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Abstract

Some extensions of the Standard Model often predict a Z’ gauge
boson which mediates flavor-changing neutral-current (FCNC)
interaction between up and top quarks. These new physics models
are phenomenologically attractive because they can explain the
top quark forward-backward asymmetry Akp measured recently
by the Tevatron collider. In addition, they will induce the top
quark FCNC decays and the like-sign top pair production which
can be explored at the LHC. In this work we focus on two such
models (the left-right model and the U(1)x model) to investi-
gate their correlated effects on Al g, the FONC decays t—uV (V =
g, Z,~) and the like-sign top pair production at the LHC. We
also pay special attention on the most recently measured Akp
in the large invariant mass region. We find that under the current
experimental constrains both models can alleviate the deviation
of Alp and, meanwhile, enhance some FCNC decays and the like-
sign pair production to the accessible level of the LHC. Further,
since the two models give different predictions (for each observable
and also for the correlation shape between different observables),
they may even be distinguished by jointly studying these top quark
observables.

1 INTRODUCTION

Since the top quark has a mass at weak scale and is the heaviest fermion
in the Standard Model (SM), the top quark physics is speculated to be a
sensitive probe for new physics beyond the SM [top-review-th]. So far the
Tevatron collider has measured many properties of the top quark and found
good agreement with the SM predictions except for the forward-backward
asymmetry Abp in the top pair production which shows about 2o deviation
from the theoretical expectation [top-afb-expl]. Although the latest analysis
based on the 5.3 fb~! luminosity reduced the deviation of the CDF result



to about 1.8 ¢, it indicated that A%p is dependent on the invariant mass
(M;7) and for the high invariant mass region (M7 > 450 GeV) the deviation
is enlarged to more than 3 o [top-afb-exp2].

Such a Akp deviation reported by the Tevatron has recently stimulated
many theorists to try to give an explanation in various new physics models
[top-afb-th1, top-afb-th2, top-afb-th3, top-afb-th4], among which some frame-
works predict a Z’ gauge boson mediating FCNC interactions between up
and top quarks [top-afb-th3, top-afb-th4]. Such Z’-models are especially
interesting because, in addition to contributing to A%p, they can simul-
taneously induce the top quark FCNC decays and the like-sign top pair
production. As is well known, the FCNC interactions for the top quark in
the SM are extremely suppressed [fcnc-sm| and any observation of top quark
FCNC processes will serve as an unambiguous evidence for new physics. The
like-sign top pair production is also a good probe for new physics because
it gives two isolated like-sign leptons in the final states and is free from the
tt background and the huge QCD W +jets background [like-sign top-thl,
like-sign top-th2, like-sign top-th3]. Therefore, these different observables
jointly can serve as a powerful probe for such Z’-models. Further, since these
observables are correlated in a given model and the correlation behavior
may be model-dependent, the models may even be distinguished by jointly
studying these top quark observables. In this work we study such corre-
lated observables in two different Z’-models: the left-right model and the
U(1)x model. For the like-sign top pair production we focus on the process
at the LHC (in our study the charge conjugate channel, i.e., the produc-
tion of ¢ ¢ is also included), while for the top quark FCNC processes we
focus on the FCNC decays t —uV (V =g, Z, ). For Akp we will dis-
play the total asymmetry and the invariant mass dependent asymmetry.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. II we briefly describe the two
models and give the calculations for the observables. In Sec. III we present
the numerical results and give some discussions. Finally, the conclusion is
drawn in Sec. IV.

2 Models and Calculations

The extra gauge boson Z’ is usually predicted in the extensions of the SM
with an enlarged gauge group. In general, these models can be classified
into two categories. One kind of models predict a family universal Z’ which
mediates the s-channel ¢ production and does not have significant effect on
Abp. The other kind of models predict a non-universal Z’ with FCNC top
quark couplings (say Z’tu) which induces the ¢-channel ¢t production and
may contribute to Akp sizably. Since we attempt to explain Akp by new
physics effects, we focus on the following two models which predict a non-



universal Z”:

(i)

(i)

Model T is a U(1)x model [top-afb-th3]. With an additional U(1)x
gauge symmetry, this model predicts a new gauge boson Z’ which
mediates FCNC interaction between the up and top quarks:

Lz = gzuy" PrtZ),+ ey geiiy" Prui Z), (1)

where g.(a, = g2/47) and ey are coupling constants. Since such
interactions are only for the right-handed quarks, they can safely
escape the low energy flavor constraints [top-afb-th2, top-afb-th3].
Note that the second term is a flavor diagonal interaction so the gauge
boson Z’ can have decay modes Z’— w;@; which can suppress the like-
sign top pair production proceeding through ua— Z’ Z’ followed by
Z'—tu at the Tevatron [like-sign top-epl]. The chiral gauge anom-
alies in this model can be avoided by introducing two sets of new
heavy fermions [top-afb-th3].

