final state is then in the

5.0

o (fb)

1.0

Figure 7: 0(Zhsm)BR(Z — £ 41) (¢ = e, p, NoO cuts) and

o(eTe hgy) (with a cut of > 10° on theet ande™ in the o
fir(1al state) ;s a function ofi,, for /s = 500 GeV. From 6% — £8% range formag,, 5 140 GeV, rising to~ +15%
Ref. ] for Mhgm N- 150 GeV. - .

By combining [2F7 [ 2] theZhsy andetehgy determina-
tions, we find thatBR(hsy — bb) can be measured with an
accuracy of about5% — £6% in them,,g,, < 140 GeV range,

are at least as good as those foundfior 200 fb™ " using the fising to~ +9% for mp.,, ~ 150 GeV.

Zhsy mode alone at the optimaf’s. Thus, for determining _ : . i
the (ZZhsy)? coupling-squared via the recoil mass procedureForBR(hSM — ce), we recall that by using topological tag

there does not appear to be any advantage to lowering the %'%9 itis estimated tha.lt the error fof Zhsy) BR(hsw — C.C)
; . ' : ) will be of order+10% in themy,g,, < 130 GeV mass region.
chine energy even if the final focesc.is reconfigured so as to

maintain the same instantaneous luminosit Using £7% for the o(Zhgy) error in this mass region implies
Y- an error forBR(hsym — ¢c) of order+12%. Above, we found

.. . . that in thebb channel theeTe™hgy production mode might
F.  Determiningisy branCh'ng ratios and the yield errors that are comparable to thégy mode. A simi-
WW hg\ coupling at the NLC lar result is expected to apply to themode [2p], implying that
A determination of BR(hsyy — X) requires measuring the BR(hsy — ¢2) error would be brought down te +9%.
o(hsm)BR(hsy — X) ando(hgy) for some particular pro- This same level of error would be achieved if we computed
duction mode, and then computing BR(hsm — cc) = [(cthsm)?/(bbhsw)?] BR(hsy — bb) and
used the(cchsw)?/(bbhsn)? errors given in Tablg X. Aside
o(hsm)BR(hsm — X) @ from the vThgy component in determining the to bb ratio,
o(hsm) ’ these two techniques are not statistically independeint. bt
clear which would have smaller systematic error. Presuynabl
Ine*e™ collisions, thee"e™ — Zhgyande®e™ — efe hsm one would pursue both techniques to cross-check and pgssibl

(£ Z-fusion) modes just discussed are the only ones for whigmbine the techniques taking into account the statistioet-
the absolute magnitude ef iy ) can be measured, inclusivelyjations.

summing over all final stateX. The WW-fusioneTe™ —
VThgwm Cross section must be determined by the procedure of 6. BR(hsy — WW*)
first measuringg BR(hsm — X) in some modeX and then
dividing by BR(hgm — X)) as determined from th& Z-fusion

or Zhswm channels. o Measureo(Zhsy)BR(hsy — WW*) and o(Zhsy)
and computeBR(hgy — WW™) by dividing. As dis-
cussed earlier, errors i Zhgy ) BR(hgy — WW*) are

BR(hSM — X) =

The possible procedures a@[Z?]:

6. BR(hSM — bE) andBR(hSM — CE)

By running at \/5 = 500GeV and accumUIatmg 15These errors must be confirmed by a more complete simulativerify

_1 . .
_L = 20_0 fb™", we found earlier that by using t_OpOIOg'the level of efficiency, including-tagging, that could be retained and still have
ical tagging a roughly+2.5% — 4+3.5% determination of small backgrounds for this channel.




roughly +22%, +£10% and +7% for m,, = 130, 140 6. WWhgm coupling and testing custodial SU(2)
and150 GeV. The error foro(Zhgy) (using recoil mass
detection) ranges (see earlier) frem+4% to ~ £6% in
this mass range. The resultidR(hsyy — WW™) error
would be roughlyt22%, +£11%, £9% for myg,, = 130,
140 and150 GeV, respectively. Atnyg,, = 200, 300 GeV
accuracies forBR(hgyqy — WW*) of ~ +12% and
~ +17% are predicted by extrapolation based on event
rate and branching ratio chang@s.

The goal will be to determine (vhgy) which is propor-
tional to the the(W W hgy)? coupling-squared. The best pro-
cedure[[2}7] depends upeny,.,,:

o If my, < 140GeV, then good accuracy is attained

by measurings (v7hsy)BR(hsm — bb) and then di-
viding by BR(hsm — bb). For L = 200 fb~' and
Mhgy < 140 GeV, the measurement error for the former

e Measure o(ete hsm)BR(hsy —  WW?*) and is ~ £2.5% — £3.5% (as stated earlier), and that for the
o(ete"hgy) (the ZZ-fusion processes) and again  latterbb branching ratio ist5% — +6% (as stated above).
compute BR(hsy — WW*) by dividing [26]. In The net error ifWW hgy)? obtained in this way is of or-
the 130 — 200GeV mass region, we have already  der+6% for myg,, < 140 GeV. By myg,, = 150 GeV,
seen that ther(eTe~hgy) measurement will be com- the accuracy of théh mode determination dfi?’ W hgyp)?

parable (perhaps slightly superior) in accuracy to the has worsened to about11%, coming from~ +6% for
o(Zhgy) measurement. A first estimate indicates that o (vThgy ) BR(hsm — bb) and~ +9% for BR(hgy —

the accuracy of ther(ete hsy)BR(hsy — WW?*) bb); see earlier subsections.
measurement will also be comparable to that for

o(Zhsm)BR(hsm  —_ WW™*).  For example, at e If m;,,, = 150GeV, then good accuracy is achieved

~

Mgy = 150 GeV Fig. [f giveso(e*e~hsn) ~ 4 fb and by measurings (vZhsy) BR(hsy — WW*) (in WV-
from Tablefl we findBR(hsy — WHW ™) ~ 0.7. If the fusion) and dividing byBR(hsy — WW?*) (see ear-
efficiency for tagging théV’ W= final state and requiring lier subsection) to get(vThsy). Explicitly, we esti-
the recoil mass to be close to the known valuegf,,, is, mated above that an error adBR(hsyy — WW*) at

say,40%, then we would havé = 224 signal events with the ~ £8%, £6%, £8%, £14% level could eventually
relatively small background (due to our ability to always  be achieved fornpg, ~ 140,150,200,300 GeV. Ear-

require recoil mass- thME in this production mode). lier, we saw that the error im(vZhsm)BR(hsy —
The resulting error forr(Zhsm)BR(hsm — WW*) WW*) is estimated to bet10%,+8%,+ at mpg, =

is ~ £7%. Thus, errors omBR(hsm — WW?) in the 140,150 GeV. Extrapolating tc200, 300 GeV,[Fj we esti-
ete~hgy production channel will be close to those in mate errors 0f=10%, +20%, respectively. Combining, we
the Zhsm channel formy,,, in the 130 — 200 GeV mass find that the error on théW W hgy)? coupling-squared
range. from the WWW* final state determination would be about

At myp., = 300GeV, o(eTe hgy) is smaller than +13%, £10%, +13%, +24% atmys,, ~ 140, 150, 200,
o(Zhsn) (see Fig[J7). After including efficiency we found 300 GeV, respectively. The error ati,g,, = 170 GeV

in the previous subsection that the erroraf e~ hgy) would be slightly smaller than that aty,, = 150 GeV.

will be about+14% (vs. +11% for o(Zhgn)). Simi- The mpg,, = 140GeV result is poorer than that ob-
larly, the error oro(etehgy)BR(hgy — WW*) will tained in thebb mode, but bymyg,, = 150GeV the

be larger than forw(Zhsn)BR(hsy — WW*). At WW* mode determination has become comparable, and

mhs, = 300GeV, we find (by extrapolation, subject to  for higher masses is distinctly superior.
footnote caveats) error on the former of abeti8% (vs. _
~ +12% for the latter); combining with the-14% error If we combine thebb and WIW* mode determinations, we get
ono(ete hgy) yields error forBR(hsy — WW*) of anerror for(WW hgn )? of order+£5% for my,.,, < 140 GeV,
order+23% at this mass for theTe~hgy channel. worsening to about-8% for myg,, 2 150 GeV. For170 GeV
and above the error is simply that found in #h&1* mode e.g.
If we combine [2]/[26] the above two determinations, the over13% +24% atm,,,, = 200,300 GeV, respectively.
all BR(hsn — W) error would be reduced to the roughly ¢ js  of course, of great interest to test the custodial

+£16%, +8%, +6% level for mpg,, = 130, 140 and150 GeV,  gy(2) symmetry prediction for the coupling-squared ratio

and even somewhat smaller aty;,, = 170GeV. AbOVe (yrypy y2 /(7 7he\1)2. Inan earlier subsection we estimated
170 GeV, the accuracy of the determination slowly declineg,o error on(ZZhsw)? for mag, < 60 — 200 GeV to be
SM v

to about£8% at mpg, = 200GeV and£14% at mugy = . 449 _ +6%, rising to ~ 9% at mp,, — 300GeV.

300 GeV. Combining with the above results for &/ W hgy)? errors,
16We have assumed that the background scales with the sigealAdiull ~ we estimate errors faiV Whsn)?/(ZZhswm)? of order+7%

simulation would be required to verify the extrapolatiosw@asaptions. for Mhy < 140 GeV, +10% for Mhgy, ~ 150 GeV rising

M~ L M L]

I"Typically, the recoil mass resolution is better in thgy (Z — ]
etTe™, utp~) channel than in thet e~ hgy channel once th& mass is used slowly to ~ +14% for myg,, = 200 GeV, reaching~ £25%
in a kinematically constrained fit. However, all that is negdor the statistical atmpg,, = 300 GeV.
estimates given here to apply is that the recoil mass résolinn et e~ hgy
events be sufficient that the background in the peak regiamizdl; this should 18\We re-emphasize the fact that simulation€@@ and300 GeV are needed
be the case given that thé e~ momenta would be quite well-measured. to check our extrapolations.




6. BR(hsm — 77) — Measureo(ete™ — vwhsm)BR(hsm — ) and
olete™ — vvhsm)BR(hsy — bb) (both being

We focus onn < 130 GeV. Only two ways to get a han-
Pt ° y ystod WW-fusion processes) and compuBR(hsy —

dle onBR(hsm — 7y) have been demonstrated to be viable.

o . v7) as
e The firstinvolves measuring(pp — Whgsm)BR(hsya —
~v7v) ando(pp — tthsm)BR(hsm — 77) atthe LHC. As [o(vZhsm) BR(hsy — 77)]BR(hsy — bb)
outlined earlier, each can be determined to aboiLi% for (o (v haot) BR(hsw — b)) N6

Mhg,, INthe rangd0 — 130 GeV. Although not explicitly
simulated in the ATLAS and CMS studies, we assume this Theet e hgy final state fromZ Z-fusion is a third alter-

same error applies 80 GeV. These measurements canbe  native, but does not yield errors competitive with the above
employed in two ways. two techniques|[32] because of a smaller signal relative to
— In the first approach one also measurdpp — background.

tthsm)BR(hsm — bb) at the LHC and then com- 5, 40 NLC, the errors in theBR(hsy — ) determina-
putesBR(hsy — 77) as tions are completely dominated by thé&3R(hsy — v7) efr-
BR(hsm — v7) = BR(hsy — bb) x rors, which we have discussed earlier; see fig. 5. Assuming
[o(pp — tEhsn) BR(hsm — 7)) running at\/E_: 500 GeV, we found that the smallestB R
- = (3) errorwas achieved in tH& 1/ -fusion mode. However, a useful
lo(pp — tthsy) BR(hsy — b0)] level of error was also achieved in t#hsy mode when run-
using BR(hsy — bb) determined at the NLC as de-ning at this energy. The errors expectedBIR(hsy — 77y) by
scribed earlier. Since the error f&tR(hsy — bb)  combining the determinations of Eqﬁ. (4) aﬂd (5) are essbnti
will be of order+4%—=+5% (for L = 200 fb ' atthe the same as the combinedR(hsy — ) error plotted in
NLC), the error in the determination &@R(hgy —  the 3rd window of Fig[|5. For a calorimeter at the optimistic
) is dominated by that for they/bb ratio (see Ta- end of current plans for the NLC detector, the net error is pre
bles[ll] and1}), and will range from about18% to  dicted to range from- £22% atmy,.,, = 120 GeV to ~ +35%
+26% over the’0 — 130 GeV mass range. (~ £53%) atmpg,, = 150 GeV (70 GeV).

— In the second approach, one uses oalypp — Of course, the NLC and LHC determinations can be com-
Whsnm)BR(hsm — ) from the LHC, and then bined to give sometimes substantially smaller error than
divides by the computed(pp — Whgy) cross achieved at either machine alone. The errorsBdt(hsyn —
section. In themy,,, < 130GeV mass re- ~~) obtained by combining LHC and NLC data will be tabu-

~

gion, the cross section is best computed using thded later in Tabl¢ . _ o _
(WWhgswm)? coupling-squared determination from Although one of the b_lg_ motivations for measuring
the NLC which, as noted earlier, has an error of o3 R(hsm — 77) at the NLC is its crucial role in determining
der+6% for this mass region. Including systematicsl ..., (t0 be outlined later), whered§?’ can be directly mea-

the error ino(pp — Whgy) is then likely to be of sured at the FMC by scanning (see next subsection), a measure
order+10%. Combining with the~ 15% error for ment of BR(hsm — ~7) would ultimately also be of interest
o(pp — Whsm)BR(hsu — ) yields an error of at the FMC, especially if there is no NL.The possibility of

~ +18% in the determination oBR(hgy — ) in  Measuring the branching ratio using FMC data/at= mpg,,

themy,,, = 80 — 130 GeV region. was examined[32]; for a SM-like Higgs bosafy, B turns out
o to be much too small for this to succeed. Thus, at the FMC,

To the_ extent that determinations fro_m_ thesg two WaY$R(hsy — ~) would have to be determined following the
of getting atBR(hsm — ) are statistically indepen- same nors-channel procedures as for the NLC.
dent, they can be combined to yield statistical accuracy
of S £16% in the my,, < 130GeVrange. Arough G Determiningli®t andhsy partial widths
guess based on simulations performed at lower masses SM
is that atmy,,, = 140GeV this error would deterio- The most fundamental properties of the Higgs boson are its
rate to about-25%. We also assume very large error fomass, its total width and its partial widths. Discussion o t
Mhgy > 150 GeV. mass determination will be left till the next subsectioneTb-

) ) ) _tal Higgs width, while certainly important in its own righie-
e The second technique is that explored in R [29], usingmes doubly so since it is required in order to compute many

theo BR(hsy — yy) measurements at the NLC discussegl, , tant partial widths. The partial widths, being ditggtro-
earlier. These lead to two possible techniques for gett'%rtional to the underlying couplings, provide the mosedir
BR(hsm — 7). means of verifying that the observed Higgs boson is or ishwot t

— Measures(ete™ — Zhgy)BR(hsm — vy) and  hswm. Branching ratios, being the ratio of a partial width to the
computeBR(hsy — ) as total width can not be unambiguously interpreted. In casifra

[U(ZhSM)BR(hSM — 'Y'Y)] 19In particular, since ayy collider is not possible at the FM(ﬂ[S], if there
; (4) is no NLC then the very interesting partial widli{hgn — ) can only be
a(Zhswm) obtained in the fornf}f’stMBR(hSM — ¥7)-




partial width is directly related to the corresponding diugp beam energy resolution is shown in F[b. 8. The most difficult
squared which, in turn, is directly determined in the SM oy arcase is ifm,,s,, ~ mz, implying a largeZ background tdigm
extension thereof without reference to mass scales fori-poggoduction in thes-channel. The accuracy of thig°* determi-
bly unexpectedd.g.SUSY) decays. Any deviations of partialnation scales as/v/L.

widths from SM predictions can be directly compared to predi

tions of alternative models such as the MSSM, the NMSSM, or

the general 2HDM. The more accurately the total width and the ~4Vs =2x0.z, Three—Point Determination of T
various branching ratios can be measured, the greaternise seg - | | | |

tivity to such deviations and the greater our ability to g@iae 1 10* - (dR(D)= -
and constrain the alternative model. o< 08 L T (0.0.0.08) E
Formy,g, < 2myw, I} is too small to be reconstructed in ™ FEIN L
the final state; indirect determination Bf? is necessary. We 5 10? e \ \\(‘o\.g{).oz) =
note that then,,.,, < 2mw mass range is that which would be 5 1ol B . (0.350.‘0‘1’) ’’’’ -
relevant for the SM-like Higgs boson of the MSSM. For Iargei 100 P J \Edébfo’ﬁ“”//f
Mgy direct final state reconstruction BfY! = starts to become 7 )
possible; the mass above which reasonable errd@tgn is ob- % 101 60’ e ‘8‘0 S ‘1(lo‘ . ‘12‘0‘ - ‘14‘10‘ :
tained depends upon detector and machine characteristies.
possibilities are reviewed below. m,_ (GeV)

7. Determiningltot

hsm
There are only two basic possibilities for determining’
in themg,, < 2mw mass range in which}% is too small to
be reconstructed in the final state.

