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Model discriminating power of u — e conversion in nuclei
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We assess the model discriminating power of a combined phenomenological analysis of u — ey and
p — e conversion on different target nuclei, including the current hadronic uncertainties. We find that the
theoretical uncertainties can be largely reduced by using input from lattice QCD, and do not constitute a
limiting factor in discriminating models where one or, at most, two underlying operators (dipole, scalar,

vector) provide the dominant source of lepton flavor violation. Our results show that a realistic
discrimination among underlying mechanisms requires a measurement of the ratio of conversion rates
at the 5% level (two light nuclei) or at the 20% level (one light and one heavy nucleus). We also illustrate
these main conclusions in the context of a supersymmetric model.
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L. INTRODUCTION

Lepton-flavor-violating (LFV) decays of charged lep-
tons provide a theoretically clean probe of physics beyond
the standard model (SM), due to the unobservably small
branching fractions ( ~ 107°%) within the SM, minimally
extended to include massive neutrinos. Searches for SM
forbidden muon processes, such as 4 — ey, u — eée, and
pm — e conversion in nuclei, have provided so far the
strongest constraints on LFV dynamics, with 90% C.L.
upper limits given by B, <12x107'"" [1],
B ptemor <1.OX 10712 [2], B,—..(Au)<8 X 1071 [3],
B, . (Ti)<4.3x107'12[4],B,_(Pb) <4.6 X 107! [5]."

It is a well-known fact that while the decay u — ey is
only sensitive to a transition magnetic dipole operator, both
m — eee and u — e conversion in nuclei are sensitive to
transition charge radii operators as well as purely contact
four-fermion interactions induced by physics beyond the
SM. In other words, different LFV decays have different
sensitivities to underlying LFV mechanisms (effective op-
erators). This leads naturally to ask the question whether
one could infer the relative strength of these different
operators in a completely phenomenological and model-
independent way. This would allow one to discriminate
among different underlying models of LFV and thus would
provide valuable input for model building.

In Ref. [6], it was pointed out that in principle, by
combining the rates of w — ey and u — e conversion
on different target nuclei, one could obtain information
on underlying models. There are three types of effective
operators that contribute to the coherent u — e conversion
process: the dipole, the vector, and the scalar operators. In

'B u—e(Z, A) represents the ratio of the(éLA)—> e conversion rate

over the muon capture rate, namely, ?7(214)
capt \ 4
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the nonrelativistic approximation of the muon wave func-
tion, the three operators give the same form of overlapping
integrals among the wave functions of the initial muon and
the final electron and the nucleon density in the target
nuclei. However, as the relativistic and finite nuclear size
effects become important for heavy nuclei [6-8], the tran-
sition amplitudes for the three operators show different
dependences on the atomic number Z. The relative num-
bers of neutrons and protons also change as Z increases.
This fact helps to find out if the lepton-flavor-violating
operators couple to up-type or down-type quarks again by
looking at the target atom dependence. In this work, we go
back to this issue with the aim to

(i) quantify the theoretical uncertainty induced by the

quark scalar density matrix elements in the nucleon;

(i) quantify the experimental precision required to real-

istically infer useful information on the underlying
LFV mechanisms.

We organize our discussion as follows: In Sec. II, we
review the derivation of the u — e conversion rate starting
from a general effective theory description of the LFV
physics. In Sec. III, we explore the phenomenological
consequence of the simplest possible models, in which
only one effective LFV operator dominates. We extend
this analysis in Sec. IV to the class of models in which
two operators dominate. In Sec. V, we specialize our dis-
cussion to a supersymmetric (SUSY) model and summa-
rize the conclusions of our analysis in Sec. VI.

II. LFV EFFECTIVE INTERACTION AND THE
p — ¢ CONVERSION RATE

In this section, we review the procedure for calculating
the rate of the & — e conversion in nuclei, starting from a
general parameterization of new physics effects via effec-
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tive operators at a scale A larger than the electroweak scale
v =174 GeV.

A. Effective Lagrangian

We start with the most general effective Lagrangian
which describes LFV transitions between charged leptons
of first and second families at the weak scale:

.E((;g: Azl:(CDRm eal” PL,U,+CDLm eagP” PR/.L)F

+ Z(C( gyP Prin + C\ ey’ PLin)y g

+ Z(C(S‘gmﬂquFéPL,u + Cg"L)mMquFEPRM)qu
q

+ (CGRm#GFEPLILL + CGLm#GFéPR,u,)
o P pv
2”3G” G4, +Hc] (1)