Model 1T is a left-right symmetric model [hexg]. This kind of left-
right symmetric models are well motivated by the explannation of
parity violation and neutrino masses. Here we focus on a special
left-right symmetric model called the third-generation enhanced left-
right model, which is based on the gauge group SU(3)c x SU(2)L x
SU(2)r x U(1)p—r with gauge couplings gs, gr, gr and g respec-
tively. The key feature of this model is that the gauge bosons of
SU(2)r couple only to the third-generation fermions and allow for
FCNC interaction at tree level [hexg, top-afb-th4]. In our analysis,
we only consider the potentially large contribution from the neutral
gauge interactions, which are given by
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where tan g = g/ gr, gy = gcosOr = grsinfg, £z is the mixing angle
between Zr and Zj, V;i’jd are the unitary matrices which rotate the
right-handed quarks ug; and dg; from interaction basis to mass eigen-
states and the repeated generation indices ¢ and j are summed. If
gr > gy or equally cot0r>>1, we can see that the Z'@; g ujr inter-
action will become strong. Note that a sizable ur — tg mixing with
other flavor mixings suppressed can still avoid the severe low energy



constraints [top-afb-th3], which is similar to model I. About the para-
meters £z and myz in this model, the oblique T" parameter and pertur-
bative requirement will give constraints on £z (versus myz) [hexg].
However, such constraints are obtained under the requirement to
explain the b-quark forward-backward asymmetry A%p, which, of
course, can be relaxed if we give up the explanation of A%p. Further-
more, for the ¢t and like-sign top pair productions, the main contribu-
tions are independent of the parameter &z [top-afb-th4]. Therefore,
the constraints from the 7 parameter are almost irrelevant to our
numerical study. We note that the constraints from CDF search for
7' and from the global fitting of the electroweak precision data are
invalid here since these constraints arise mostly from the processes
involving the first- or second-generation of fermions. So far the per-
tinent bound comes from e* e~ — bb at LEP-II, which requires M >
460 GeV for cot 0 > 10.

As shown in Fig.1, both models can contribute to the t# production and
thus subject to the constraints from the measurements of the cross section
and invariant mass distribution at the Tevatron [cross section, mtt]. Note
that the ¢ — channel diagram in Fig.1 can interfere with the QCD process,
which may sizably alter the t{ production rate and also make significant
contribution to A%p. The analytic results for these processes are available
in [top-afb-th2, top-afb-th4].

u(p2) t(ps) u(p1) t(ps3)

u(p1) t(ps) u(p2) t(pa)
(a) (b)

Figure 1. Feynman diagrams contributing to ¢# production.
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Figure 2. The loop diagrams contributing to t —uV (V =g, Z, ).
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Figure 3. Feynman diagrams contributing to t ¢ production.

As shown in Fig.2, at loop level both models can induce the top quark FCNC
decays t—uV (V=g,Z,~). Note that in model II the decay mode t —u Z
can occur at tree level. The amplitudes of all the loop diagrams are listed
in the Appendix. Of course, if Z’ is much lighter than the top quark, the
rare decay t—u Z' can be also open, which may cause the tension between
the measurements of dilepton and lepton+jets channels for ¢¢ production.
In additional, a recent CDF measurement for the events of like-sign dilepton
plus b-jets severely constrained the heavy mass region of Z’. In our cal-
culation we take mz/ from 120 GeV to 170 GeV to evade such constraints
[top-afb-th3].

Both models can induce the like-sign top pair production, as depicted in
Fig.3. Such a production has been studied in [top-afb-th2, like-sign top-th3].
In our study we consider its correlation with Akp and the top quark FCNC
decays. There are other channels for like-sign top pair productions, such as
uwg—tZ —ttuand ua— Z' Z' —tutu, which, however, are suppressed
both kinematically and by high order FCNC couplings at the LHC.

3 Numerical results and discussions

To be consistent with the mass of top quark used in the measurements,
we choose m;=172.5 GeV. Other SM parameters used in our numerical
calculation are [pdg]

mz =91.19 GeV, sin? Oy = 0.2228, ov(m;) =0.1095, o =1,128. (3)

Considering the experimental constraints, we scan the new physics parame-
ters in the following ranges for model I and model II:

Model I: 120 GeV <mz/ <170 GeV,0.05 < ey < 0.1,0 < a5 < 0.05;



Model II: 500 GeV < mz <2000 GeV,10< cot 8 < 20,0.1< (Vg")ut <0.2,0< £z <0.02.