Figure 8: Luminosity required for AT} /T'j>* = 1/3 mea-

surement in thebd final state using the 3-point technique de-

scribed in [B]. Results for resolutions & = 0.01%, 0.02% and

e The first is to employ FMCutp~ collisions aty/s ~ 0.04% are shown forl = 0, whered = |\/so — mugy|/0 /5
M, and directly measurg’ by scanning. In this case,Here, /so is the location of the central energy setting in the
the FMC determination oF;;“I can be used to compute3-point scan and ; is the resolution in/s for a given value
the partial width for any channel with a branching rati®f 2. The result ford = 0.3 and R = 0.01% illustrates how
measured at the NLC: insensitive the total luminosity required is to the accymaicthe

central setting.
F(hSM — X) = Fmt BR(hSM — X) (6)

hsm

) . ) We assume that since the mass of the Higgs boson will be
e Ifthere is no muon collider, thel;, must be determined re|atively precisely known from the LHC (see next subsec-
indirectly using a multiple step process; the best procegsn) the FMC would be designed to have optimal luminosity
depends upon the Higgs masE;f;tM is ultimately com- 4t V5 ~ Mg, SO that accumulation of = 200 b~ for

puted as: scanning the Higgs peak would be possible. It is important to
Lot — Llhsm = X) 7 (7) note that in the 3-point scan procedure of REf. [3] most (5/6)
M BR(hsm — X) of the luminosity is devoted to the wings of the Higgs peak;

whereX = vy (WW™) gives the best error fan,,, < only 1/6 of the totall is accumulated ay/s = my,,, (exactly).
130 GeV (> 140 GeV). In this casef}f;M can be used to Very roughly the total number of Higgs events from the wing
compute partial widths via Eqf](6) only for channels othéneasurements is equivalentto 0.3L on the peak, but/B

than those used in the determinatio[{t%‘fstM via Eq. ﬁ’)_ is smaller on the wings. Overall, if luminosify is devoted to
_ o _ ~ the scan procedure, the errors that can be achieved for egte m
In what follows we outline the errors antICIpated in therkite surements in Speciﬁc channels are rough|y equiva|ent ta wha

determination of’;! in themy,,, < 2mw mass region, and would be achieved i0.25L was devoted ta/s = my,g,, run-

then discuss implications for the errors in partial Wldtheth ning. Since it is not useful to sacrifice accuracy in StM

with and without combining NLC and FMC data. We also disneasurement in order to devote more luminosity to the peak, i
cuss the determination &%, by final state mass peak reconTaple[T§ we quoted measurement errors for specific channels
struction in the mass rangey,,, 2 2mw . obtained forL, = 50 fb ™" aty/s = my,,,. These same channel
errors will be used in subsequent calculations.
Fig. [§ implies that integrated luminosity df = 200 fb~*

FMC-scan determination df;, would yield a+2.6%, +32%, +3.6%, +6.5% determination of
Lt atmpg, = 80GeV, myz, 120 GeV, 150 GeV, respec-

Only thep ™~ collider can have the extremely precise energively. A complete listing of errors appears (later) in T@.
resolution and energy setting capable of measufitjg4 by Inthemy,,, ~ mz worst case, the-channel FMC accuracy
scanning [[[3]. The amount of integrated luminosity requiid will turn out to be worse than can be attained at the NLC. How-
a+33% determination OF};’;M using a 3-point scan with 0.01%ever, for most masses, tlsechannel FMC accuracy would be



much superior and would provide an extremely valuable input

« . . 50% 1 1 1 1 1
to precision tests of the Higgs sector. Background from ey~ 62 Inoreasing
if spent e's not background from
Indirect determination of j°* 40%- swept away yy-zz

If there is nou* p~ collider, thenT';% must be determined

indirectly. The best procedure for doing so depends upon t@ 30%
Higgs mass. ling,, < 130GeV, then one must make use of ~3

77 Higgs decays. Iy, 2 140 GeV, WW* Higgs decays 13" 5no. |

will be most useful. In both cases, we ultimately employ ﬁq. (
to obtainl'}?" .

Since thel'(hsyy — v7y) partial width plays a crucial role
in the my.,, < 130GeV procedure, it is convenient to dis-
cuss it first. The study ofy — hgy — bb at the NLC
is performed by tuning the beam energy so thatthdumi-
nosity peak atv 0.8y/s_. - coincides withmy.,, [B5, B6].
The statistical accuracy that could be achievedIfQigy —

Transition from
" H-bb to
H-WW,ZZ
Statistical +

systematic errors
in quadrature

™\ Statistical errors
only

100 150 200 250 300 350

M, (GeV)

vy)BR(hsm — bb) was estimated in Ref[ [B6]. Systematic er-

rors have now been evaluated and the effects of gluon radiati

andZ Z backgrounds have been incIud@[S?]. Suppressing the

dangerouscg backgrounds reduces the signal by only a factéigure 9: Accuracy (including systematic as well as stagbt
of two. The net error of'(hsy — vy)BR(hsy — bb) for  €rrors) with whichl’ (hsy — 7y) BR(hsm — bb ortWW, ZZ)
L = 50 fb~' is illustrated in Fig[Jo. Foi. = 200 fb~", the can be measured at the NL-¢ collider with integrated lumi-
error would be only half as large as shown, but since the lurfosity of L = 50 fb~" [B].

nosity employed in this measurement would be lost to normal

running to get the branching ratietc, we consider only the
L = 50 fb~! errors. Thus, the error in they,.,, < 120GeV

mass region will be in the 8%-10% range, rising to 15% by

mpey = 140 GeV and peaking at 30% at;,.,, = 150 GeV,
asillustrated in FigﬂQ. To get the accuracy intHésy — 77)
partial width itself, we recall thaBR(hsy — bb) is measured
with accuracy of:5% — +£6% for my,g,, < 140 GeV, rising to
+9% atmyg,, ~ 150GeV. The result i’ (hgy — ) error
of order+£12% for myg,, < 120GeV, rising to~ +17% at
Mpgy ~ 140 GeV and~ +31% atmy,g,, ~ 150 GeV.
We now give the procedures for determininig® .

o Formyg,, < 130GeV (i.e.in the MSSMm,,0 range), the
only known procedure for determinirig}fs‘M is that out-
lined in Ref. [1]. NLC data is required.

— As described above, measurd& (hgm —
yy)BR(hsny  —  bb) and then compute
I'(hsm — <) by dividing by the value of
BR(hgy — bb).

— Computel';® = T'(hsm — 7y)/BR(hsm — 77),
using the BR(hsmy — ~yy) determination(s) de-
scribed earlier.

e Formy,, 2 130 GeV, a second possible procedure based

~

on hgyy — WW* decays emerges. U/ Whgsy)? to
computel’(hsy — WW*) and then computé;>’ =
D(hsm — WW*)/BR(hsy — WW*). B] The re-
quired errors were obtained in earlier sections and are tab-
ulated in Tabld K. We find an error fdri®t of about
+17% at mpg,, = 130GeV, falling to +£10% — +11%

for myg,, in the150 — 170 GeV range. This latter is cer-
tainly much better than the +46% achieved in theyy
channel atny,,, ~ 150 GeV using NLC~~ collider data

and the (NLC+LHC) determination a8 R(hsym — 77)-
Formpg,, ~ 130 GeV, the+17% achieved in the present
WW* technique is still superior to th&20% for the v~
technique. Combining the determinations made via the
two techniques atn,.,, = 130 GeV, we would get an
error onTj°t ~ of order+13%. Formyg, < 120GeV,

the vy technique determination df}% is substantially
superior to what can be achieved via I8V * technique,
primarily becausé3 R(hgy — WW™*) is very poorly de-
termined.

In Table[X, we tabulate the errors @K ~obtained by us-

The accuracies of the various measurements involved &r¢ both they~y and theW W™ techniques, and including the
a crucial issue. The results obtained in earlier sections 4PILC+LHC) determination of3 R(hsn — ) in the former.

pear in Tabld K. Using the determination BiR(hsy —

As apparent from Tablds XI arf[d X, fon,.,, < 130GeV

vv) based on combining NLC and LHC data, we find at@ndmsg,, » mz) the FMC-scan determination &' is
error onl'jo* of ~ +18 —19% for my,,, = 80—120GeV  very much superior to the NLC determination. The supesorit

and ~ £20% for myg,, = 130GeV. At myg, =
140,150 GeV, errors onBR(hsm — vy) andT'(hgy —
v7) increase and th&}>* error would be~ +25%, ~
+46%, respectively.

is still significant atmy,, = 140 GeV while errors are simi-
lar atmyg,, = 150GeV. At mpg,, = 150 GeV, combining

200f course, keeping only th&/1W* mode, this latter procedure can be
viewed as a computation GT}L"StM o o(vUhsm)/[BR(hsy — WW*)]2.



the FMC-scan and NLC determinationsigf’ would increase ete™ andut i~ channels can be quite different. System-
accuracy fo} , yielding a combined error of +5.4% (vs. atic error of10% for I'r is assumed.

+6.5% for the FMC-scan alone). This would be beneficial for

computing partial widths (other than that for tHéW* chan- 4. We assume the same ‘standard’ NLC tracking as in the 3rd

nel used in the NLC determination 8t°t at this mass). For case, but_adoptaCMﬂlO] type electromagnetic calorime-
Mus, = 160GeV, FMC s-channel detection of thegy; be- ter, specified byAE/E = 0.02/y/E(GeV) & 0.005 &
comes difficult, and only the NLC allows a reasonable determi 0.2/ E(GeV). The electron resolution improves still fur-
nation ofrggM, ther and the "¢~ channel yields much smaller resolution

and errors than th@* = channel. Systematic error of
10% for I'r is assumed.
Final-state mass peak determinatiorﬂ;{gM: NLC

5. The resolutiol’y for the Higgs mass peak in tf# and
WTW~ final states (we weight according to branching ra-

tot
Of course, Og.cenhlshli R 2;;” W’hFhSM flshlarge enougl?t';hat tio) has been studied systematically as a functiomgf,, .
measurement directly from the shape of the mass peak DeCOMeSs ., roq it for the NLC detector specified in R [25] can

conceivable. The precise sensitivity depends upon detecto be parameterized d& — 4.86 — 0.019my,.,, + 0.964 -

;:ha;a;b:terlstlcg artlld o't_hefr details. V[Tl [t2h7] \]:YIIItIIfIUStrMUItS 10~4m2_ —0.103-10~5m3__. Typically T’y is of order
or Zisy production in five cases. 1n Ihe 1irst four Cases, We oy ‘agillustrated in FidfG. Systematic errorldf’ for

‘o= it i
d_emand thaZ — eTe™, T~ and reconstruct the Higgs peak I is assumed.
via the recoil mass. The momenta of the muons are measured

by the tracking component of the detector. The momenta of t8ensitivity to Higgs widths becomes possible wilgtt is not
electrons are measured by both the tracker and the ele@fomgo much smaller thaiig; some benchmarks are (see FEIQ 1)
netic calorimeter — since these are not statistically irehelent [t~ 17MeV, 32 MeV, 400 MeV, 1 GeV, 4 GeV, 10 GeV

of one another, we use the measurement having the smallerf@,rs—“;nhSM ~ 150, 155,170,190, 245,300 GeV, respectively.

ror. Thee™e™ andu™ ™ final states are treated separately, angesults for recoil masEg’s are potentially sensitive to beam-
at the end their errors are statistically combined. Fouedif strahlung, bremsstrahlung and beam energy smearing. We sha
ent combinations of tracking and calorimetry are considele  assume that these effects are small. The JLC studies off3f. |
the fifth case, we allow the to decay to eithee™e™, u* 1~ show that they are clearly so if one has small 0.4% full width
or qg, and reconstruct the Higgs resonance peak usingitbe peam energy spread and runs&t ~ mz + mug, + 20 GeV.
W*W~ Higgs decay products. The five cases are specified ing order to compute the error in ti&°" measurement given

detail as follows: a value for the event-by-event resolutiby, one proceeds as

1. We assume super-JLC trackir@[SO], implyidg,/p — follqws. The .convplution of the .Higgs gaus;ian qnd the res-
5 x 10~-5p(GeV) @ 0.001, and slightly better than olution gaussian yields a gaussian of effective wiflthy =
‘standard’ NLC detector[[25] calorimetry oA E/E = 4/[[}%, ] + [['r]?. Assuming small background, the statisti-
0.12//E(GeV) & 0.005. In this case, the best elec—cal accuracy with whicH'.g can be measured iAI‘z?t =
tron momentum measurement is almost always from tmeeﬂ/\/ﬂ whereN is the number of events in the Higgs mass
tracking, so that the natural event-by-eventresolutiaf) ( peak. The systematic error Thg coming from the systematic
in theete™ and T~ channels is the same. One findgincertaintyATSY® in Ty is AT = AT T'r /Tes. Adding in
thatI'g can be as small a8.3 GeV or so wheny/s = quadrature, we have a totAll ¢ = /[ATS212 + [ATSL2.

mz + Mgy + ~ 20 GeV and thee's/y’s are not terribly The relationship between this and thé'tet “error inIet is:
energetic but thafr deteriorates considerably if the ma-pptot  _ [Deir/Tt00 JATog. (For very smallltot this error
SM : sMm’

H H SM
chine is run ak/s = 500 GeV because of the much largefyecomes ill-defined and it [t ]2 that is more appropriately
energies of the leptons, implying larger tracking errore. Wy gied: however, for masses such thgt  is, indeed, resolv-
aisgme a iysiematlc error in ?)Uf knowledgé'afin the  gpje the result obtained by the above procedure is valid.)
ee” anduTp” channels of 10%. The implications of the event-by-event mass resolutions in

2. The assumptions for this case are exactly the same astfts five cases will now be described[[27]. We assume inte-

. - _ 71 . _
the first case, except that we allow for a much larger sy@rated luminosity ofL = 200 fb™" at the energies/s =

tematic error of 50%, as could be relevant whgpis so "% T Mhsyu 1 20 GeV a_n(_j\/g = 500 GeV. An overall detec-
small. tion and acceptance efficiency of 60% is employBd(Z —

ete™) = BR(Z — ptu~) = 0.0336 is employed in cases 1-4

3. We assume the ‘standard’ NLC detector tracking [25], inend BR(Z — e*e™ + utpu~ 4 qg) = 0.7672 is employed in

plying Ap/p = 5 x 10~*p(GeV) @ 0.0015//p(GeV), case 5. The resulting percentage errorE}ffS’iM as a function of

and electromagnetic calorimetry unchanged\d/E = Higgs mass are plotted in Fig.]10.

0.12/4/E(GeV) @ 0.005. In this case, the best electron We see from the figure that a reasonable accuracy.@f

momentum measurement is always from the calorimetey20% for T'}% is achieved in cases 1,2,3,4,5 @, ~

especially whenn,,,, is small and one runs at the highei 63, 165, 187,170,235 GeV assuming,/s = mz + mpg, +

vs = 500GeV. Thus, the natural resolutiofiz in the 20 GeV and atm,,, ~ 178,189,218,192, 235 GeV assuming




Vs = 500 GeV, respectively. These are the Higgs masses @mbining the direct and indirect determinations foy,, in
which FZOStM becomes of ordel’g, as one might naively antic- the 180 — 190 GeV range: combined error would be of or-
ipate. We see immediately the importance of optimizing lumder +10%, +6%, +4.6% at mp,,, = 180,190,200 GeV, re-
nosity for\/s = mz + mpg,, + 20 GeV and also having either spectively. Below this mass range, the indirect deterronat
excellent tracking or excellent calorimetry if the Higgs ssa is much the better, while above this mass range the direct de-
happens to be in ther 160 GeV to ~ 190 GeV range. For termination has by far the smaller error. The mass range of
Mgy = 190 — 220 GeV, running aty/s = 500 GeV would al- the cross over would move to lower masses for running at
low a 20% measurement &1°" if we have excellent tracking /s = mz + mng,, + 20 GeV. In either case, we would obtain
or excellent calorimetry. However, if we only have the ‘stara very important improvement over indirect determination e
dard’ tracking and calorimetry of case 3, then a 20% measurers in a mass region Wheféf;tM cannot be precisely measured
ment in them,,, = 190 — 220 GeV range would require op- via s-channel scanning at the FMC. The above should be con-
timizing luminosity at the lowek/s = mz + my,, + 20 GeV trasted with the situation for the 'standard’ trackingéeahetry
energy. The case 5 results show that the increased stfistioc  of case 3, where we are left with @, region in which
being able to includeg as wellas:"e, T u~ decays of theZ  neither direct nor indirect errors are good, the direct meas
when using the Higgs decay final state to reconstruct the massnt errors only becoming competitive with indirect errfuns
peak becomes important for;,,, 2 270 GeV. Mpgy = 250 GeV.