We have not included operators involving §v,¥sq, 4¥s4.
or go,,q since they do not contribute to the coherent
conversion processes. In the above expression A represents
the scale where new physics effects appear. We take A =
1 TeV, in this paper. The C,p’s are dimensionless con-
stants containing information about the underlying theory;
the subindexes R, L correspond to the chirality of the final
electron which is determined by Pr; = (1 % ¥°)/2; g are
light and heavy quarks. The field strength of the photon and
the gluon are defined by F,, = d,A, — d,A, and Gy, =
3,G5 — 9,G% — fupcG5H G, respectively. The normaliza-
tion is chosen so that the kinetic terms are given by
—(1/4)FF and —(1/4g2)G*G“. The ¢ matrix is defined
by 0" =L[y*, y"]. Gy = 1/(2\/2v?) is the Fermi con-
stant, while m, and m, represent the muon and running
quark masses at u = A, respectively. We have introduced
the running quark masses and the beta function of the QCD
coupling constant, 8 = (g3/167%)(11 — 2N/3), so that
the coefficients C’s do not depend on the renormalization
scale under QCD running at one-loop level. The notation
B 1 1s used to distinguish the Lagrangian with all quarks
contributions (H) from the one where heavy quarks are
integrated out (L). The Lagrangian in Eq. (1) describes
three kind of interactions that violate the lepton flavor: The
effective interaction with a photon (dipole term), the ef-
fective interaction with quarks (scalar and vector terms),
and the effective interaction with gluons (gluon term).

In order to evaluate the w — e conversion rate, it is
appropriate to use the effective Lagrangian at the nucleon
level [9]. We first integrate out the heavy quarks before
matching to the nucleon-level Lagrangian. It can be
straightforwardly done by using the matching of the trace
anomaly [10]. The Lagrangian is given by
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] 1
-ng) = __2[(CDRmMé0'pVPL/,L + CDLmMéO'pVPR/.L)FpV

+ Y (CYRey?Pri + CY)eyP PLiGy,q
q=u,d,s

+ Z (Cg‘gmﬂ

q=u,d,s

quFéPL/J’
+ C(q)m m GFBPR,U,)qq + (CGQRm GFEPL/.L
+ Cgorm, GFePR,u) 20 GPVG“ +H.c.], (2)
where B; is the beta function of three-flavor QCD. The

new coefficients of the gluon terms are expressed in terms
of the original Lagrangian parameters as follows:

CGQR = Z C(Q)KQ + CGRK
Q=c,b,t
(Q) )
CGQL = Z CSL KQ + CGLK
Q=c,b,t
where
o _AB/g) _ 2 — Bledu T @
¢ (,B/gg)L 27’ (B/gg)L 9

The Lagrangian (2) can be evolved with the renormal-
ization group down to energy scales of the order of u ~
1 GeV, by simply taking the quark masses and gauge
coupling constants in the Lagrangian to be the running
ones at u ~ 1 GeV. At this low scale, we match to the
effective Lagrangian written in terms of the relevant de-
grees of freedom, namely, nucleons, leptons, and photons.
That can be done by the following replacements of opera-
tors:

mqqq_’ffs‘z\)lleZNle’ qypq_’f%‘_ﬁzv% le:
B
> LS GG — fonmy Py (5)

where N represents each nucleon (N = p, n), iy are the
nucleon fields, and f’s are nucleon form factors at zero
momentum transfer. The form factors depend in principle
on the four-momentum transfer g ~ mi, SO our expres-
sions receive corrections of size g> /M7 ~ m3, /M3, where
My ~ 1 GeV is a typical QCD resonance mass scale. Our
dimensional estimate suggests that the numerical value of
the corrections does not exceed the 2% level; this is also
discussed in Ref. [7], where similar conclusions are
reached. Neglecting momentum-transfer effects has no
impact on testing the single-operator dominance hypothe-
sis (see discussion below). In the case of two-operator
models, the approximation of constant form factors indu-
ces a subleading uncertainty compared to the one due to
form factor normalization.

The fact that (N|02|N) = mpy{N |y yIN) (02 is the
trace of the energy-momentum tensor) implies the simple
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sum-rule

= 3 18+ fon 6)

q=u,d,s

which we use to eliminate the form factor f;y in terms of

the scalar nucleon form factors f(S%. The nucleon vector
form factors are known from the vector current conserva-
tion,

f(d) —
fon=0,

=2
(@ _
Vn — 2,

fon=1, -
f(s) =0
Vp ’

while the calculation of the scalar form factors fg% is

nontrivial. As discussed below, in our analysis we will
use input from chiral perturbation theory (ChPT) and the
lattice QCD to assess the impact of current and future
uncertainties on the conversion rate.