In the calculation we use the CTEQ6L parton distribution function [cteq]
and the renormalization scale ugr and factorization scale g are chosen to be
ur= pr=my. Due to the interference of the FCNC ¢-channel diagram with
the SM QCD diagram, we require the total cross section and the differential
cross section in each bin to be within the 2 o regions of their experimental
values [cross section, mtt].
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Figure 4. The correlations between Ak g at the Tevatron, the branch ratio of top FCNC decays and the cross section of
the like-sign top pair production at the LHC with /s =14 TeV.
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For each model, we show in Fig.4 the correlations between the A% at the
Tevatron, the branch ratios of top FCNC decays and the cross section of
the like-sign top pair production at the LHC with /s = 14TeV. We see
that for Abp each model can improve the theoretical prediction, allaying
the deviation from the experimental value. Especially, for model I the the-
oretical prediction of Akp can be improved to agree with the experimental
value at 10 level. Since the new ¢-channel contributions will modify the ¢
invariant mass distribution, we further investigate their effects on the mass-
dependent A% which is measured by CDF recently. In the calculation of
Alp, we multiply a K-factor (~1.31) [k-factor] to normalize the total cross
section in the SM to the NLO value. From Fig.5 we see that each model can
enhance the theoretical value of A% in the large invariant mass region and
ameliorate the deviation from the experimental data. But still the deviation
remains larger than 2 0.

For the top FCNC decays, the present experimental bounds are still weak,
such as Br (t—ug) <0.02% from DO [tug], Br (t —u~) <0.75% from ZEUS
[tur], Br (t =« Z) < 3.7% from CDF [tuz]. From Fig.4 we see that the
branch ratios of these processes in the two models are far below the current
upper bounds and unlikely to reach the sensitivity of the LHC (~O(107°)
[top-review-th]) except for the decay t— w Z in model IT which occurs at tree
level and thus can be quite large. Actually, although these FCNC decays
are usually greatly enhanced in the popular new physics models such as low
energy supersymmetry [fcne-susy], technicolor [fene-te] or little Higgs theory
[fcnc-1h], detecting such rare decays at the LHC is still quite challanging.
For the like sign top pair production, we see from Fig.4 that the maximal
production rate at the LHC can reach 6.8 pb for model I and 3.7 pb for
model II, which, as discussed below, could be detectable at the LHC. Note
that both models could also cause sizable top polarization asymmetry in ¢
production at the LHC [top-afb-th2, wulei].

The different observables are correlated in a given model, as shown in
Fig.4. The correlation shapes are quite different for the two models. Fur-
ther, as shown in Fig.6, some kinematical distributions (the top quark
transverse momentum p% and its pseudo-rapidity 7, the total transverse
energy Hrp of the process and the separation between the two b-jets A Ry, =

(A )2+ (An)? ) for the like-sign top pair production at the LHC are



also quite different for the two models due to their different values of My..
All these differences may be useful for distinguishing the models.
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Figure 6. The p%, n:, A Ry, and Hr distributions for the like sign top pair production at the LHC.

Now we study the observability of the like-sign top pair production at the
LHC. The like-sign top pair can be identified as a same-charge lepton pair



plus b-jets. To be more realistic, we simulate the energy resolution of the
detector effects by assuming a Gaussian smearing for the final leptons and
jets [enery resolution]

%: \E)/Z_(; ®0.55%, for leptons; (4)
AE _100%

i WEBS% for jets ; (5)

where F is in GeV, and & indicates that the energy-dependent and energy-
independent terms are added in qaudrature. Furthermore, we take the b-
jet tagging efficiency as 50%. The main backgrounds are from qq’ —tt W+
and qq— W ¢’ W¥ ¢’, which have been studied in [like-sign top-th2]. In
our analysis we take the same cuts as in [like-sign top-th2| for the signal:

P >15 GeV, E>40 GeV, |, |n;| <2.5, ARej, ARj; > 0.4
M (€4 j1), M (€5 ja) <160 GV, M (££57) > 500 GeV (6)

Here E7 denotes the transverse energy and M is the invariant mass of the
final states. Note that the numerical results displayed in Figs.4 and 6 for the
like-sign top pair production were obtained with the above kinematic cuts.
From the A Ry, distribution in Fig. 6 we see that the distribution exhibits a
peak at large A Ry, (near 6y, =) because the two b-jets come from the back-
to-back top pair and they are expected to fly into the opposite directions.
Compared with model I, the heavier Z’ in model II will produce the more
energetic lepton and jet, and then lead to the larger Hr and pr. It is also
interesting to notice that the pseudo-rapid distribution shows two peaks for
model I and one peak for model II.
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Figure 7. The 30 sensitivity contour for the like sign top pair at the LHC. The region above each curve is
the corresponding 30 observable region. Here C,’s denote respectively a, and VtQu (cot 6+ tan #)? for model
I and model II.