Vs =my+m, +20  Vs=500 GeV

{YKKK{YTYT‘Y

Final-state mass peak determination {ff’ : LHC
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Measurement of i in the gg — hsy — ZZ™) — 4¢
mode at the LHC will also be possible. For our estimates we
have taken &/ resolution of'g = 1.25%my,,,, which approx-
imates the ATLAS resolutions quoted in Table 29 of REL [12]
in the myg,, < 180GeV mass region. Thd = 100 fb™
event rates from Table 29,,,, < 180GeV) and Table 38
(mpgy > 200 GeV) appearing in Ref.2] have been rescaled
to L = 600 fb~! (assuming CMS and ATLAS will have similar
resolution) and a systematic error6f0% for I'y is incorpo-
rated in quadrature. The background rate given in Tables 29

100 ol L ol L and (especially) 38 is always small compared to the signal ra
200 300 400 200 300 400 and can be neglected in computing the erronligtM. Follow-
ing the same error estimation procedures as outlined in k& N
my (GeV) subsection, we arrive at the results plotted as the longedaish
SM the first window of Fig[10. The expected error fiop>  has
a similar mass dependence to that obtained via hadronic final
state reconstruction at the NLC, but is uniformly smallertfe
Figure 10: Accuracy (including systematic as well as S{aﬁgssumed integrated luminosity. The exce_lléhtnas; resolu-
tical errors) with whichI'ict ~can bedirectly measured for tion expected for ATLAS and CMS is crucial _forthls favo_rabl_e
V5 = my + Mg, +20GeV and /5 = 500 GeV with Iu- result. If both LHC_: and NLC res_ults are available, then itlwil
minosity times efficiency of. = 120 fb~! using the Zhsy be usefutIO:o combine resu_lts to improve the error. Even so, er
production mode at the NLE [R7]. Results are given for the five" for I% below 20% using reconstruction of thsyy res-
cases described in the text: 1=solid; 2=regular dashegtg=gonance peak in decay final states only becomes possible once
4=dot dashes; 5=short dashes. Bremsstrahlung, beanostgahl s < 210 GeV.
and beam energy smearing are assumed unimportant compared o )
to the contributions of tracking and calorimetry Fg. Also 7. Partial widths using"}? |
shown in the first window (very long dashes) are estimated eryn this section, we focus on results obtained using NLC data,
rors for['}o using theZZ(*) — 4¢ mode withL = 600 fb~" FMC data, or a combination thereof. (It is important to recal
for ATLAS+CMS at the LHC. our convention that the notation NLC meaps = 500 GeV
running ine*e™ or u* = collisions, while FMC refers explic-

If the errors for the direct measurementlb}]?;M are com- itly to s-channel Higgs production ip* .~ collisions.) Due
pared with those for the indirect determination assumjfsg= to lack of time, LHC data has generally not been incorporated
500 GeV, we see that super-JLC tracking resolution of casesThe only exception is that the error @R (hsm — 7y7y) IS es-
or 2 would make the direct measurement errors competititre wiimated after including the (NLC+LHC) determination. Thgs
those from the indirect determination fot,.,, = 180 GeV. particularly crucial in obtaining a reasonable error fa thdi-
The total error onl';>" would be significantly improved by rect determination ofj°, whenmy,g,, < 130 GeV.

tot
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We have seen that determinations of tigZhsym)?, 1) compute ['(hsy — ptp™) = [Clhsm —
(WWhsm)? and (yyhsy)? couplings-squared are possible in+ u*p~)BR(hsy — bb)|pyvc/BR(hsm — bb)NLe;
v/s = 500 GeV NLC running without employing't°t . How-

hsm*

ever, determination abbhsy )2 is only possible by determining 2) cgm_pute L(hsm = lﬁ/f*) = [[(hsm —
I'tet and then employing Eq[](6). This procedure can also be #'# *)BR(hSM = WW9rme/BR(hsm =
used for(cehgy)?, but it turns out that it is statistically bet- WW*)xre;

ter to computgcehgy)? using (bbhsy)? and the experimen- .

tal determination of their ratio (described earlier). Hinaby 3) Cfmipl'g%réhw - ZMZ*M ) F:mt [II:(ZSM -
using the FMC-scan determination B§** and Eq. [f), we pru")BR(hsm  — Nemcliy, /T (hsm =

ZZ*)NLo, Where the combined direct FMC plus in-
direct NLC determination of";>. = can be used since
the NLC (ZZ*hsm)? determination was not used in the
indirect NLC determination of ;" ;

can obtain determinations 6V W hgy)? and (yyhsw)? from
BR(hsm — WW*) and BR(hsm — ~7y) (as measured in
v/s = 500 GeV running), respectively, which are independent
of the NLC determinations of these same quantities made di-

1 tot
rectly without use thSM. 4) compute T(hsy —  ptp=) = [Clhsy —
/L+/L7)BR(hSM — WW*)F%OStM]FMc/F(hSM —
(bbhsy)? and(cchgy)?: NLC only or NLC+FMC data WW*)xrc, where we can only employ;°’ as deter-
mined at the FMC sincéV W *hgy)? is used in the NLC
Given a determination df}°* , we can employ Eq[]6) and indirect determination oFtet
SM

the determination oBR(hsy — bb) (wWhich has reasonable . .
accuracy form,,, < 150GeV) to determinel'(hsy —»  The resulting (very small) errors fép " 1~ hsy)? obtained by
bb) (equivalent to determining thébbhsy)? squared cou- combining determinations from all four techniques are ligie
pling). The expecte@bhsyi)? errors using the indiredt{t - (wF 1~ hsm)?|NLe+ruc and tabulated in Tabfe X 1.
determination errors are listed in Talﬂa X. They are not es- (WW hsm)? and (yyhswm)?: NLC+FMC data

pecially good, primarily because of the largg°t errors. . 9
The (cchsm)? coupling-squared can be computesél4 either from In Table )} we summatized the errors for th8/VW hsu)

(bbhsat)? and the(czhsai)?/ (bbhsa)? measurement or from coupling squared coming from determining thghgy; cross

BR(hsm — cc) and Eq. Kb). Either way, the errors are ulti—sectlon from,/s = 500GeV running at the NLC. We|E8]

mately dominated by those fdtet . Thus, using NLC data can obtain a second independent determinaticiiofl hgyg )2
SM " !

only, the(cehgy)? errors will be essentially the same as thos%}f t?;'ng BR(thhg. - YV,[KV ?\“(_a(és detgrmlnlﬁdl ".Zhsg’[ fi?d
for (Bbhsn)2. e e hgy production at the ) and multiplying byt

- 5 . as determined by-channel scanning at the FMC — the NLC
The (bbhsy)® errors are greatly improved fo"zlh_SM S Ij°t determination employs the/1W* branching ratio in the
.140 qu b.y using the FMC-scan determlnanolnEif’SM INCON-" yelevant mass region and cannot be used as part of a statisti-
junction with the\/s = 500 GeV, L = 200 fb™" BR(hsm = cally independent determination. These errors are suraetri
bb) errors _]. _Comblnlng the I_:MC_Z-scan deterrr_nr_lat_lon 9k Table using the notatiot W W hsy)2|ruc. If we com-
I, with the indirect NLC determination dfi%, to minimize pine the two different determinations, then we get the error
the T} error and then computing(hsy — bb) yields the  denoted(W W hsy)2|nLosrmc. (Results are not quoted for
errors(bbhsy )?|NLo+Fumc tabulated in Tabl@ll. The corre- mp,, < 130 GeV, forwhichBR(hgy — WW™) is too poorly
sponding(cchsn)? errors as computed froifbbhgsy)? and the measured for this procedure to yield any improvement ower th
(cchsn)?/ (bbhsy)? ratio using the errors for the latter tabuerrors of Tabld X.)
lated in TabIeD( are also listed. These are slightly supdgdor Also given in TableD( were the errors fdryyhsy)? com-
those obtained ifcchsy)? is computed via Eq.[[6) using theing from combining NLCy~ collider data withbb and W TV *
combined NLC+FMQ'}°*  determination. branching ratios as measured at the NLC. In close analogpgto t
(1 i~ hsn)?: NLC+FMC data Ww* procedur(_e given above, WE[38] can obtain a second inde-
pendent determination ¢f~yhgy)? by takingBR(hsy — )
The very small errors for the FM&-channel measurementyas determined using LHC am@hgy NLC data) and multiply-
of o(utu™ — hsm)BR(hsm — bb, WW*, WZ*) [B] are ing by 't as determined by-channel scanning at the FMC
summarized in TablEIﬂ As noted in the associated discus-— the Nf(hfrzot determination employs they branching ra-
sion, a measurement of(t i~ — hsu)BR(hsm — X) tio in the relevant mass region and cannot be used as part of a
is readily converted to an equally accurate determinatibn &atistically independent determination. The resultingrs are
I'(hsm — p* ™) BR(hsm — X). Given these measurementssummarized in Tablg Yl using the notatiémyhsy)2|ruc. If
there are four independent ways of combining NLC data witlle combine the two different determinations, then we get the
the s-channel FMC data to determi&hsy — pp™) []. errors denote¢yyhsm )2 |NLer e

o pE— el o are § ol One last point concerning'(hsm — 7yy) is worth not-
Recall that the FMGs-channel errors quoted are fér = 50 fb™ ", the : : :
amount of luminosity exactly on the/s = my,g,, Higgs peak that is roughly ing. At the FMC, ayy collider is not p055|ble[[3], Only the

5 o . ) ,
equivalent to the on-peak and off-peak luminosity accutedlan performing (VVhS_M)FMC determm_at'on of this potentially very revealing
the scan determination f;" . coupling would be available.




Table X: Summary of approximate errors for branching r&able XI: Summary of approximate errors for coupling-seaar
tios, coupling-squared ratios, and couplings-squaredeter-d ratios an(f}LOS‘M in the case of-channel Higgs production at the
mined usingL. = 200 fb~! of data accumulated iR/s = FMC, assuming. = 200 fb" total scan luminosity (which for
500 GeV running at the NLC. ForBR(hsm — 77), but rate measurements in specific channels is roughly equivaien
not (yyhsm)?/(bbhsw)?, we have combined the NLG/s = [ = 50 fb~! at the /s = my.,, peak). Beam resolution of
500 GeV results with results obtained using LHC data; the ngt — 0.01% is assumed. A- indicates large error and &
accuracy so obtained fds R(hsm — 7) is also reflected in indicates either that a reliable simulation or estimatecisyret
the errors quoted for the determinationIdgf’  following the ayailable or that the indicated number is a very rough esima
indirect procedure. The errors féXhsmy — 7y) quoted are

for L = 50 fb~ ! accumulated inyy collisions while running at | Quantity [ Errors |
V/Sete— ~ Mpg, /0.8, and are those employed in the indiregt mp.,, (GeV) 80 mz 100 110
Fﬁf;tM determination. A- indicates large error and’aindicates (WW *hgn)? /(bbhgyr)? — — +3.5% | +1.6%
either that a reliable simulation or estimate is not yet latdé (ZZ*hsm)?/ (bbhsm)? - - - +34%
. . . . * 2 * 2
or that the indicated number is a very rough estimate. (Z2Z"hsm)"[(WW" hsm) — - - £34%
_ ot £2.6% | £32% | +£8.3% | +4.2%
| Quantity | Errors | M., (GeV) 120 [ 130 [ 140 | 150
_ Mgy (GeVv) _ 80 [ 100 | 110 | 120 (WW*hsa)2/(Wbhsm)® | £1% | £0.7% | £0.7% | +1%
(cchsm)®/ (bbhsm) ~ +7% (ZZ*hsn)?/ (bbhg )2 +6% | £3% | 2% | +2%
(WW hsm)?/ (bbhgm)? - - - +23% (ZZ"hsn) 2] WW*hsm)? | £6% +3% +2% +2%
(vyhsm)2/ (bbhgy)2 +42% | £27% | £24% | +22% o £3.6% | £3.6% | £4.1% | £6.5%
(Z Zhsn)? +3% — +4%
BR(hgn — bb) +5%
BR(hgy — co) ~ +9%
BRE@;%: V‘;ZW*) — Table XlI: Summary of approximate errors for branching ra-
(ZZhSM)Z/(I?I}V{/VhSM)Z 67 = jc?% tios, coupling-squared ratios and couplings-squaredmddady
BR(or = 17) T15% | £14% [ £13% [ 3% | combining the results of Tablgg X afid XI. See text for further
(vhsm)? ~£12% discussion. A— indicates large error and aindicates either
F??fM (indirect) +19% | +18% | +18% | +18% that a reliable simulation or estimate is not yet availalléhat
(bbhgy)? +20% | £19% | £18% | +18% the indicated number is a very rough estimate.
my,, (GeV) 130 140 | 150 | 170 | O | e |
(cchsn)®/ (blis)” LT ! GyV 80 100 | 110 | 120
(WWhsw)?/(bbhsv)? | £16% | +8% | +7% | +16% (bghmh)2M( ev) T
2 2 0 0 0 0
(Wh?ggh/s(ss}:sm o i26%:|:4%:t35% - <cah§i§>z ﬁigiiiﬁg 9% | £11% | £10% | £9%
BR(hgn — bb) +6% [ 9% | ~ 20%? (wTp”hgm)’InLeyrve | 5% | £5% | £4% | £4%
BR(on = ) ~To% S (Yvhsn)Z FMC £165% | £16% | £14% | £13%
o 2
BR(hsy — WW*) T16% | 8% | £6% | E5% Oohsm)TINnvorrme | 9% | F10% | +£9% | +9%
(WWhsm)Z 5% 5% +3% +10% _ my,, (GeV) 130 140 150 170
(ZZhs) 2/ WWhsn)2 | £7% +7% +9% +11% (béhSM)Q NLC+FMC +7% | £™% | £10% | +23%
BR(hsm — 77) +13% | £18%7 | £35% — (cChsm)?INLo+FMC +10% ?
(y7hsm)2 +15% | +£17% | £31% — (uTp”hsm)?InLerrme | 3% | #3% | +4% | £10%
7o (indirect) +13% 9% | £10% | *11% (WW *hgm)?[rmc +16% | £9% | £9% -
e * 7 3
(bbhsy)? +14% | +11% | £13% | +23% (WW(/FYF};;M))LTLCJrFMC ff)z% j::tl‘lgja fg%@a il_O%
mp, (GeV) 180 | 190 200 300 (WhSM?}iNL?ﬁMC T I T =
(Z Zhsni)? 4% — £5% 6% 9%
(WWhswm)? +11% +12% | £13% | +24%
(ZZhsm)2 ] WWhsn)Z | £12% | £13% | £14% | +25%
BR(hsm — WW) 6% 7% | £8% | *14%7 L
(i) 3% | £12% | £12% | £22% (LHC+NLC) determination oBR(hsm — 77);
TF (indirect) £13% | £14% | £15% | £28% o i
han e Atotal L = 200 fb~' of luminosity devoted to scanning

the Higgs peak to determirg}”’ — as explained ear-
lier, specific channel rate errors are equivalent to those th
7. Summary Tables would be obtained by devoting = 50 fb~! to the Higgs

. . k aty/s = rpl
We present in Tabldg X KI, afd Il a final summary ofthe er- ~ Poo & VS = M
rors that can be achieved for fundamettal; properties (other e combining the above two sets of data.

than the mass) in three different situations: )
The results we have obtained depend strongly on detector pa-

e L = 200 fb~* devoted to,/s = 500 GeV running at the rameters and analysis techniques and in some cases (those
NLC supplemented witl = 50 fb~' of vy collider data marked by a ?) were obtained by extrapolation rather than ful
collected while running a{/s,. .- ~ myg,, /0.8 and the simulation. Nonetheless, these results should serve diign i



tration of what might ultimately be achievable on the bagdis easily achieved, as discussed below) would translate ioie ¢
NLC /s = 500 GeV running and/or FMG-channel data. Re- straints (for variations of one variable at a time)ano, tan 3,
sults for FMC s-channel errors assume very excelléril% m; andmg-of aboutd-37 GeV, 0.7, £670 MeV and+1 GeV,
beam energy resolution and the ability to measure the beam espectively. Sincen; will be known to much better accuracy
ergy with precision on the order of 1 partin®. Due to lack of than this and (for such low: 40) the A° would be observed and
time, except for the determination &R(hsym — ) and im-  its mass measured with reasonable accuracy, the deterominat
plications forl“;‘)stM, we have not explored the undoubted benef m;,0 would be used as a joint constraint op- andtan f3.
fits that would result from combining NLC/FMC data with LHCMore generally, squark mixing parameters should be incdude
data. Such a study is in progress. in the analysis. The challenge will be to compute higher loop
Of course, it should not be forgotten that tf@ = 500 GeV  corrections tan,o to the+100 MeV level.
data could also be obtained by running an FMC with a finalDetermination ofn,,,, will proceed by examining a peaked
ring optimized for this energy. (Confirmation that the FMGnass distribution constructed using the measured moménta o
can achieve the same precisions as the NLC when ryfsat  particles appearing in the final state. At TeV33 and the LHC,
500 GeV must await a full machine and detector design; it coulthese will be the particles into which the Higgs boson decays
be that the FMC backgrounds and detector design will difter s For Z hgy; production at the NLC, there are two possibilities; we
nificantly from those employed in thgs = 500 GeV studies may employ theZ — ¢/~ decay products and reconstruct the
reported here.) However, it should be apparent from comparirecoil mass peak or we may directly reconstruct the Higgsmas
TablegX,[X] and Xil that if there is a SM-like Higgs boson irfrom its decay products, as outlined in the discussion aatest
themy,, < 2my mass region (as expected in supersymmatith determiningl“};;tM. The accuracy of the Higgs boson mass
ric models) then it is very advantageous to hdve: 200 fb~'  determination will depend upon the technique/channeldthe
of data from both,/s = 500 GeV running and from an FMC tector performance and the signal and background statistic
s-channel scan of the Higgs resonance. Thus, the importancké the background under the peak is small, then the accu-
of obtaining a full complement of Higgs boson data on a reeacy of the mass measurement is givenfoy;, ~ I'r/V/S,
sonable time scale argues for having either an NLC plus a FM@erel'y is the natural (Gaussian) mass resolution of the re-
or two FMC's. A single FMC with two final rings — one opti- construction ands is the total number of events in the mass
mized for,/s = myg,, and one for/s = 500 GeV — would peak?] The background at the NLC is generally sufficiently
suffice, but take twice as long (8 yearsiat,, = 50 fb~') to small that this is a good approximation. At the LHC, the
accumulate the necessary data. background level is small (after cuts) in tHé final state of
hsm — ZZ™) decay. But, in the inclusive productiany fi-

H. MeasuringnhSM at TeV33, LHC and NLC  nal state mode the backgrounq is much larger than the signal
and in the associated hgy + tthsy — fv2vX modes the
background and signal event rates are approximately egfial (

: . ter cuts). If we assume that the background is constant under
e osoonn EAF e pek, hl e sigal peak s Gussin ih Wi
ﬁﬂd that we examine the portion of the mass peak lying between

since it will gnat_)le a scan of the I—_hggs resonance peak wi » — nI'r andm;, + nI'g, then one can demonstrate that the
minimal luminosity wasted on locating the center of the peak. .. .. : :
Statistical error inmny, is

Ultimately the accuracy of the Higgs mass measurement wi
impact precision tests of loop corrections, both in the SM an T'r n2B
in extended models such as the MSSM. For example, in the Amp*t = NG {C(n) + ﬁ} , 9)
minimal supersymmetric standard model, the predictiortfer §
; o ) )
mass of the light SM-liké:" to one loop is[[lL]: where ¢(n) = f::l d 22 eXp[—xQ/Z]/fj: d exp[—22/2]
9 Ir 0 ) 91 and S and B are the total number of signal and background
Mpo = 5 {on Tmz = {(on +mz) events contained in the above-specified interval. In our3BV
1/2 and LHC estimates, we will emplay = 2, for which¢(n) =
—4m?om? cos® 25} } +Am2,, (8) 0.774. Allsignaland background rates from tables given in the
various TeV33 and LHC studies will be scaled (using Gaussian
shape for the signal peak and assuming a flat backgroundj to th
whereAmio = 392mf In (Tnffv/m%) /[87T2m2 ] Here,m?is above value of..
the top-squark mass and we have simplified by neglecting top-
squark mixing and non-degeneracy. From f. (8), one can com- LEP2, TeV33 and LHC
putedmp,o /dm po, dmyo /dtan B, dmpo /dmy, anddmy,o /dmz
for a given choice of input parameters. These derivativesrde
mine the sensitivity of these parameters to the erratjn. For
example, form 40 = 200 GeV, m; = 260 GeV, tan 3 = 14
andm,; = 175 GeV, for whichmjo = 100 GeV, we find that ~— 22pg always, our notation is thah X represents the absolute magnitude of
a +100 MeV measurement afi;,0 (a precision that should bethe 1o error on the quantityX; that is thelo limits on X are X + AX.