Collecting the above results, the Lagrangian at nucleon
level can be written as

£gf\? A2 Z [(Cprm ea?’ P

N=p,n
+ CDLmMEUpVPRM)F + (C(N)e'yPPRM
+ C‘(\ﬁvl}éprLM) QZN'yp le + GFm,umN(CSR EPLIU,
+ CePru) iy + Hel ®)

The new effective couplings C’s contain the information
about the underlying theory as well as the form factors. The
vector couplings are

Clr= X Chf), ©)
q=u,d,s

Ch= 3 clirt) 10
q=u,d,s

ey =3 can, (11)
q=u,d,s

cv =3 (12)
q=u,d,s

while the scalar ones read

q=ud,s q=u,d,s
(n) Z C(R sn T Co R( Z fg,,), (14)
q=u,d,s q=u,d,s
Cil = 3 s+ o 1= 3 ) a9
q=u,a,s q=u,d,s
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cyl =3 cy (‘1)+CGQL(1— Sy f(;;f). (16)

q=u,d,s q=u,d,s

B. Transition rates

The nucleon-level effective Lagrangian can be used to
take matrix elements at the atomic and nuclear level. In the
nonrelativistic approximation, the relevant matrix elements
are

A ZIY ,0,|A, Z) = Zp),

A ZIY,,|A, Z) = (A = 2)p™,
A ZLp Yy ,|A Z) = Zp'P), (17)
A ZIg, Y ,|A Z) = (A — 2)p™,

A ZIpny'¥nlA Z) = 0.

Here, |A, Z) represents the nuclear ground state, with A and
Z the mass and atomic number of the isotope, while p”)
and p™ are the proton and neutron densities, respectively.
The conversion rate of the process is written as

5

m 3 ~(n n
1—‘(:onv = ﬁchRD + 4Gqu(mpC(SI;€)S(p) + manlgS( ))

5
+ EPAV) + Cavm)? + ;"T’; |CprD

+ 4G pm,, (m, PSP + m, CW sy + EP 4y )
+ C gy, (18)

in terms of the dimensionless integrals D, V), S,
representing the overlap of electron and muon wave func-
tions weighted by appropriate combinations of protons and
neutron densities [6]. For phenomenological applications,
it is useful to normalize the conversion rate to the muon
capture rate, introducing the quantity

FCOHV (Z’ A)
1—‘Icapl (Z; A)
Finally, we note here the branching ratio for the purely

radiative process pu — e7y in terms of the effective cou-
plings defined above:

B,—.(2) = (19)

487
G2 A4(|CDR|2 +1Cpr ).

(20)

I'(u— ey)
I —ev,v,)

B

p—ey =

C. Sources of uncertainty

There are two sources of uncertainty in the calculation of
the transition rate: (i) scalar form factors and (ii) neutron
density (for high Z nuclei). The latter uncertainty has been
carefully discussed in Ref. [6], where several approaches to
determine the neutron density have been reviewed and
used in the calculation of the overlap integrals. Whenever
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data from polarized proton scattering exists, the uncer-
tainty on the overlap integrals S™ and V" can be reduced
to a few percent even for heavy nuclei such as Pb.
Otherwise, it should be considered to be of the order of
10%. In this work, we focus on the uncertainty induced by
the scalar density matrix elements in the nucleon.

The scalar form factors defined in Eq. (5) can be reex-
pressed in terms of ratios of quark masses and ratios of
nucleon matrix elements as follows [11]:

() _ my O N
= 1+ R 21
e UN s @
(d) _ my TN
= 1-— , 22
fSp m, + my ( 'f) mp ( )
(s) __ mg OnN
=" y—7 23
Tsp m, +my~ m, 23)
() _ my TN
— 1- 24
Sn mu + md( é‘:) » ’ ( )
W= _d__(1 4T, (25)
m, +my m,
(s) _ mg JxN
=" y- 7 26
Sn m, +mg~ m, (26)
where
m, +m _ -
Ty = = d(p|uu + dd|p), 27)
iu — dd
_ <p|b_m . |p>, (28)
(plau + dd|p)
2pls
__Aplsslp) (29)
(pliau + dd|p)

Information on the above matrix elements can be ob-
tained from 7N scattering data, from an analysis of the
octet baryon masses within heavy baryon chiral perturba-
tion theory, or from lattice QCD.

For the o term, we will use the lattice result [12]

oy = (53 £ 2(stat) 72! (syst)) MeV, (30)

whose uncertainty covers determinations from 7N scatter-
ing [13,14], from ChPT analysis of baryon masses [15], as
well as from previous lattice analyses [16]. For the ratio
measuring isospin breaking, we will use [11,17]:

& =0.132 = 0.035. 31)

For the ratio y quantifying the strange quark content of the
nucleon, the situation is less clear. A chiral perturbation
theory analysis gives the range y = 0.21 = 0.2 [15]. The
large uncertainty reflects the poor knowledge of the rele-
vant low-energy constants, even within resonance satura-
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tion (the matching renormalization scale is arbitrary). A
recent lattice QCD analysis [12] of the matrix element
(N|3s|N) within the overlap fermion formulation with
two dynamical flavors leads to

y = 0.030 = 0.016(stat) “{- 005 (extrap) *0-003 (m,).  (32)

This result is obtained from the lattice matrix element
(N|5s|N) by dividing out the sigma term as calculated in
the same lattice simulation. Therefore, the uncertainty in
) %y X g,y is controlled by Eq. (32), with o,y =

53 MeV simply providing the normalization. The lattice
result is consistent with the chiral perturbation theory
range, although suggesting a much smaller strange content
of the nucleon. The difference with respect to previous
lattice results has been attributed to a lattice artifact (mix-
ing with wrong chirality operator) in the Wilson fermion
approach. The uncertainty on this value is at the moment
dominated by statistics.