Combining our signal calculation with the background calculation in
[like-sign top-th2], we in Fig.7 plot the 3 o sensitivity for the like-sign top
pair production at the LHC with a luminosity of 100 fb—!, where the region
above each curve is the corresponding observable region. We see that for
each model there are still a large parameter space in which the like-sign
top pair production can be above the 3 o sensitivity of the LHC.

4 conclusion

We studied the correlated effects on Abp at the Tevatron, the FCNC decays
t—uV (V=g,Z,v) and the like-sign top pair production at the LHC in
two new physics models: the left-right model and the U(1)x model. For ALp
we also investigated its mass dependent predictions and compared with the
recent CDF results. The deviation of the mass dependent A%y is found to
be improved in both models. For each model the production rate of the like-
sign top pair at the LHC can be large and accessible in a large parameter
space. Further, since these two models give different predictions for each
observable and also for the correlation between different observables, these
top quark observables may be useful for distinguishing the different models.
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5 Analytic expressions for FCNC decay ampli-
tudes

Here we list the loop amplitude expressions for the processes t—uV (V =g,
v, Z) shown in Fig.2 for model I and model IT. The notation (u,t) represents
the u,t quark appearing respectively in the propagators.

For model I the amplitudes are given by

Méa)(u,t) = a gs Té‘a a(pu)[—4 CvP Yo — Y + 2 B v - 2 ((slashed)ps —

(slashed) pu) v*7v# CplPru(pt) 5(pg) (7)
_ 2B +1 lashed VP .
MP(uyt) = ag,Tih a(p,) EELT N pud P ) e (8)
Pu my
_ 2B} +1)m?~* P, .
M 1) = a0 T a(p) EEEDIE R () <5, (9)
u
Mga)(u,t) = % e a (py)[—4 C?P ~, — 4% + 2 B§ ¥ — 2 ((slashed)p; —
(slashed)py) vV 7P Cg]PR u(pe) €5(p) (10)
2 2BY+1 lashed) py v¥ P, .
MPt) = Seautp,) EELEDILEESPIL o) c3(p,) ()
Pu my
c 2 2B+ 1)m?~4* P, .
MOw,1) = 2ean(py) EPIEVT Ry ) (12)
by —my,
MEP(w) = —a8apga(pu) (5 sinOw tanOy) -4 C37~, —7” +2 B 7"
—2 ({slashed)py — (slashed)py) v*v* CS’}PR u(pe) ey (pz) (13)
2
a _ m v 2 . v
M(Z)(t) = —adapgu(pu) {mcg’y PRJrgsmGWtanGW —4CHrr ey,
—Y + 2 B§ % — 2 ((slashed) py —
(slashed) pu) v 7* ColPr]u(pe) €5 (pz) (14)
() _ _ 4sin? Oy — 3. [ (2 BY + 1) my(slashed) p, v* Pr, .
MZ (Uyt) = aéaﬂg“(pu)( 6 cos Oy ) pﬁfm% ]u(pt)e,,(pz) (15)
() _ 2 \@B1°+1)mi~" Pr .
M (u,t) = 7a6a5gu(pu)(§smo9wtanew, 7 m2 u(pe) ey (pz), (16)
t— My

where p; and p,, denote respectively the momenta of the top and up quark, and the loop
functions B and C' are defined in [loop| and use LoopTools [Hahn]| in the calculations.
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The loop functions’ dependence on the momentum and mass is given by

BY(u) = B(p¢, mz/, muy), BY(t) = B(ps, mz, my), B2%(u) = B(—puy, My, mz),
B2%(t) = B(—py,my,mz7), B3(u)= B(—pt,my, mz), B3(t) = B(—p¢, m¢, mz),
B*(u) = B(pt, mz:, muy), B4(t) = B(pt, mz:, my), B3(u) = B(—pu, My, mz),
B3(t) = B(—py,my,mz7), B%(u)= B(—pi,my, mz), BS(t) = B(—p¢, m¢, mz),
B7(u) = B(pt, mz:, muy), B3(t) = B(ps, mz, my), B(u) = B(—puy, My, mz),

B9(t) = B(—pu,mt, mz), BOw)=B(—py,my,mz), BO)=B(—py,mimyz)

C(u)
C2(”) C(fpu,pt,mu,mz/, mu)y 02(t)
C3(u) = C(_puv Dty My, Mz, mu)y C4(t)

C(—=pu, Pt, mt, Mz, My),
C(—pu, e, mt, Mz, My)

C(—Dpu, Pt, M, Mz1, My).