In our discussion, we will focus on the,, < 2my mass
region, but give some results for higher masses. Imthg, <

The first measurement of;,,, will probably take place at
LEP2, the Tevatron, or the LHC. At LEP2, the accuracy will
be limited by statistics. For example, ¢fs = 192 GeV and




with L = 150 pb~* for each of the four experiments and sumerates for both ATLAS and CMS are rescaledlte= 300 fb™'.

ming over all channels, the number of signal and backgrou
events will be roughlys, B = 250, 100 atm,,, = 80 GeV and
S, B = 180,150 atmy,,, = 91GeV inan = 2 interval [39].
A conservative expectation for the resolution in all chdsie

Mmbe statistical error inm,,,, is then computed from Eq[|(9)
for ATLAS/inclusive ATLAS/associated, CMS/inclusive and
CMS/associated, separately. The net etxet,,,, for each de-
tector is then computed by combining the associated and-incl

I'n ~ 3GeV [@]. Using Eq. [p), these event numbers lead tive results and then adding in a systematic error (in quacia

Ampg,, ~ 250,400 MeV atmy,,, = 80,91 GeV, respectively.
At the Tevatron, the primary discovery modelishgy with
hsm — bb. We give Amy,,, estimates for TeV33. A detailed
study of the accuracy with whichu,,, can be determined at
Tev33 has not been performed, but we have estimated the

given byAm;”* = 0.001myg,, (the ATLAS estimate). Finally,

the net error is computed by combining the ATLAS and CMS
net errors.

The result is thatAmyg,, ~ 90 — 110 MeV for mpg,, <
180 GeV with Amyg,, ~ 150 MeV for myg,, = 150 GeV.

ror from the mass plots and statistics of Ré{. [4]. Examiror example, atn,, = 100 GeV, we obtained the following
ing Fig. 1 of Ref. []1] and comparing to the mass bins quotedmag,, values:

in the Table | caption of Ref.[|[4] one concludes that ~
10.0,12.5,13.8,16.3 GeV at myg, = 60,80, 100,120 GeV,

respectively, and that the acceptgdmass range corresponds

ton ~ 1.2. Rescaling the, = 10 fb™" final S and B val-
ues of Table IV [h] ton 2 and to an ultimate integrated
luminosity of L = 60 fb~! (3 years for two detectors) im-
plies statistical errors of\mj2" 0.61,0.96,1.5,2.7 GeV
at mpg,, = 60,80,100,120 GeV, respectively. Allowing for
systematic effects at the level eﬁmzy“ = 0.01my, added
in quadrature, already increases these errorﬁ&mzostM
0.85,1.3,1.8,2.9 GeV, respectively. It is clearly crucial that

systematic effects be well controlled.

ATLAS/inclusive 204 MeV
ATLAS/associated 270 MeV
ATLAS/stat+syst 191 MeV

Ampg,, = ¢ CMS/inclusive 65 MeV (10)
CMS/associated 85 MeV
CMS/stat+syst 111 MeV
Total 96 MeV

As one cross check on this computation, ﬂe [8] took $hend
B numbers for, = 300 fb™' atmy,,, = 100GeV, for in-
clusive and associated production separately, from ATLAG a
then generated 100 experiments throwih@nd B according

At the LHC, the excellentyy mass resolution planned byto Gaussian/Poisson statistics. The background sulziraets

both the ATLAS and CMS detectors implies that the be
mass measurement in the,.,, < 150 GeV range will come
from detection modes in whiclhgyy — ~v7; the produc-

then made to get the signal peak, and the rms of the peak posi-
tion for the 100 experiments was compute&‘?dnif:;I was found
to be 230 MeV for inclusive production and 246 MeV for as-

tion modes for which detection in they final state is pos- sociated production. Combining these with a 100 MeV system-
sible aregg — hgu inclusive andW hgy, tthsy associ-  atic error givesiAm;®t -~ 200 MeV. All these results are very
ated production. ATLASM.,., resolutions from Table 21 of similar to the above-quoted ATLAS numbers. CMS statistical

Ref. ] arel'r = 1.07,1.16,1.25,1.30,1.34, 1.43,1.52 GeV  errors are smaller by virtue of the better resolution; irt,féue
at my,,, = 60,90,100, 110,120,130, 150 GeV, respectively. assumed 0.1% systematic uncertainty dominates the CMS sta-

The M., resolution currently claimed by CMS is of ordetistical plus systematic error.

I'r =~ 0.7%myg,, at high luminosity.

ATLAS inclusive signal and background rates for= 1.4,
L = 100 fb~! appear in Table 21 of[12]. We have rescale
these ton = 2 andL = 300 fb~'. CMS inclusive signal rates
have been estimated fér = 100 fb ' andn = 2 by counting
events in the peaks of Fig. 12.3 of R[lO]: the= 100 fb !,
n = 2 estimates are = 1275,1700, 1840, 650 at my,, =

Formyg,, 2 130GeV, myg,, can also be determined using
the inclusivehsy — ZZ) — 44 final state. Our inputs from
Ref. ] are the same as in the discussion of4henode de-
termination of ;% . Formyg, < 180GeV, we employ the
L = 100 fb~! signal and background rates of Table 29 and
the corresponding value af = 2 (for which ¢(n) = 0.774) in
Eq. (9). Formy,, > 200 GeV, we employ thel = 100 fb~*

90,110, 130, 150 GeV, respectively. The corresponding backsignal and background rates of Table 38 which effectively co

ground rates have been computed usingtfi¢/B values from
Fig. 12.5 of ] (after appropriate rescalings to accoonttie
fact that the plotteds/+/B values are those far ~ 1.2, i.e.
for keeping about 75% of the signal peak): the= 1.2 values
areS/vB = 6.5,10, 13,8 atmy,,, = 90,110,130, 150 GeV,
respectively. The resulting and B for L = 100 fb~* are mul-
tiplied by a factor of 3 to gef. = 300 fb~! rates. The com-
bined Whsw, tthsy event rates in thégy — vy final state
for ATLAS at L = 100 fb~' were taken from Table 11.8 of
Ref. [d], namelyS = B = 15 for my.,, = 80,100,120 GeV.
We assume these rates correspond to a bin of size 2.
CMS signal and background rates for the associated prod
tion modes were obtained from the = 165 fb™!, n = 2
Table 12.3 of Ref. |E|0]. The associated productidmand B

respond tor = 1.65 [ for which ¢(n) = 0.626. All rates are
scaled tol, = 600 fb™". Further, we include in quadrature a 1
per mil systematic uncertainty in the overall mass scale. réh
sulting error formy,,, is in the rangeAmy,,, ~ 60 — 120 MeV
for 140 < mypg,, < 400GeV, except atmpg,, ~ 170 GeV
whereAmy,,, ~ 270MeV. Formyg,, > 200 GeV, it is pos-
sible that smaller error could be obtained for less strihgats
(implying larger signal rates, but also larger backgrouhdh
those employed in Table 38. We have not pursued this possibil
ity.

The improvement iMmy,,, obtained by combining the~y
and 4¢ mode determinations afi,, is small since only the

23The table caption states that the accepted mass intervatli@s90% of the
events, which for a Gaussian shape would imply 1.65.




vy (4¢) mode gives small errors fam,,,, < 130GeV (2
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Dsu (GeV) Figure 12: The precisiom\my,.,, attainable from &0 fb~*
measurement of th&bb cross section al/s = mz + mpg, +
0.5 GeV as a function ofny,,,,, including b-tagging and cuts.
Bremsstrahlung, beamstrahlung, and beam energy smeaging a
neglected. A precise measurement of the cross section well
above threshold is presumed available. Results from ]‘. [4

Figure 11: The errorAmy,,, for measurements ay/s =
mz + Mmpgy + 20GeV and /s = 500 GeV with luminos-
ity times efficiency of L = 120 fb~' using theZhgy pro-
duction mode at the NLJ [}7]. Results are given for the five
cases described in association with directly measmm;gl —
see Fig[7J0; 1=2=solid; 3=dots; 4=dot dashes; 5=short dash@ocedure makes use of the fact that botf,, and the,/s =
Bremsstrahlung, beamstrahlung, and beam energy smeagingp80 GeV cross section foeTe™ — Zhgy (with hgy — bb)
assumed unimportant compared to the contributions ofimgck will be well-measured after a number of years of NLC run-
and calorimetry td'g. ning. One then re-configures the collider for maximal lumi-
nosity just above the threshold energfs = mz + mpgy,,
and expendd = 50 fb™! aty/s = my + mpugy, + 0.5CeV,
i.e. on the steeply rising portion of the threshold curve for the
NLC Zhswm cross section. The ratio of the cross section/at =

At the NLC, we [2]] consider the same five cases discussdz + sy + 0.5 GeV to that aty/s = 500 GeV is insensi-
earlier with regard to directly determiniigt from the Higgs {ive to systematic effects and yields a rather preoigg,, de-
mass peak in the&hgy production mode. The resulting er-termination. The expected precision for the Higgs mass afte
rors for my,,, are plotted in Fig[ 1. (Cases 1 and 2 are iridcluding appropriate cuts to reduce backgrounds, butrbéfie
distinguishable, the systematic errorlip, not having signif- cluding the effects of bremsstrahlung, beamstrahlung aadb
icant influence om\my,,,.) The results forAmy,,, in case €nergy smearing, is given in Fig 12 for an integrated lursityo
5 (in which the Higgs peak is reconstructed from thg; — Of 50 fo~*. (We deem it unlikely that more thah = 50 fb™"
bb, W+ W~ final states assuming hadronic calorimetry as d&/ould be devoted to this special purpose energy.) The preci-
fined in Ref. [2]) are probably too optimistic whem,,, is sion degrades as,,, increases because the signal cross sec-
nearmy, given that we have not included backgrounds in tHton is smaller. The background from tiepeak reduces the
estimates. Backgrounds should be small in cases 1-4 sinceRkREision formy,,, ~ mz. Bremsstrahlung, beamstrahlung
demand quite precise reconstruction®f— ete, utu~ in and beam energy smearing yield a reduction in sensitivity of
the Zhsw final state, implying that the only background would5% at a muon collider and 35% at arie~ collider. Com-
be from ZZ production where one of th&’s decays lepton- Paring to the errors that one would have for= 50 fb~" at
ically. (For a sample plot showing the small expected back@ ~ Mz 4 Magy + 20 GeV from Higgs peak reconstruc-
ground level, see Fig. 2 of Ref [33].) Fig]11 shows that di§on in the Zhsy mode (which are a factor of 2 larger than
tinctly greater accuracy at the NLC is possible than by usifige L = 200 fb~" errors plotted in Fig[ 11), we see that the
the vy mode at the LHC, provided NLC systematic errors af@reshold measurement errors would be quite competitive fo
not substantial. In all cases, fthM S 300 GeV running Mhonm "7& mz unless the detector has either exce”entCMS'Style
at+/s = 500 GeV yields much larger\m,, than running at calorimetry (case 4) or super-JLC type tracking (case 1)Her
VS~ mz +mag, +20GeV. recoil mass reconstruction.

Another technique that is available at the NLC is to employ
a threshold measurement of thégy cross section|E0]. The FMC



The ultimate inmy,,, accuracy is that which can be
Table XIll: Summary of approximate errorg\my,.,,, for achievgd at a muon collider by scanning the Higgs mass
Ming,, < 300 GeV. LEP2 errors are fof, — 600 pb~'. Tev33 peak in the s-channel. _lThe scan was described ear-
errors are forl, — 60 fb'. LHC errors are o, — 600 fp~ ' he- For L = 200 fb ~ devoted to the scan and a
for ATLAS+CMS. NLC errors are given for a luminosity timesloeam en;rgy resolution (ﬁ'm? on4e lf\'/?ds I]EB]AthM i
efficiency of Le = 200 b x 0.6 at both,/5 = 500 GeV and 250%’ 09'8 1568'?1260526 oiggoéovo, 0.49 t.eVI OF Mhsw =
V'8 ghey = Mz + Mgy +20 GeV. For recoil mass reconstruc-— 7 =7 777 770 2 eV, respectively.
tion we consider tracking/calorimetry cases 1 ande guper- S
JLC [Bd] and ‘standard’ NLC[[25], respectively); for Higgs summary _
peak reconstruction in thiesys — bb, W W~ final states, case A Summary of the accuracies possiblefos,, at the various
5, we assume ‘standard’ NLE [25] hadronic calorimetry. Bearfif@chines using the techniques described is givemigy,, <
strahlung, bremsstrahlung and beam energy smearing ®ffé®0 GeV in Table[XIll,
upon the recoil mass reconstruction are neglected. NLGhkre
old results are fof, = 50 fb~ ! at\/s = mz +mn, +0.5Gev, | Verifying the spin, parity and CP of they
i.e.just above threshold, and are quoted before including beamg, ,ch of the following material is summarized in more detail

strahlung, bremsstrahlung and beam energy smearing — ati§ ith more referencing irfJ[1]. We present here only a very

NLC (FMC) these effects increase the error by about 35%,,5h summary. We often focus on strategies and results for a
(15%). FMC scan errors are fdr = 200 fb™ " devoted to the relatively light SM-like Higgs boson.

scan with beam energy resolution of 0.01%. TeV33 and NLC¢ 1ha hewr is seen in theyy decay mode (as possible at the

errors are statistical only. Systematic FMC error is négC | i ang at the NLC or FMC with sufficient luminosity in mass
assuming extremely accurate beam energy determination. eqions M1, M2 and M3) or produced at the LHC via gluon fu-

| Machine/Technique | Amipg,, (MeV) | sion (as presumably could be verified for all mass regions) or
Mg, (GeV) 80 | my, | 100 | 110 produced inyy collisions at the NLC, then Yang’s theorem im-
LEP2 250 | 400 | — — plies that it must be a scalar and not a vector, and, of course,
TeV33 960 ? | 1500 | 2000 it must have a CR + component (C and P can no longer be
LHC/~~ (stat+syst) 90 90 95 | 100 regarded as separately conserved once the Higgs is allawved t
NLC/case-3,/s = 500 813 | 674 | 572 | 494 have fermionic couplings). If the Higgs is observed with-sub
NLC/case-1,/s = 500 370 | 264 | 196 | 151 stantial rates in production and/or decay channels thatimeq
NLC/hadronicy/s = 500 51 ? 51 51 it to haveZZ and/orWWW couplings, then it is very likely to
NLC/case-3//s = /s, 27 | 29 | 31 | 34 have a significant CP-even component given thatzlig W W
NLC/case-1y/s = /s, 36 | 38| 41 | 44 coupling of a purely CP-odd Higgs boson arises only at one-
NLC/hadronicy/s = /s, | 15 | 17 | 19 | 22 loop. Thus, if there is a Higgs boson with anything like Sikeli
NLC/threshold 40 | 70 | 55 | 58 couplings it will be evident early-on that it has spin-zermla
FMC/scan 0025| 035] 0.1 | 0.08 large CP= + component. Verifying that it is purely CP-even as
mp,, (GeV) 120 | 130 | 140 | 150 predicted for théigys will be much more challenging.
TeV33 2700 | — - — As we have discussed in earlier sections, observation of a
LHC/ (stat+syst) 105 | 110 | 130 | 150 Higgs boson in theZkh and/orete~h mode at LEP2 or the
LHC/4¢ (stat+syst) — 164 | 111 90

NLC via the missing-mass technique yields a direct determi-

NLC/case-3,/s = 500 432 | 383 | 343 | 311 nation of the squared couplirigf Zh)2. Other techniques allow
NLC/case-1y/s = 500 120 | 97 | 80 | 68 determination of WWh)2. At LEP2 only Zh production is
NLC/hadronicy/s = 500 52 52 53 55

useful; for a SM-like Higgs boson its reach will be confined to
misy < 95 GeV and the accuracy of theZ Zhgy)? determi-
nation is quite limited ¢ +26% atmy,g,, ~ mz). Errorsin the
case ofL, = 200 fb~! at the NLC for a SM-like Higgs boson

NLC/case-3,/s = /s, 37 | 40 | 44 | 48
NLClcase-1/s = \/5,,., | 48 | 52 | 56 | 6.1
NLC/hadronicy/s = v/s 4, 24 27 30 34

Nl;%tg;eshold 06(?6 0752 08;’0 381?3 were quoted in Tablg]X — fomy,g,, < 2mw, (ZZhgu)? can
scan : : i : be measured t&r3% — +4% and(W W hgn )? to 5% — +8%.
Mgy (GeV) 170 | 190 | 200 | 300 If the measurement yields the SM value to this accuracy, then
th/i;iée(zt\jf'syggo 3;‘11 26275 25161 55% the observed Higgs must be essentially purely CP-even sinles
- S = . . . -
NLClcase-1./s = 500 = 29 35 0 ltgarsef?;; I;lr:ggssurrﬁ?lrjtlaesentatlons higher than doublets. fohis
NLC/hadronicy/s = 500 58 62 65 113
NLC/case-3/s = /s ..., 56 | 65 | 70 | 133 Z7h)2 = S WWh? = 1 11
NLC/case-1/s =/s,, | 71 [ 82| 88 | 17 Xi:( 2 zi:( 2 (1)
NLC/hadronicy/s = /s, | 41 | 51 | 56 | 140
NLC/threshold 120 | 150 | 170 ? (where the(VV h;)? =V = W, Z — are defined relative to the

SM-values) that holds when all Higgs bosons are in singlet or
doublet representations. However, even if a singlappears



to saturate the coupling strength sum-rule, the possitiiét CP-even nature of alight SM-likeis possible. At higher Higgs
mains that the Higgs sector is exotic and that saturatioh@f tmasses (and higher machine energies) the self-analyzingena
sum rule by a singlé is purely accidental. Further, even if theof the tf final states of Higgs decay can be exploited in analo-
Z Z h coupling is not full strength thi could still be purely CP- gous fashion at the two machines.
even. To saturate the sum rule of Eg](11), one need only havene should not give up on a direct CP determination at the
other Higgs bosons with appropriate CP-even componerds; sUHC. There is one technique that shows real promise. The key
Higgs bosons are present in the many attractive modelsi@inclis the ability to observe the Higgs in th#& production channel
ing the minimal supersymmetric model) that contain addaio with » — ~~ or h — bb. We saw earlier that separation of the
doublet and/or some number of singlet Higgs representtiah from the 1Wh channel at the LHC can be performed with
beyond the single doublet Higgs field of the SM. good efficiency and purity. The procedure for then detemgjni
When theZh rate is significant, as particularly true at théhe CP nature of the was developed in Ref[ [44]. They de-
NLC, it will be possible to cross check that there is a largeay mode shows the greatest promise because of a much smaller
CP-even component by examining the angular distribution lrmckground. It is possible to define certain projection afes
6, the polar angle of theZ relative to thee™e™ beam-axis that do not require knowledge of th&: center of mass and yet
in the Zh (i.e. ete™) center of mass. (For summaries, seare are sensitive to the angular distributions of tled? rel-
Refs. [4lL[]L].) However, th&h rate is adequate to measurative to theh. Assumingm;, = 100 GeV andL = 600 fb~*
the 6 distribution only if theh has significantZ Zh coupling, for ATLAS+CMS combined, these projection operators distin
which in most models is only possible if thiehas a significant guish between a SM-like (purely CP-even) Higgs boson and a
CP-even component (since only the CP-even component hgaueely CP-odd Higgs boson at roughly the to 7o statistical
tree-levelZ Zh coupling). Further, if the CP-even componenrevel. Form;, = 100 GeV, discrimination between a SM-like
dominates theZ Zh coupling, it will also dominate the angu-Higgs boson and a Higgs which is an equal mixture of CP-even
lar distribution which will then not be sensitive to any CBdo and CP-odd is possible at tBe to 3¢ level. (These statements
component of thé: that might be present. Thus, we arrive aassume that the CP-even coupling squared plus CP-odd cou-
the unfortunate conclusion that whenever the rate is adequaling squared fot¢h is equal to the SM coupling-squared.) Of
for the angular distribution measurement, the angularidist course, rates are only adequate for relatively light Higasoms.
tion will appear to be that for a purely CP-even Higgs, nameWerification of the efficiencies assumed in this analysis iy f
do/dcosf o< 8m% /s + [ sin? 6, even if it contains a very sub- simulation will be important. The projection operator teitjue
stantial CP-odd component. (This insensitivity is numedhc (but not the statistical significance associated with itgliap-
explicit in, for example, the results of ReE[42].) Thus,seb tion) is independent of the overall event rate.
vation of the abové distribution only implies that thé has  There is also a possibility that polarized beams at the LHC
spin-0 and that it is ngdrimarily CP-odd. could be used to look for spin asymmetries in tlye— h pro-
At machines other than the NLC, measurement ofttistri- duction rate that would be present if thds a CP-mixed state
bution for Zh events will be substantially more difficult. Rates{@].
for Zh production will be at most just adequate for detecting Angular distributions in theth final state ine* e~ collisions
theh at LEP2, TeV33 and the LHC. Further, at TeV33 (in that the NLC orp ™~ collisions at the FMC are even more re-
h — bb channel) and at the LHC (in the — ~+ channel) vealing than those in théh final state at the LHC. The analysis
background rates are substantial (generally larger thasit procedures appear in [46,47] and are summarized in SeA. 1l
nal). Further)/¥h production at TeV33 and the LHC cannot b&y combiningZh measurements wittth measurements veri-
employed because of inability to reconstruct iié: center of fication of thett andZZ couplings of a SM-likeh will be pos-
mass (as required to determifiein the W — (v decay mode. sible at a remarkable level of accurady|[47]. For instanoe, f
Ther+ 7~ decays of théh provide a more democratic probe,/s = 1TeV (we must be substantially abov&: threshold),
of its CP-even vs. CP-odd componerfts| [(, 43] than does ]hé/2 years of running is expected to yield= 500 fb~" and
6 angular distribution. Further, the™ andr— decays are self in the case oin,g,, = 100 GeV we can achieve a determina-
analyzing. The distribution in the azimuthal angl§ between tion of the CP-everithsy coupling magnitude at the +3%
certain effective ‘spin’ directions that can be defined foegde level, the (CP-even} Zhgy coupling magnitude at the +2%
decays depends upon the CP mixture foritteégenstate. How- level, and a meaningful limitation on the CP-otlds); cou-
ever, LEP2 is unlikely to produce the large number of evernpiing magnitude.
required for decent statistical precision for this measweet.  The most elegant determination of the CP nature of Higgs
Form;, = 90GeV and./s = 192GeV, o(Zh) ~ 0.5 pb, boson is probably that possibleiny — h production at theyy
implying some 500 total events fdi = 1000 pb~'. With collider facility of the NLC [48]. Since the CP-even and CP-
BR(h — 7777) ~ 0.1, we are left with only 50 events beforeodd components of a Higgs boson couple with similar strength
taking into account efficiencies and the need for a fully recoto v~ (via one-loop graphs), there is no masking of the CP-
structableZ decay. Expectations at the NLE [41] 43] or FMGdd component such as occurs using probes involgigid or
[#3] are much better. Particularly valuable would be a cavabi W W h couplings. The precise technique depends upon whether
tion of Zh with h — 777~ measurements afs = 500 GeV  the Higgs is a pure or a mixed CP eigenstate.
at the NLC andu™p~ — h — 777~ measurements in the
s-channel mode at the FMC. Relatively good verification of the ¢ The most direct probe of a CP-mixed state is provided by



comparing the Higgs boson production rate in collisiondB) determining the extent to which discovery of at least one
of two back-scattered-laser-beam photons of different he- Higgs boson of the NMSSM is guaranteed at the LHC;
licities [@]. The difference in rates for photons colligin )

with ++ vs. —— helicities is non-zero only if CP viola- C) detectingd® — ~v at the LHC;

tion is present. A term in the cross section changes sig - : .
when both photon helicities are simultaneously fIipped.B ) ggtimg'on%;%nai (;r;gthiM;OSb%/l Aug;)%gp:?)ziiltjicr;mz;nttﬁem

Experimentally, this is achieved by simultaneously fligpin LHC:
the helicities of both of the initiating back-scatteredelas '

beams. One finds that the asymmetry is typically largegy eyaluating the prospects for discovering and studyireg th
than 10% and is observable if the CP-even and CP-odd heavyH°, A°, HH* in H°A® and H* H~ pair production

components of thé are both substantial. at the NLC or FMC and thereby constrainingn 3 and
o Inthe case of a CP-conserving Higgs sector, one must have GUT-scale boundary conditions;

Cllingphoons i SEwanlal areirse ORI o) picators of LG, an NLC dat wpon e prospecs
y y P 9 97 for discovering thelf%, A% in s-channel production at the

back-scattered laser beams (while maintaining the ability )
o ) FMC;
to rotate these polarizations relative to one another) and

optimizing the laser beam energy. This optimization hags) getermining the discovery reach for doubly-charged Kigg

been discussed in Ref§. [49] 41]. By computing the dif- * osons in the processp — A-—A*++ with A~ —
ference in rates for parallel vs. perpendicular polarorei (=0 AT 5 (ot (0= e, pu, 7) at TEV33.

divided by the sum, which ratio is1 (—1) for a CP-even

(CP-o0dd) Higgs boson, it is found thaty collisions may In what follows we motivate the importance of these projects
well allow direct verification that a SM-liké is CP-even and summarize the results obtained.

vs. CP-odd.

Ay~ collider might provide an analogous opportunity A- Determining the%_andZZ couplings of a
for directly probing the CP properties of any Higgs bosort tha neutral Higgs bosor{[47]

can be produced and detected in thehannel mode[[3d] 1]. | is very possible (some would say probable) that the SM

However, it must be possible to transv%rsely polarize themuis ot correct. In this case, and if there is a weakly-coupled
beams. Assume that we can have 100% transverse polariz s sector, there will certainly be Higgs bosons that db no

and that theu™ transverse polarization is rotated with respe¢lave SM-like couplings. In particular, if one neutral Higgs

to the ™ transverse polarization by an angle The produc- ey SMm-like (as for example is very probable in the minimal

tion_cross section for & with coupling of a mixed CP naturesupersymmetric model), the others must have very s&mil
exhibits a substantial asymmetry of the forfm][50] coupling and can have all mannertfcouplings. Thus, it will

o(n/2) — o(—/2) be crucial to determine if an observed Higgs boson fits into a

1= : (12)  given model context, such as the two-Higgs-doublet model, a

o(n/2) + o(—7/2) ! . i

to determine the model parameters and associated coufdings
For a pure CP eigenstate, the asymmdiry [1] acceptable solutions. By doing this for all the Higgs bosons
we would be able to completely fix the Higgs sector model and

_ o(m) —0(0)
A= 7\ (13) Pparameters.
o(m) +a(0) Thett and ZZ couplings of a neutral Higgs boson take the

is +1 or —1 for a CP-even or CP-odd respectively. Of course, fOrm:

background processes in the final states where a Higgs boso
can be most easily observed.d. bb for the MSSM Higgs
bosons) will typically dilute these asymmetries substdiyti
Whether or not they will prove useful depends even more up#thereg is the usual electroweak coupling constant. For the
our very uncertain ability to transversely polarize the mucSM, a = 1,b = 0,c = 1. However, these couplings become

gmz
ZZh:c————g.. ,
’ Ccos(GW)g“

t

Wih - —T(a + ibys)t 2 (14)
2mW

beams while maintaining high luminosity. free parameters in a general Higgs sector model. For example
in the general two-Higgs doublet model, 2HDM, the couplings
I1l.  Non-Minimal Higgs Sectors are
Five new projects were developed and pursued: o = f?iﬂ , b=Rsjcot 3, c=Ryjcosf+ Rysinf,
311N - -
A) determining the accuracy with which thté CP-even and (15)

CP-odd Yukawa couplings and ti#7 coupling of a gen- wherej = 1, 2, 3 indicates one of the three Higgs mass eigen-
eral neutral Higgs bosori] could be measured by usingstatestan 3 is the ratio of the vacuum expectation values of the
both theeTe™ — tth andeTe™ — Zh production pro- neutral members of the two Higgs doublets (we assume a type-|
cesses (or the™~ analogues); 2HDM), andR;; is a3 x 3 orthogonal matrix which specifies the



transformation between the 2HDM Higgs fields and the Higg$e central region is thg? < 1 region, the empty band is the

boson mass eigenstates. The result is that 1 < x? < 4 region, and the outer filled band is the< y? < 9
s region. If no filled central region is visible, the centragjien
1C2 . . . .
a= “sng b=s1s2c0t 3, c=cicosfB—sicasinfB,  being empty, then this means that < 1 was not possible. If

(16) only a completely filled region appears, thgh < 4 was not

wheres; = sina; ande; = cos a; anday , are free parametersPOSsible. From the? regions of Fig 1B we arrive at the follow-
in the range) < a1 < 2. Theh has CP-violating couplings ing additional results.
if eitherab # 0 or be # 0.

The optimal techniquemm] for extracting the couplingsiiro
the tth process is reviewed irﬂ]47]. It makes full use of the
distributiondo /d¢ of thet, t andh in the final state as a func-
tion of the final state kinematical variables (rather than just

e Thex? < 1region fortan 3 = 0.5 corresponds closely to
the input values ofy; = 7/4 andas = 7/2. An alterna-
tive region witha; — 7 — «; develops fort < x2? < 9.

e The values ofa, b, c are well-determined if we demand

thetotgl cross section). One of tﬁ_eis required to decay semi- 2 < 1; ¥2 < 4 allows only slightly greater flexibil-
leptonically and the other hadronically in order to recounctall ity. However,4 < y2 < 9 allows a a solution with the
the useful variables. ThBh cross section is kinematically triv- flipped sign ofac and sﬂghtly distorted values. [In the

ial (neglecting the 1-loog Z coupling to the CP-odd part of the (a,b) plane window, the three different regions associ-

h in comparison to the tree-levélZ coupling to the CP-even ated with the correct sign af are somewhat obscured by

part of2); only the total rate foZh with Z — e*e™ or i~ the strange extra blob associated witkr 2 < 9 and the
(with the Higgs observed as a peak in the recoil mass spertrum wrong sign ofac.]

is employed. In order to demonstrate the power of combining

thetth and Zh processes, we have considered a NLC or FMCOf course, if theh being studied is the SMgy; or simply

with /s = 1 TeV (energy substantially above thg threshold SM-like, the aboveth/Zh techniques can be employed to ver-

is needed) and a light Higgs boson with masg = 100 GeV.  ify the SM a, b, c couplings, see Ref[T}7]. Another interest-

We assume integrated luminosity &f = 500 fb~' (about ing extreme is a purely CP-odd Higgs bosan(For example,

2 1/2 years of running at the presumed design luminosity tfe A° of the MSSM.) Thex might be light enough anthn j3

L =200 fb~! peryear at/s = 1 TeV). Appropriate efficiency small enough that th&a production rate would be large. It was

factors (which include relevant branching ratios) are ey@l. demonstrated in Reﬂ:LhG] that theoupling of a CP-odd with

For details sedﬂ?]. Our procedure is to input a given 2HDM = ¢ = 0,b = 1 could be measured with substantial accuracy

and determine the accuracy with which the input parameégers @nd significant limits placed on the c couplings usingta data

be extracted from the data. Our quantitative measure of-acalonef]

racy is thex? associated with choices far b, andc that differ ~ We note that systematic uncertainties in the experimesetal d

from the values of the input mocﬁ.The totaly? is computed termination of the overall normalization of th&: and Zh to-

by combining theth and Zh processes: tal cross sections could have substantial impact on ouityabil

5 9= 5 to determine couplings if the systematic errors are not lsmal

X" =X"(tth) + x*(Zh); 17) compared to the statistical errors. Also, at larger Higgsses,

X2(#7h) is computed using the full correlated error matrix. statistics will deteriorate; highér;..) Will be required to avoid

We discuss one example in detail. We take a 2HDM mogdpnificant ambiguity in the coupling determinations. Hoee
with tan 8 = 0.5, a; = 7/4 andas = 7/2 as our input even when ambiguities emerge, they are usually sufficiently

modelﬁ For the alternative models, we consideted 3 — limited that the type of analysis outlined above will makeiti-c
0.5, tan 8 = 1.0 andtan 8 = 1.5, and computed? as a func- cal contribution to gaining a clear understanding of thecera-
tion of a; andas assuming the 2HDM forms af, b, ¢ as given tulre of aI_I the Higgs bosons. Certain_ly,. the prqceduresﬂ;’sed
in Eq. {T)F} We first note that, in the case of the particular inwill p.rowde_ a powerful means for distinguishing betweei-su
put model specified above, onlyn 3 = 0.5 (the input value), Stantially different models.

and nottan 5 = 1 or 1.5, yields anya, b, c value set (asv; »

are varied) that leads t9> < 9. Thus, an approximate de- B. Isdiscovery of a NMSSM Higgs boson
termination oftan 8 would be possible. In FigEILB, we take guaranteed with LEP2 plus LHCE[51]
tan 8 = 0.5 and plot differenty? regions in thga, az), (a, b)
and (a,c) planes. In each window of the figure, a filled cen-
tral region, an empty band, and a filled band may all be visibt

Itis Well-establishedﬂl] that at least one of the Higgs bso
f the MSSM can be discovered either at LEP2 or at the LHC
roughout all of the standar@n 40, tan ) parameter space.