C(fpuv Pt, My, Mz, mu)y Cl(t)

For model II the amplitudes are given by

MP () = b go Tk a(pu)[~4 C'¥P 5, — 4¥ + 2 By 77 — 2 ((slashed)p; —
(slashed)pu) v v* C3l g% r Pru(pe) €5 (pg) (17)
M) = b gs Tah a(p){l — 4 C*P v, — 4% + 2 B} 4¥ — 2 ((slashed)py —

(slashed) py,) v¥ ~v* Cg} 9% r Pr

+8m¢ C% gbp, P, — 4my (pu — p)* C8 g1 PLiu(p) £5(pg) (18)
_ 2B} +1 lashed Vi p P
M;b)(u) = bgs TﬁAau(pu)( 1 )mt<;2as :ngpu’Y 9Z'RYL U(pt) Eﬁ(pg) (19)
u t

MP(6) = b g Tgh a(pu){(2 Bf + 1) my(slashed)p, v ghr Po + (4 Bt —
2) my(slashed)py, v~ g5/ 1, Pr

u ey
(4 By —2)m3 ¥ gl Py PP (20)
Py — My
_ 2B+ 1)m? Y g% r P,
M) = bg T a(p,) EELEV MY 92 PR ) ) 1)
Py —my
_ 2BS+1)m?~v g4 r PR+ (4BS —2 V(slashed)ps g1, P
M!(]C)(t) — ngTAau(pu)( 1+ )mt7 9Z'RITR (2 0 . )mt’Y <SaS € >pthL LU(Pt)&t(Pg)
Py —my
M(a) _ 2 = 3vp v BT v 2 lashed
y (W) = 5 e balpy)l=4 C 5, — 7" + 2 Bj 7" — 2 ({slashed)py —
(slashed)py) v*vP C319%: r Pru(pe) €5 (p~) (23)

MD(t) = % e b a(p){[ — 4 CWP v, — 4¥ + 2 B§ 4 — 2 ({slashed)p; —
(slashed)py,) ¥¥ v* C’;ﬂ 9% rPr

+8m C4 gl P — 4my (pu — pi)” C8 951 PLYu(pe) €5(py) (24)
b 2 2 BY + 1) my(slashed Vi p P .
Mg)(u) = gebu(pu)( 1+ t;27m%pu’y IZ'R Lu(pt)é‘u(py) (25)
u

MOt = % e b a(pu){(2 BI® + 1) my(slashed)py v* 94 r Pr + (4 B® —

2) my(slashed)py, v~ g5/, Pr

u €y
(4B — 2)m3 A gl g, P}y PO EUPY) (26)
Py — Mg
2 2B 4+ 1)m? Vg g P
MO@w) = Zeba(p,) EELINMTIE R R () oy ) (27)
Py —my
2 2BI2+1)m? v g4 g Pr+ (4 By% — 2) my~¥ (slashed) p, g4/ 1 P
M,(YC)(t) — §ebu(pu)( 1 ) tY 9Z'RIR (270 5 ) t’Y< >pthL Lu(pt)sz(p’y)7
pt mu
(28)
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where the loop function dependence is given by

BY(u) = B(ps, mz, my), B2(t) = B(p, mz/, my), B3(w) = B(—pu, My, mz)
BY(t) = B(—pu,mt,mz7),  BS(u)=B(—p;,mu,mz),  BS(t)=B(—p:, mi,mz)

B7(u) = B(p¢, mz, muy), B3(t) = B(pt, mz/, my), B(u) = B(—pu, Mu, mz")
BY(t) = B(—pu, ms,mzr), B(u)=B(—=ps, my,mzr), B2(t)=B(—ps, m,mz)

CHu) = C(=pu, Pt, Mu, Mz, my), C2(t) = C(—pu, pt, mt, Mz, my)
C3(u) = C(—Pu, Pts Mu, Mz, My), CHt) = C(—pu, Pr, My, Mz, M)

The constants in the above equations are given by

@ =~y el (29)

b= 16i7r2 1 fjsglgf; Zﬁtéw (tan O + cot Or) (30)

ght — (1—%sinzaw)f—l—%sinewtanéhg, (31)

g% R = 7% sin® «9W§+§sin9w tanfp (32)

gbr = 7% sin? 9W§+%sin9w tan 6r — sin Oy cot O (33)
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