#!Sincedo /dg(ith) ando (Zh) are only sensitive ta?, ¢2, b2, acandbe, - e [5]] reconsiders this issue in the context of the NMSBIM
nothing changes if we simultaneously flip the signs:06, c. Thus, there will !

inevitably be an overall sign ambiguity. which there is greater freedom by virtue of there being timmee
25\We taketan 3 to be small so that theth rate is substantial. Ifan 8is Stead of two CP-even Higgs bosons and correspondinglysgreat
large, thetth process will have too small an event rate to be terribly Uséfu freedom in their couplings. It is found that there are regioh
tan 3 is large enough, thebh final state can be employed in analogous fashion;
it would be best to run at smalley's in such a case. 2"Numerical details for the1® of the MSSM would differ slightly due to the
26We considered onlp < a1,2 < 7 S0 as to avoid the above-noted overallfact that the other Higgs bosons would also be light, wheiregef. [46] it was
sign ambiguity. assumed that only thewas light.
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Figure 13:x2 < 1,1 < x2 < 4and4 < x? < 9 regions in

a — Zh; b) h — aa; €) hj — h;h;; d) a,h — tt. Be-
cause of the more complicated Higgs self interactions, k) an
¢) cannot be reliably computed in the NMSSM without addi-
tional assumptions. The Higgs mass values for which mode a)
is kinematically allowed can be quite different than thosle+
vant to the MSSM and thus there are uncertainties in tranglat
ATLAS and CMS results for the MSSM into the present more
general context. Finally, mode d) is currently of very uncer
tain status and might turn out to be either more effectiveess |
effective than current estimates. Thus, to be conseryaiive
choice of NMSSM parameters for which the modes a)-d) might
be relevant is excluded. Even over this restricted regiopenf
rameter space, NMSSM parameter choices can be found such
that there are no observable Higgs signatures at either IdEP2
the LHC.

The free parameters of the model can be chosen taibg,

Mhy, A, 01,23, andm,. Here,my, is the mass of the lightest
CP-even Higgs mass eigenstateappears in the superpotential

in the termiW’ > AH; H,N. A crucial ingredientin constraining

the model is that < 0.7 is required ifA is to remain perturba-

tive during evolution from scale:z to the Planck scale. This
limitation on A implies atan S-dependent upper limit ony,,

in the range< 140 GeV. The anglesy; » 3 are those parame-
terizing the orthogonal matrix which diagonalizes the @Ere
Higgs mass-squared matrix.,, is the mass of the lighter of the
two CP-odd mass eigenstates — the second CP-odd state can
be assumed to be very massive for the purposes of estalglishin
the existence of parameter choices for which no Higgs boson
can be found. All couplings and cross sections are detexdnine
once the above parameters are specified. Details regatding t
procedure for scanning the NMSSM parameter space and as-
sessing observability of the various Higgs bosons are given
Ref. ]. A choice of parameters such that none of the Higgs
bosonshy 2.3, a or H* are observable at LEP2 or the LHC is
declared to be a “point of unobservability” or a “bad point”.

The results obtained are the following tifn 8 < 1.5 then all
parameter points that are included in the search are oliderva
for my, values up to the maximum allowegh{** ~ 137 GeV
for \nax = 0.7, after including radiative corrections). For such
low tan 3, the LHC~~ and4¢ modes allow detection if LEP2

the (a1 /m, /), (a,b) and(a, c) planes, assuming as input &joes not. For highan3 > 10, the parameter regions where

2HDM model withtan 8 = 0.5, oy = 7/4 andas = 7/2.

points of unobservability are found are also of very limited
tent, disappearing as tlbéh, » 3 and/orbba LHC modes allow
detection where LEP2 does not. However, significant postion

parameter space for which none of the NMSSM Higgs bosoofssearched parameter space contain points of unobsetyabil
can be detected at either LEP2 or the LHC. This result is tor moderatetan 8 values. That suchan 5 values should be
be contrasted with the NLC or FMC no-lose theore@ [52], athe most ‘dangerous’ can be anticipated from the MSSM re-
cording to which at least one of the CP-even Higgs bosons (dedts. It is well-known (see, for example, Reﬁ. [1]) that &bop
noted generically by:) of the NMSSM will be observable in masses of order TeV and no stop-mixing there is a wedge of

Z* — Zh production.

MSSM parameter space at moderaia 3 and with H° and

The detection modes considered for the NMSSM are the sartfemasses above aba20 GeV for which the only observable
as those employed in establishing the LEP2 plus LHC no-lostSSM Higgs boson is the light SM-lika°, and that theh®

theorem for the MSSM: 1X* — Zh at LEP2; 2)Z* — ha at
LEP2;3)gg — h = yyatLHC;4)gg - h — ZZ*or ZZ —
40 at LHC; 5)t — H*b at LHC; 6)gg — bbh, bba — bbr 7~
at LHC; 7)gg — h,a — 777~ at LHC. Additional Higgs

can only be seen in they mode(s) at the LHC. (Observation

at LEP2 is impossible in this wedge of parameter space since
mpo + mz, mpo + myo > 192 GeV.) By choosingmy, and

mg in the NMSSM so thatny, + mz andmy,, + m, are close

decay modes that could be considered at the LHC include:tapr above the/s of LEP2, then, by analogy, at moderate 3



we would need to rely on thi; > 3 — vy modes. However, in This reduction is due to the ingreas@?}jcouplings of the
the NMSSM, parameter choices are possible for which all the h; anda, which imply increasedbh;, bba production cross
WW hq 2,3 couplings are reduced relative to SM strength. This  sections. As these cross sections become large, detection

reduction will suppress they couplings coming from thé¥’ - of at least one of thé; and/or thea in the bbr 7~ final
boson loop. All theh; — ~~ widths can be sufficiently smaller state becomes increasingly difficult to avoid. For values of
than the somewhat enhandédvidths so that they branching tan 8 2 105 we find that one or more of the;, a should
ratios areall no longer of useful size. be observable regardless of locatior{dn , aa, ag, A, my,)

parameter space (within the somewhat restricted search re-
gion that we explore).

tang=% m,=10%
parameter regions searched It is useful to present details on what goes wrong at a typical
point of unobservability. Fotan 5 = 5 andm;,, = 105 GeV,
no Higgs boson can be observed fap, = 103 GeV if a; =
—0.479, s = 0.911, a3 = 0.165, and\ = 0.294 (for which
mp, = 124GeV, my, = 206 GeV, andmy+ = 201 GeV).
For this point, the Higgs boson couplings (relative to the SM
values) are:

Loni o
chiromaie

bod points found (VVh)2=0.79 (VVhy)? =021 (VVhs)?=0.006
: - (bbh1)? =53  (bbh)? =2.5  (bbh3)* =18
(tth1)* = 0.69  (tthy)? = 0.29  (tth3)? = 0.062

whereV = W or Z. Note thathz has very small couplings to
VV. The manner in which this point escapes discovery is now
apparent. First, the minimum values required for théh;)?
values forh; observability in ther™7~ mode are: 53i(= 1);
32 (@ = 2); 35 (¢ = 3). The actual values all lie below these
required values. Observation of thatm, = 103 GeV would
requiretan 5 = 8. Regarding the other discovery modés,
Figure 14: Fortan 8 = 5 andmy,, = 105 GeV, we display in and h2_ are poth in the mass range fo_r which the moqle is
three dimensionalas, a2, as) parameter space the parameteﬂmem'a"y viable and thé:; is potentially _detectable in the
regions searched (which lie within the surfaces shown)thed ZZ — 4¢ channel. However, the suppressel, » 3 couplings
regions therein for which the remaining model parametens ci'Ply smallishgg production rates foh, » ;. Relative to a SM
be chosen so that no Higgs boson is observable (interioreto tAig9S of the same mass we have:

ety
CchRhmm e

surfaces shown). (9ghs)? . ' .
(oghan)? 0.58 (i=1); 0.43(i=2); 0.15(i=3).
Toillustrate, we shall discussresultsfan 8 = 3,tan 3 = 5 (18)
andtan 8 = 10 (for which m?®* ~ 124 GeV, 118 GeV and (Note that these strengths are not simply tieh;)? magni-
114 GeV, respectively) anehy,, = 105 GeV. tudes; the enhancddquark loop contributions interfere with

e In Fig. , we display fotan 8 = 5 both the portions the t-quark I(_)op contributions at amplitude level.) Furtheg th
. enhanced Higgs decay ratettoand the reducedl/-loop con-
of (a1, ae, a3) parameter space that satisfy our search r{e.- . . ; X
N . o ributions to theyy coupling suppress they branching ratios
strictions, and the regions (termed “regions of unobservfh andhs relative to SM expectations. We find:
ability”) within the searched parameter space such that, f3 " 2 P ' '
somechoice of the remaining parametepsgndm,,), no BR(h; = vy)
Higgs boson will be detected using any of the techniques BR(hgy — )
discussed earli@ Relatively large regions of unobserv-

ability within the searched parameter space are present!-€- SUPPression sufficient to make and h invisible in the
~v mode. The suppressedZhs coupling and the enhanced

e Attan 8 = 3, a similar picture emerges. The search regiog; — bb decays are sufficient to suppré3®(hs; — ZZ) much
that satisfies our criteria is nearly the same; the regionsigdlow SM expectations:

unobservability lie mostly within those found fesn 8 =
5, and are about 50% smaller.

=018 (i =1); 0.097(i=2); (19)

BR(hs — ZZ)

71— = 0.11 20
_ o _ BR(hsm — ZZ) 011, (20)
e Fortan 8 = 10, the regions of unobservability comprise ] o

only a very small portion of those found fosin 3 = 5. I-€.such that thel/ signal has a significance of only5, even

though a SM Higgs of this mass would yieldha37¢ signal.

28Fora givenay 2,3 value such that there is a choice)ondm, for which
no Higgs boson is observable, there are generally othecebaif\ andm,, for 29The precise value of the critical lower bound em 3 depends sensitively
which at least one Higgs bos@observable. onmyp,; .




In short, there is enough flexibility due to the addition of thsquared is proportional tean® 3. In the computations, both
singlet Higgs field (which has no couplings to SM fermions amqtoduction mechanisms are included. QCD radiative correc-
vector bosons!) foall the Higgs bosons to escape detection fdions, which, for example, increas¢gg — A°) by about 50%
certain choices of model parameters, provideds is moder- to 80% fortan 8 ~ 1, are not included for either the signal or
ate in size. Moderatean § implies thath — ~~ decays for the backgrounds.

light Higgs are suppressed, while at the same titleproduc-  The bb mode dominatesA® decays fortan3 > 4 and
tion is not adequately enhanced for detection ofithe 777~ m 40 < 2my. FOrmy + mpo < myo < 2m, andtan g < 4,

mode. BR(A® — Zh) is comparable ta3R(A° — bb). If present,
The regions of NMSSM parameter space where no Higgs B9JSY decay modes would deplete both. In the analysis, pa-
son can be detected will expand if full = 600 fb~' (L = rameters were chosen so thaf —SUSY decays are kine-

1000 pb™ 1) luminosity is not available at the LHC (LEP2) ormatically forbidden. Then, fotan 3 close to 1 and 170 GeV
efficiencies are smaller than anticipated. Converselgatee- < m o0 < 2m; BR(A? — yv) ~5-107* —2-1073.
gions of unobservability” could decrease substantialgrifaps  Events were simulated at the particle level using PYTHIA 5.7
disappear) with improved efficience.g. due to an expandedand JETSET 7.4 generato[23] with the CTEQ2L parton dis-
calorimeter) in therr final state or higher luminosity. Su-tribution functions. The PYTHIA/JETSET outputs were pro-
persymmetric decays of the Higgs bosons are neglected in tessed with the CMSJET prograE[SS], which is designed for
above. If these decays are important, the regions of unebsdast simulations of “realistic’ CMS detector response. dres
ability found without using the SUSY final states will inceea lution effects were taken into account by using the paramete
in size. However, Higgs masses in the regions of unobservalmations obtained from the detailed GEAN[T [56] simulations
ity are typically modest in sizel 00 — 200 GeV), and as SUSY CMSJET includes also some analysis programs, in particalar
mass limits increase with LEP2 running this additional @nc set of jet reconstruction algorithms.
will become less relevant. Of course, if SUSY decays arafsign The irreducible backgrounds considered weregdi)— vy
icant, detection of the Higgs bosons in the SUSY modes miglnd (ii) g9 — ~~ (Box). In addition, reducible backgrounds
be possible, in which case the regions of unobservabilighini with at least 1y in the final state were included: @7 — g7,
decrease in size. Assessment of this issue is dependensup@i) qg — ¢, and (iii) gg — gy (Box).
specific model for soft SUSY breaking. The ECAL resolution was assumed to b€FE)/E =
Although it is not possible to establish a no-lose theorem 6% /v E @ 0.5% (CMS high luminosity regime). Each pho-
the NMSSM Higgs bosons by combining data from LEP2 artdn was required to have transverse momentur) farger than
the LHC (in contrast to the no-lose theorems applicable ¢o tA0 GeV and|n| < 2.5. Both photons were required to be iso-
NLC Higgs search with/s > 300 GeV), the regions of com- lated,i.e., (1) no charged particle withy > 2 GeV in the cone
plete Higgs boson unobservability appear to constitute @lsmi = 0.3; and (2) the total transverse energyE5°!! must be
fraction of the total model parameter space. Itwould beése less than 5 GeV in the cone ring &1R < 0.3. In this prelimi-
ing to see whether or not these regions of unobservabilityeeo nary analysis, no rejection power againSs with highpr was
spond to unnatural choices for the Planck scale supersyrpmeassumed; this means aif’s surviving the cutsyr, isolation,
breaking parameters. etc.) were considered aﬁsﬁ For eachm 40 andtan 3, the
mass window around the peak (within the range 2-6 GeV) and
. 0 thepr cut (50-100 GeV) were chosen to provide the best value
C. Detectingd” — vy atthe LHC [5p] of S/+/B. For example, the best values of the mass window and
In this report, a realistic study was performed of obsetlitgbi pr cut form 40 = 200 GeV §50 GeV) are 2 GeV { GeV) and
for the CP-odd Higgs bosorif) in the minimal supersymmet- 60 GeV (100 GeV), respectively.
ric standard model (MSSM) via its photon decay mode (- A typical M., distribution is shown in Fig] 15. Thé =
~~) with the CMS detector performance. It is demonstrated thst0 fb~' and 300 fb~' 50 discovery contours are shown
it will be possible to discover the CP-odtf and reconstructits in Fig. . Apparently, this channel should provide a good
mass fn 40) with high precision for 170 Ge\k m 40 < 2m; opportunity to observe and precisely reconstruct the GiP-od
at the LHC if the decays of thd® into SUSY particles are for- Higgs boson massi{40) for 170 GeV< m 40 < 2m; if the
bidden andtan 3 is close to one. Thus, thd® — vy mode A° —SUSY decays are forbidden aman 3 is close to one.
complements thgt .~ decay modesh®, H°, A° — pup) that The impact of SUSY decays on this discovery channel might be
are promising@OB4] for observing and precisely recartitr significant ] and is under investigation with realistimala-
ing masses for the neutral Higgs bosons at langes. tions.
The total cross section for the procegs— A° — vy + X is
given byo(pp — A° + X)BR(A® — vv); o(pp — A+ X) D. Determiningtan 3 in the MSSM fromA° and
is evaluated using the parton distribution functions of QRE HO production at the LHC[[§8]
with A4 = 0.190 GeV and@? = m?,.
Gluon fusion gg — A), via the top quark and the bottom AS noted in a previous subsection (see REf. [1] for a thor-
quark triangle loop diagrams, is the major source for the CPUgh review), detection of singld” and/or7° production at

odd HiggS pSEUdO§Calamfmﬂ is |§SS than "i‘bOUt 4. At higher 30 This is quite conservative. The background from #teis overestimated,
tan 3, gg — A°bb dominates since thébbA®)? coupling- especially in the low masaz,, region.
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Figure 15: Number of events vs\/, for the signal and the M, (GeV)

backgroundat/s = 14 TeV with L = 100 fo—! andtan 3 = 1.
CMS performance is assumed and SUSY parameters.gre
= 1000 GeV.
Figure 16: Theboc A — ~v discovery contours in the
(m 40, tan B) plane at,/s = 14 TeV with L = 100 fb~' and
i o _ L = 300 fb~!. CMS performance is assumed and SUSY pa-
the LHC will be possible in several regions(ofi 1o, tan 5) pa-  rameters aren; = u = 1000 GeV. The discovery regions lie
rameter space. In particulayg — H° andgg — A% inclu-  oiow the contours shown.
sive production can be isolated in thg, A° — 7+~ decay
mode iftan 8 is modest in size{ 3) andm 40, mgo are be-
low 2m,. Itis mainly theA° which provides a viable signal in

this region of parameter space. For masses aboygthere is . ) . .
also some hope for detection in the — H°, A° — 17 decay rent efficiency and purity expectatiorfs[59]. Highen 3 val-
’ es are required for viability of the signal in the ;. bb final

mode, provided théf background normalization and shape call : .
be determined at about the 5-10% level. Singg ~ m o at state (simply because of the much smaller rates deriving fro

higher mass, it is the combined — H° + gg — A9 signal the much smaller,* 1~ branching ratios for théf° 0ar_ldAO).
that will be observed. At highan 3, the H" and A° have en- At high tan 3, the degeneracy between te and H" is such
hancedbb coupling resulting in large rates for thg — HObb that t.helr_lndepind_ent signals would not be separable péxce
andgg — A°bb processes; detection of these production mongss'bly’ in the.™ »~ mode. . o

in the 1%, A° — 7+7—, utu~ and, perhapsib decay chan- The tan 3 de_pen_dence o_HO qnd A0 rates IfT]plICIF in the
nels will be possible. (At highan 3, these are the only im- @00ve discussion is quantified in Flg] 17, which displays the
portant decay modes since they are the only ones associ&éd H° g9 — A°, g9 — bbH’ andgg — bbA cross
with enhanced couplingx tan 3 at the amplitude level.) In sections (and separateand b loop contributions to the. first
the (m 40, tan ) parameter space, the lowest valuetef 3 two) £l Aot low tan 3, we see that thgg — H" and, especially,
for which gg — HO%bb, A°%b — 7+~ bb production can be 99 — A cross s_ectlons fall ra_1p|dly as thidoop _cor!tr|but|on
observed ranges froman 3 > 3 at my ~ 200GeV to falls with increasingan 8. At high tan_B, th_e rapid rise of the
tan3 > 15 atmao ~ 500GeV. Still highertan 3 values 99 7 H"b andgg — A°bb cross sections is apparent.

would be reqUIred at hlghenAo 5|mply due to the fact that 31QCD corrections to these cross sections are not includedy fave only

the .CI’.OSS section de_cre_e_‘ses (at fixed 3) _as mao irlcr_ea_lses. been calculated fajg — HY andgg — A°, for which cases they increase the
A similar range of viability may be possible in ttbébb final cross section by 50% — 100%.

state, ifb tagging can be performed at the optimistic end of cur-




The strongtan 5 dependence of theg — H° A° and By and B, are computed by scaling up tHe = 100 fb™*
gg — bbH®, bbA° discovery modes will provide an opportunityresults of Table 34 td. = 600 fb~*. The net effectives//B
for determining the otherwise somewhat elusiya 3 parame- for the combinedZ® and A° signals is computed according to
ter. The sensitivity taan 5 depends on the accuracy with whichthe Ref. @] prescription:
these cross sections can be measured and the rate of their var
ation with tan 3. The possibility of determiningan 3 in this S \?2 S \?2 ) S S
manner was noted in ReﬂGO] (see rema_r!<s above Table 34 f(@) . + (@) N €HA (@) . (\/E) N ’
the referenced paper). However, the specific results quloted (22)
disagree with th(_)s_e obtained here, and seem to t_Je in Eﬂ)r [Q/J'hereeHA is a function ofry; = |mpo — mao|/oar, with
In what f(_)llov_vs it is demonstrated that a fairly S|mpl_e glbbaUM being ther ™7~ mass resolution. (At high luminosity we
characterization of thean g errors turns out to be possible. takeoy, — 21 GeV — see earlier SM LHC discussion for mass
region M2.) The value of 4 is: O (corresponding to no signal
overlap) forra; > 2; —0.33for 0.5 < ry); < 2; and—1 (i.e.
total overlap of the signals) fary, < 0.5. Thetan 3 values

1/2

LHC: Vs = 14 TeV

m, = 200 GeV m, = 400 GeV

103 gty 10° g required for neS/v/B = 5, 10, 15 and 20 as a function of 40
S 102 b gg - Abb=] o1 [ 2 - Abh.. —1  are shown in Fig[18. For largen 3 values,S/vB > 5 is
£ 3 o B 3 always possible. For a limited rangerfyo, S/+/'B > 5 is also
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> E - \ g - A E possible at lowan 5.
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and 400 GeV. Also shown are thgg — H°, A° cross sec-
tions obtained by retaining onby or t-loop contributions to the m, (GeV)

one-loop coupling.

We start with the signal and background results of Table $4gure 18: Thetan 3 values required for detection @f°, A°
of Ref. {60] fortan 8 = 10 and A° — 77~ only. ThereS production with %, A° — 7+~ as a function ofm 4o for
andB are given forL = 100 fb~—" as a function ofn 40, along §//B = 5,10, 15, 20.
with the cross section employed before reduction by the effi-
ciency associated with cuts, particle identification andbsth.
By comparingLo (for L = 100 fb™!) with the tabulated, we
get the signal efficiencys for eachm 40. We then compute as

We next compute the error in the cross section determination

. .. . . . ZXU 5’+_l3 1/2
an effective statistical significance for the combidétiand A° — = { — + (0.1)2} , (23)
signals atL = 600 fb~! as follows. First we compute the total g S
HOrateSy where the 0.1 is the presumed systematic uncertainty, as-

sumed independent of parameter choices. We have com-
Sy = Leslo(gg — H®)+o(gg — H°b)|BR(H® — 7t77). puted the values ofAc/o for the tan 3 values such that
(21) S/vVB = 5,10,15,20 at myo = 200GeV and 400 GeV.
The analogous equation is used for the totélrate S4. (The For bothm 40 values one finds fractional errors ko /o] =
cross section times branching ratio f& is found to be slightly 0.22,0.14,0.12,0.11, respectively. Atan 3 can be approxi-
larger, roughly by 10%, than quoted in Table 34 of R [60]hately computed ado|[do/dtan 3]~ or with greater preci-



sion by searching for those valuesteh 5 such that changes the only modes of importance and that they will be in the Etio
by Ac; the results obtained in these two ways are virtually tt8en?(m 40) : m2. For suchtan 3 values, systematic uncertainty
same. Dividing the absolut tan 5 error by thetan 5 value re- will be small. However, theéan 5 values of Fig|:1|8 required for
quired for the giver§/v/B, one discovers that, f&f/v/B > 10, S/v/B = 5 and, to a lesser extest/~/B = 10, are not al-
the corresponding fractional errors ian 5 are roughly inde- ways large enough to guarantee that otleeg.SUSY) decays
pendent ofm 40: Atanf/tan ~ 0.075,0.062,0.056 for of the HY, A° can be neglected. (See next subsection for some
S/v/B = 10,15,20 at bothm 40 = 200 and400 GeV. Thus, examples.)

when a> 100 signal can be detected in the 7~ bb final state  Even at hightan 3 it would be very helpful to directly mea-
channel a< +8% determination oftan 3 will be possible, a sure theBR(7+7~)/BR(bb) ratio(s) as a confirmation of the
very useful level of accuracy. Atn § such thatS/«/B = 5, theoretical prediction. To measure the ratio requires nreas
there is more variation. The full results for the higin 3 ing the rates for thé7°bb, A°bb — bbbb final states. This was
cases are summarized in TaIV. Atqo = 200GeV, considered in Ref.|I$9]; this semi-theoretical study fodimait
S/v/B = 5 is achieved atan 3 ~ 2 as well as at the higher S/v/B values comparable to those in thie~ 7~ final state are
tan3 = 3.5 value at which we summarized results in Tapossible if excellent-tagging efficiency and purity are achieved
ble @ At tan 8 ~ 2 andm 0 ~ 200 GeV, the percentage at high luminosity. Full detector simulation studies by &
error in thetan 3 determination isv +30%. LAS and CMS experimental groups are underway. Accuracy in

Of course, when there are two d|fferemfnﬁ values y|e|d_ the measurement of th@obg, A%b — bbbb rates will be lim-
ing the same Signa| rate (and also Saﬁﬁa/ﬁ), as atm o = ited if S/B is as small as typlcally associated WSM\/E ~H
200 GeV above, we would be left with an ambiguity using théignals in the study of Ref [59]. Precise statements muattaw
totally inclusive procedures considered so far by ATLAS arfie completion of ongoing work.

CMS. This ambiguity can be resolved bytagging. For the At lower tan 8 values, whergig — H°, A — 7%7 pro-
high-tan 8 S/v/B = 5,10,15,20 contours, the signal rate isduction mode(s) are dominant, systematic uncertaintisscis
essentially entirely due to theg — HObb, A°b production ated with imperfect knowledge of thetr— branching ratios
mechanisms, while on the lown 3 S/v/B = 5 and 10 con- Will definitely be a major consideration. At lowin 3, other de-
tours, it is the inclusivgg — H°, A° production mechanism cay channels (most notablf® — r°h° andA® — Zh?, not
that dominates. Tagging or anti-taggibgjuarks in the final t0 mention SUSY pair channels if kinematically allowed) are
state in association with the" 7~ from H°, A° decay would €Xxpected to be important in the MSSM, but determining their
definitively separate these mechanisms from one another at@gnitude will be very difficult without the NLC. Furtherpis

avoid any ambiguity as to the correet 3 value. lation of the inclusivegg — H°, A — bb production/decay
mode is almost certainly impossible.

Table XIV: We tabulate the percentage errorsrafo = E. Probingtan g and GUT-scale boundary
200 GeV and 400 GeV for the H°, A° — 77~ signal and conditions usingljoAO andH* H~ production
the corresponding errors in the determinatiortaf 8 for the at the NLC or EMC @]
high-tan 8 contours such thaff/\/ﬁ = 5,10, 15, 20, assuming
L = 600 b~ ! accumulated at the LHC. If supersymmetry is discovered, one of our primary goals wil
[ Quanty | Errors | be to fully test .the model and determine the underlying GUT
O 500 Gov 700 Gov bqundary conditions at the GUT/PIgnck mass scale. The.heayy
Acjo | AtanB/tanB | Aojo | Atan B/ tan B Higgs bosons of the model are an important component in this
S/NB=5 | £20% +22% +22% +12% program. First, detection of thH®, A° and H* is required
S/VB =10 | £14% +7.8% +14% +7.4% in order to verify the Higgs sector content. This may only be
S/VB =15 | £12% +6.2% +12% +6.2% possible in the pair production modé&’ A° and H+ H~ at a
S/VB =20 | £11% +5.6% +11% £5.7% ete™ or ptp~ collider with /s = 2m40. (Recall that the

MSSM Higgs sector structure require@go ~ m o0 ~ mg=+ at
higher masses.) In Rem62], the influence of SUSY decays on
In the above analysis, we have implicitly assumed thatr ability to detect pair production is assessed and aeglyat
BR(HY, A — 7%77) will be either measured or cal-for using these and other decays to probe the GUT boundary
culable. More generally, conversion of measurements afnditions is developed. A related study has recently ajgoea
o(H°, A°)BR(H", A° — r*77) to determinations of the in Ref. [63].
cross sections and actual signal rate must include systematin Ref. @], these issues are examined in the context of six
and/or statistical errors due to uncertainty in #ier— branch- not terribly different GUT-scale boundary condition scensin
ing ratios. Direct measurement 8fR(H°, A — 7777 ) will  which there is universality for the soft-SUSY-breakingqoar
require NLC or FMC data. (See next subsection.) If only LH@tersm, /5, mo and A, associated with soft gaugino masses,
data is available, then the situation is more complicatedye soft scalar masses and soft Yukawa coefficients, respgctive
now describe. [@]. After requiring that the electroweak symmetry breeki

_At high _enoughtanﬂ_, the enhanceme_nt of theg?, A° cou- 32my(m 40) is the runningb-quark mass evaluated at scalg,o ~ m 0.
plings tobb and 7t 7~ in the MSSM will imply that these are Form 4o in the 150 — 400 GeV range,m?2(m 40) ~ 0.5m3 (pole).




generated as a result of parameter evolution yield the ciofre surecﬁ The ratios predicted in the Q NS—, NS, HS—, and
boson mass, the only other parameters required to fully-spetS™models will be different from those predicted for the input
ify a model in this universal-boundary-condition classtanes D~ model. Thus, the statistical uncertainty predicted for the
and the sign of th@ parameter (appearing in the superpotentighrious ratios in the input D model can be used to compute the
W > pH, H,). The six models considered in RGE[GZ] are dey? by which the predictions of the other models differ from the
noted D-, DT, NS—, NS*, HS~, HS", where the superscriptcentral values of the input Dmodel. The results for a selection
indicatessign(u). Each is specified by a particular choice foof final state ratios are given in TaVI. The final states-co
mo : mys2 ¢ Ao, thereby leaving onlyn, o, in addition to sidered arebb andti for the H°, A%; hOh° (light Higgs pair,
tan 3, as a free parameter in any given model. Pair productiaith h° — bb) for the H°; hOW* andr*v, for the H+ (or
is then considered in the context of each model as a funcfiortiee charge conjugates for tHé—); and SUSY modes (exper-
location in the kinematically and constraint allowed pamtof imentally easily identified by the presence of missing eperg
(m1/2,tan 3) parameter space. classified according to the number of charged leptons summed
Ref. ] finds that event rates for anticipated machine lgver any number of jets (including 0). All branching ratios
minosities are suctif® A° and H H~ pair production can be and reasonable efficiencies are incorporated in the stafist-
detected in final state modes whel®, H° — bb or tf and rors employed in constructing this table. The effective ium
H* — tb, H~ — bf even when the branching ratios for SUSYhosity L. = 80 fb~* is equivalent to an overall tagging and
decays are substantial. Further, the mass offfeor A° can reconstruction efficiency for events ef= 0.4 at a total inte-
be determined with substantial accuracy using the fullpnec grated luminosity of., = 200 fb~'. Results presented are for
structable all jet final states associated with these modes. /s = 1TeV.
haps of greatest ultimate importance, in much of the kinemat

ically and phenomenologically allowed parameter spacesli ) 5 . .
branching ratios for a variety of different decay channalsloe gTab_Ie )_(Vl' we tabu"?thAXi (_relatlv_e to the D sqenarlo) _for
he indicated branching fraction ratios as a function ohscie,

measured by “tagging” one member of the Higgs pair in a ful(g/ .
reconstructable all jet decay mode and then searching for ssuming the measured 4o and e values are349.7 GeV
ferent types of final states in the decay of the second (iiagdil @nd149.5GeV, respectively. The SUSY channels have been
Higgs boson. resolved into fin_al states i_nvolving a fixed number_ of leptons
The power of Higgs pair observations for determining thEn€ error used in calculating .eazﬁmf is the approximatéo
GUT boundary conditions is most simply illustrated by an egror with which the given ratio could be measured fof; =

ample. Let us suppose that the-Dmodel with m,,, — 80 fb~! at/s = 1 TeV assuming that the D scenario is the
201.7GeV andtan 8 = 7.5 is nature’s choice. This implies COrrectone
thatm 4o = 349.7 GeV andmfxvi = 149.5 GeV. Experimen- Ratio [ DT ] I(\JIS*0| NST [ HS | HST
p ~ ; (H?, A%)
tally, Qne would .measuron as above and.lei (the I|ght§st O[S 0j1/5% 7 | 12878 [ 1277 | 25243 | 077 | 10331
chargino) mass in the usual way and then infer the required pa | [1¢)[> 05]/b,7 | 13081 | 2.41 | 5130 | 3.6 | 4783
rameters for a given model. For the six models the parameters [2][> 0;]/bb, % | 4543 | 512 | 92395 | 26.6 | 116
are given in Tabl¢ X). Note that if the correct GUT scenario h°h° /bb 109 | 1130 | 1516 | 10.2 | 6.2
can be ascertained experimentally, then 3 andm, /» will be _ HT
fixed [04][> 04]/tb 122 | 365 | 432 | 004 ]| 02
' [1€][> 05]/tb 15 0.3 0.1 56 | 0.06
hOW /tb 0.8 05 3.6 7.3 0.3
Table XV: We tabulate the values of, /, (in GeV) andtan 3 Tv/th 43.7 | 415 | 477 | 137 | 355
; . . A STUAX? 30669 | 2493 | 124379 68 | 15272
required in each of our six scenarios in order thago = R

349.7 GeV and mes = 149.5 GeV. Also given are the cor-

- 1 .
responding values ofi ;0. Masses are in GeV. From Table[XM! it is clear that the five alternative models
| [ D~ [ DF [ NS [ NST [HS [HST | can pe discriminated agair?s.t ata high (often very high)l Ieﬂg
1, | 201.7] 174.4] 210.6] 168.2] 203.0| 180.0 confidence. Further subdivision of the SUSY final states into
tan3 | 7.50 | 2.94 | 3.24 | 2.04 | 12.06| 3.83 stgtgs cpntamlng a|E§2ert?E number oIfJetﬁI)geIds gvenfmqre d
myo | 350.3| 355.8| 353.9| 359.0| 350.1| 353.2| Crimination power|[§2]. Thus, not only will detection of Hig
pair production ineTe~ or .~ collisions (at planned lumi-
nosities) be possible for most of the kinematically acd#ssi
o ) portion of parameter space in a typical GUT model, but also
Determination of the GUT scenario proceeds as followge detailed rates for and ratios of different neutral arargéd
Given the parameters requweq for the obsemved andm;{f Higgs decay final states will very strongly constrain thesitole
for each model, as tabulated in Tale]XV, the rates for diffeGUT-scale boundary condition scenario and choice of parame
ent final states of the recoil (non-tagged) Higgs boson in pakrs,e.g.tan 3 andm; /», therein.
production can be _computed._ T.hose for the m_put ﬁ)p_del 33We focus on ratios in order to be less sensitive to systernatertainties
are used to determine the statistical accuracy with whithsa i efficienciesetc; however, from Ref.[[d2] it is clear that absolute rates will
of event numbers in different types of final states can be mee be useful in some instances.




F. Implications of LHC and NLC data for tan 3 > 1 provided only thatn 40 < /5, F] If tan 8 < 3,
s-channel discovery of th&° and A° at the  then excellent resolution? ~ 0.01%, will be necessary for
detection since thd® and H° become relatively narrow for low
FMC ) :
. tan 3 values (see Fid]1).. For highem 3 values,R ~ 0.1%

As we have already noted, colliders other than the FMC offgy adequate for°, A9 detection, but? ~ 0.01% would be
various mechanisms to directly search for thig /7%, but have required in order to separate the rather overlappifigand A°
significant limitations: peaks (as a function gf’s) from one another]3].

e There are regions ifm 40, tan 3) parameter space at mod- EVen without pre-knowledge ofi 4o, t()rlere would be an ex-

eratetan 3, m 40 > 200 GeV in which the H?, A° cannot cellent chance for dlscqvery_ of th#®, H° Higgs bosons in the
be detected at the LHC. s-channel at au™p™ co_llu_jer if they have not aIreaQy been ob-
served at the LHC. This is because non-observation at the LHC

e Atthe NLC one can use the modée~ — Z* — H°A", implies thattan 3 > 3 while it is precisely fottan 5 > 2.5 — 3

but it is limited tom go ~ m 40 < /5/2. that detection of the1®, H? is possible[[3] in the mass range
. : from 200 to 500 GeV via ag-channel scan ip™ u~ collisions.
e A ~~ collider could probe heavy Higgs up to masses fl_ . - 1
. o : he lowertan 5 reach given assumes that,;,; = 200 th™ " is
migo ~ mao ~ 0.8/5, but this would quite likely require ;o0 14 the scan. The detailed strategy outlined in RRef. [
L > 100 fb™ ", especially if the Higgs bosons are at the i 9y '

) as to how much luminosity to devote to differegit scan set-
upper end of theyy collider energy spectrurﬂBS]. tings in the200 — 500 GeV range, must be employed.) That the

In contrast, there is an excellent chance of being able to dé4C and the FMC are complementary in this respect is a very
tect theH°, A° at aut i~ collider provided only thain 40 is  crucial point. Together, the LHC and FMC guarantee discpver
smaller than the maximay’s available. This could prove to beof the A%, H after 3 to 4 years of high luminosity operation
very important given that GUT MSSM models usually predigach, providedn 4o < 500 GeV. Oncem 4o, mgo are known,
m 4o = 200 GeV. very precise measurements of some of the crucial propeties
A detailed study ofs-channel production of thé&/®, A° has theH?, A° (including a scan determination of their total widths)
been made in Ref[[3], upon which the ensuing discussiontigcome possibig][3].
based. The signals become viable when s > 1 (as favored  Inthe eventthat the NLC has not been constructed, it could be
by GUT models) since the™p~H® and .~ A° couplings that the first mode of operation of the FMC would be to optimize
are proportional taan 3. In particular, even though'os, I'%%¢  for and accumulate luminosity at, says = 500 GeV. In this
are big (see Fid]1) at highan 3, due to largehb decay widths, case, there is still a high probability for detecting tH&, A°
BR(H°, A — u*pu~) approaches a constant value that i# they have not been observed at the LHC. Firstyifio ~
large enough to imply substantial cross sectiops, 7 0. (We ™mpo < v/5/2 ~ 250 GeV thenutp~ — HYA® (andH+YH ™)
recall from the earlier SM Higgs FMC discussion that for ageiair production will be observed. Second, although reduced
eralh, 3, < BR(h — ptp~) when the Gaussian beam spreaghagnitude compared to an electron collider, there is a low |
o s is smaller thar,.) The optimal strategy foff?, A° de- energy bremsstrahlung tail at a muon collider that provies
tection and study at the FMC depends upon the circumstancgg!f-scan over the full range af’s values below the nominal
First, it could be that thél® and/orA° will already have been Operating energy. Observation.df, H° s-channel peaks in the
discovered at the LHC. Wit = 300 fb~' (ATLAS+CMS) of bb mass {n,7) distribution created by this bremsstrahlung tail
integrated luminosity, this would be the casedfi 3 < 3 or May be possiblg]3]. The region of tife: 10, tan ) parameter
tan 3 is above ann 40-dependent lower bouné.g.tan 3 > 10  SPace plane for which a peak is observable depends strongly
for m 40 ~ 400 GeV).F] Even if the H?, A° have not been de- 0N them,; resolution. For excellent:,; resolution of order
tected, strong constraints am,o are possible if precision mea-+5 GeV and integrated luminosity af = 200 fb~" at /s =
surements of the properties of th& (such as théb/WW* and 500 GeV, the A°, H° peak(s) are observable fom 3 2 4 — 5
cz/bb event rate ratios and thige* .~ k)2 coupling-squared) if 500 GeV > m 40 > 250 GeV. [
are made vias-channel production at the FMC or ifs = Finally, if neither the LHC nor a FMC scan of tke 500 GeV
500 GeV running at the NLC, or by combining these two typegegion has discovered th&#°, A°, but supersymmetric parti-
of data — see earlier discussions associated with the d@aiors cles and thei’ have been observed, we would believe that the
ulated in Table§ ), XI anfi XiI. By limiting the/s scan for the H°, A® must exist but haven so ~ mgo > 500 GeV . Anal-
H° and A° in the s-channel to then 4o ~ myo mass region yses of the SUSY spectrum in the GUT context and precision
preferred byh? measurements, we would greatly reduce the &Y studies might have yielded some prejudice for the probable
minosity needed to find tha® and 7° via ans-channel scan as m 40, and an extension of the FMC energy up to the appropri-
compared to that requirediif, 40 is not constrained. ate/s ~ m 4o for s-channel discovery of th&l®, A° could be
With such pre-knowledge of: 40, it will be possible to detect considered. However, at this point, even if we have develape
and perform detailed studies of tli&", A° for essentially all favored range forn 40, it would probably be most worthwhile

*Fortan § < 3, one makes use of modes sucha$ — h%h° — bbyy 35We assume that a final ring optimized for maximal luminosity/& ~
andH® — Zzz(*) — 4¢, when m o < 2my, or HO, A0 - tt, when ™m0 would be constructed.
mpo,mao X 2mg. At high tan 8, the enhanced production rates for SSRequiredtan 3 values increase dramatically as one moves intarthg ~
bbHC, bbA° with HO, A® — 77~ are employed. mz zone, but this region is covered B° A° pair production.



to consider a machine with much highgs. A popular refer- study of aA~~ provides important opportunities for determin-
enceut ™ collider design is one fot/s = 4 TeV. Ref. @] ing whether such couplings exist and how large they are.
shows that such an energy with appropriately matched lusaino We begin our discussion by considering the phenomenolog-
ity would allow discovery ofs* = — A°H” andH " H~ pair ically natural models in which the vev of any neutral mem-
production, via théb or tt decay channels of th&°, A” and ber of the multiplet containing thA~— is zero. This implies
tb, tb decay channels of thB*, H~, up to masses very closethat theA=~ — W~W~ coupling is also zero. If the\——
to myo ~ myo ~ myx ~ 2TeV, even if SUSY decays of also couples téd—¢—, then the resulting phenomenology is very
the H, A%, H* are substantial. (This mass range certainly ispecial and easily identified. There are only two production
cludes that expected in any supersymmetric model thatgesvi mechanismsy*, Z* — A~~A** and/=¢~ — A~—. For
a solution to the naturalness and hierarchy problems.)ilBdta the class of model being considered, it is also very possible
studies of theH, A%, H* of the type discussed in the previoushat BR(A~~ — ¢~¢~) ~ 1 for £ = ¢, p, or (most proba-
subsection would be possible once they were discovered. Bg?) 7. The only competing modes that might be present are
eTe™ collider with /s < 1.5 — 2 TeV is also probably viable, A—— — W~A~ andA~—— — A~A~, whereA~ is a mem-
and could proben 4o ~ myo ~ my+ < +/5/2[64,[63]. Inthe ber of the same SU(2)multiplet as theA~—. Generallyyna -
absence of a strong prejudice based on GUT boundary corglinot very different frommn -, and only thelw ~A~ mode
tions, only the2 TeV option could be presumed (purely on théas a significant likelihood of being two-body allowed; inmga
basis of naturalness) to guaranfée, A°, H* discovery. models both thé/~ A~ and A~ A~ modes can only proceed
virtually. Even when thé/ ~ A~ channel is two-body allowed,
G. Searching for a doubly-charged Higgs bosorene finds that~ ¢~ could be the dominant decay channel if the
[@] A~ — ¢~ ¢~ coupling is not too much lower than the current
_ ] bound(s). We note that decay of the — will occur inside the
Doubly-charged Higgs bosona( =, A™*) appear in many getector even if thé’~ A~ decay mode is highly suppressed,
extensions of the Standard Model Higgs sector, such as |%f6'long as the\~—— — ¢—¢~ coupling is not extremely small
right symmetric models, and can be relatively light, therent (smaller than is preferred, for example, for the ~ of a left-
bound beingna-- > 45 GeV from LEP. They have receivedright symmetric model).
less attention than neutral and singly-charged Higgs tmben Thel—¢~ — A=~ (£ = e or ) production mechanism was

cause they ca;n lead to phenomenological difficulties. Itiqar studied in Ref. @]. It can lead to detectable signals dagvn t
lar, p = #ﬁmé] = lis not natural unless any neutral Higg$emarkably small magnitudes of th®~~ — ¢~¢~ coupling
boson that is part of the same Higgs multiplet has zero vacuwmfar below current limits; for couplings near the currentdi
expectation valuﬂ Thus, models with zero vev are favoredits very high production rates result, implying the podiibof
In left-right symmetric models, zero vev is natural for treun a A~~ factory. However, for= ¢~ — A~~, one must have
tral member of the Higgs triplet associated with the leftided /s ~ ma--. To avoid wasting time on a scan, it is highly
sector; the right-handed sector neutral Higgs must havetaob advantageous ifio - - is known ahead of time. Thus, prior de-
tial vev and the associateN,, ~ phenomenology is very differ- tection of A=~ A pair production would be of great value.
ent. Of course, representations can be chosen for whick thBiscovery of aA~~ with decays t&~ ¢~ would in and of itself
is no neutral membeg.g.aT = 1/2,Y = —3 representation provide a compelling motivation for building &1 ¢~ collider
contains only aA~~ and aA~. Coupling constant unification designed for use as/a™~ factory.
should also be taken into account. It is amusing to note thaPair production ofA=~A** in ete~ or putp~ collisions
coupling constant unification occurs in the non-supersytrime requires only sufficient/s. Although no specific study was
Standard Model if a singlg”| = 2 triplet representation is in- performed, it seems very likely that discovery upnto, - - <
cluded in addition to the standaj#l| = 1 doublet Higgs rep- /s/2 would be possible. However, the NLC and FMC are still
resentation. On the other hand, in the minimal supersynienetnore than a decade away at best.
extension of the SM, inclusion of triplet Higgs field(s) degs In [@] discovery ofpp — ~*,Z*,— A~~AtT with
unification. However, this can always be cured by introduegx—— — ¢=¢= and At+ — ¢t/ is investigated. The
ing intermediate scale matter so as to maintain unificatisn, v* z* — A~—ATt coupling is always present, although
done for example in left-right symmetric models. Thus, pailightly model-dependent; for definitenessTa= 1,75 =
tential phenomenological difficulties are not all that @iffitto —1, Y = —2 A~ is considered (as found in several popular
avoid, and we should be on the look-out for signatures ofiexofnodels). The Tevatron and LHC cross sectionsfor- A*+
Higgs representations, the clearest signal being theegxistof pair production are plotted as a functionsfs - - in Fig. ,
a doubly-charged Higgs boson. Discovery limits forA~—~A*+ are obtained assuming that a
An especially important feature ofa™~ is the fact that for singleA—— — ¢~¢~ decay channel is dominant with= e, ;
many representation choicés ~ — ¢~¢~ couplings are al- or 7. A full Monte Carlo simulation is performed at Tevatron
lowed. Indeed, in left-right symmetric models the correspo energies. Events are generated in PYTHIA and passed through
ing neutral field couplings give rise to the see-saw mechanishe Run | CDF detector simulation. Fér= e, y it is found
and thereby naturally small neutrino masses. Detection angt backgrounds are negligible once a like-sign dileptain p
STEven if the model is constructed so that— 1 at tree-level, one loop With high mass is required, and it is purely a matter of having
corrections are infinite unless the vev is zero. a handful of very clean events. Fbor= 7, the need to identify




also seen, can one get an estimate of&heoupling magni-
B tude(s). In contrast, aea e~ (1~ ) collider would provide
i | a direct measurement of the (uu) coupling. This illustrates
] an important complementarity between the NLC or FMC and
hadron colliders. Discovery of A~~ prior to the construc-
tion and operation of thete™, e~e™ collider NLC complex
or the FMC analogue would be very important in determining
the energy range over which good luminosity and good energy
resolution fore~e~ or .~ p~ collisions should be a priority.
Of course, the possibility that thA~— is part of a multi-
plet whose neutral member has significant vev should not-be ig
nored. TheA,™ of the left-right symmetric model must fall
into this class. Such &~ will have substantialV~—W~
coupling. There has been substantial work on the related phe
] nomenology@]. Are—e~ or i~ pu~ collider would be of par-
10 N AP 3 ticular value in exploring such A~~. In addition to the pos-
] sibility of direct s-channel production through the leptonic cou-
T e R pling, the non-zerdV~-W~ — A~ coupling will typically
AT mass (GeV) yield a substantial cross section fore™ or p~p~ — vvA™TT
production. Further, ifna-- 2 2my, thenA=— — W~-W~
decays are very likely to be dominant; detection of sucsra
8t a hadron collider might not be straightforward. Thuspiild
happen that one would first discover the ~ in the W ~-W -
fusion mode, at which point it would be important to turn to
the s-channel production probe of its possikelee™ or p=pu~
ther by its decay to an isolated lepton or hadron leads to a sigpuplings by lowering the machine energy.
nificant background level, implying a smaller discoveryatea
AssumingBR(A~~ — ¢~ ¢7) ~ 1, it is demonstrated that de- IV. Conclusions
tection of theA~~ at the Tevatron (operating gts = 2 TeV _ o
with = 30 fb~") will be possible form - up t0300 GeV There have been two primary focuses in this report.
for £ = e or p and180 GeV for £ = 7. These results should
improve slightly if the greater coverage of the TeV33 deiect
upgrades is incorporated. The corresponding limits at tH€ L
are estimated by requiring the same raw number of events be-
fore cuts and efficiencies as needed at the Tevatron( for
{ = e,u and~ 300 for ¢ = 1) yielding ma-- discovery
up to roughly925 GeV (1.1 TeV) for ¢ = e, u and475 GeV
(600 GeV) fo_rlé = 7, assuming total integrated luminosity of  pained to date indicate that many important properties
L =100 fb™" (L = 300 fb™). Forf = e, u, the reach of can be measured with substantial accuracy; see Taples II-
the LHC detectors will likely be even greater than this, due t @ Fig. E and TabII. The simpler and cleaner
the improved lepton acceptance and resolution anticipated environment at the NLC or FMC allowed us to perform
the current generation of hadron collider detectors. d~or 7, a reasonably complete study at these machines, with very
this simple extrapolation may not account for a differeghsi- encouraging results; see Table3[IX}XII, Fg] 10, and Ta-
to-background ratio i s_election at the LHC. A full study is ble The errors quoted are those that would mate-
necessary to evaluate this. rialize after substantial luminosity has been accumulated
Thus, if aA~~ with moderate mass and the assumed prop- L = 600 fb~! at ATLAS+CMS at the LHCL = 200 fb~!
erties exists, discovery at TeV33 is not improbable; the LHC  at the NLC (or FMC) iny/s = 500 GeV running; and
allows discovery up to remarkably large masses. Once found, L = 200 fb~! in an s-channel scan at the FMC of the
the importance of pursuing ¢~ — A~ collisions is easily SM Higgs resonance peak.
argued Eb]. In particular, it is very likely that the magrie of
the A== — ¢/~ coupling can only be determined by doing
so0. Indeed, observation &€~ AT+ pair production in only a
singleA=— — ¢~ ¢~ channel provides no information on thé
coupling magnitude. (Of course, if more than didehannel is
seen, ratios of thé/ couplings could be obtained.) Only if the
A~~ — AW~ decay channel [for which the partial width e We examined a number of issues and new ideas associated
can be computed and compared to the— partial width] is with extensions of the simple one-doublet SM Higgs sec-

LHC
sgrt(s) = 14 TeV

cross section (fb)

Figure 19:A* A~ pair production cross section as a functio
of A=~ mass for both the Tevatron and the LHC.

e We performed a first detailed study of the accuracy with
which the branching ratios, couplings, total width and mass
of a SM-like Higgs boson can be measured in a model-
independent way. A number of new strategies and tech-
nigues were developed during the course of these stud-
ies. A thorough evaluation of the possibilities and errors
at the LHC is still very much in progress. Still, the results

One significant conclusion is the great desirability of lgein
able to accumulaté = 200 fb~' both in\/s = 500 GeV
running and in a FMG-channel scan if the Higgs mass is
below2myy, . This could be accomplished if both the NLC
and a low-energy FMC were constructed.
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