For the purpose of this work, we will vary the parameter
y within both a “conservative” range and an “‘optimistic”
range. For the conservative range we take y € [0, 0.4],
which coincides with the ChPT range of Ref. [15]. For
the optimistic range we take y € [0, 0.05] which reflects
more closely the recent Japan lattice QCD result [12] and
seems a realistic guess of the uncertainty that will be
reached by lattice calculations in the next decade.

Finally, for the ratios of quark masses, we use the input
(18]

mu
— = 0.553 £ 0.043, (33)
mgy
mS
— =189 £ 0.8. (34)
mgy

III. TESTING THE SINGLE-OPERATOR
DOMINANCE HYPOTHESIS

We now turn to illustrate the model discriminating
power of a combined phenomenological analysis of u —
ey and p — e conversion on different target nuclei. In
order to organize the discussion, we define here four
classes of models, in which only one underlying short-
distance operator dominates over all the others. We call
these four classes of models the *“single-operator’” domi-
nance models. We will first analyze this simplest class of
models and then consider the more involved case in which
two operators have comparable strengths and interference
effects cannot be neglected.

A. Dipole, vector, and scalar models

(1) Dipole model
The dipole model is defined by the assumption that,
among all LFV short-distance operators, the dipole
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operator is the dominant one. For simplicity, we
focus on the case in which the outgoing lepton has
definite chirality.? Explicitly, in terms of the effective
couplings defined in Eq. (1), this class of models is
defined by

CD = CDR + O, Celse = 0. (35)

Most supersymmetric scenarios, including SUSY
grand unified theory (GUT) models [19] and SUSY
seesaw models [20], fall in this class of models.

(ii) Vector model 1: V)
This model is defined by the assumption that the
transition charge radius operator gives the dominant
contribution to the LFV Lagrangian. The model is
defined by

CV = C(\?l)i = _2C(‘;11)€ # 0, Celse =0, (36)

and is explicitly realized in large regions of the left-
right symmetric model parameter space [21]. In this
model ) # 0, while ¢ = 0.

(iii) Vector model 2: V9
The vector model 2 is defined by the assumption that
the underlying dominant operator is an effective Z
penguin. The ratios of couplings of different quarks
is governed by the couplings of the Z° coupling to
quarks. The model is defined by

Cy = Cp = & Cae =0,  (37)

where a is the ratio of the down and up quarks
coupling to the Z boson:

— Tt3iL + T;R —(Qq, + QdR)sin29W

a= - = —1.73.
TIEL + TIER - (QuL + QuR)snleW

(38)

With this value of a (corresponding to sin’6y =
0.223) we obtain C‘(‘f‘,)e / C‘(\Z% = —9.26, in contrast to
the V) model.
@iv) Scalar model
This model is defined by
Cs=Ch =cl)=cl)#0,  Cye=0.
(39)

This model may be explicitly realized in some re-
gions of the usual R-parity conserving SUSY seesaw
parameter space [22] (large tanf and relatively low
“heavy” Higgs sector) and within R-parity violating
SUSY [23].

2Allowing for the presence of outgoing leptons with both
chiralities (e.g. both Cpp # 0 and Cp; # 0) would not change
the conclusions of the single-operator analysis of this section.
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Among the above models, the scalar model suffers from
the uncertainty in the y parameter. We show in Fig. 1 the
y-parameter dependence of the conversion branching ratio.
The uncertainty is quite large if we take the conservative
range, y € [0, 0.4].

Each of the above classes of models has only one free
parameter—the ratio C;/A? of the dominant effective
coupling over the square of the new physics scale. It is
clear, then, that the single-operator dominance hypothesis
makes parameter-free predictions for ratios of LFV
branching fractions and therefore it can be tested so long
as two LFV rates are measured. We will discuss how well
one can distinguish models in the presence of the theoreti-
cal uncertainties.

B. p — ey vs u — e conversion

If 4 — ey and u — e conversion in at least one target
nucleus are observed, this immediately opens up the pos-
sibility to test the dipole-dominance model. In fact, in this
model the ratio

R(Z) = 3

(40)
p—ey

is entirely fixed by the overlap integrals D [6], which are
essentially free of theoretical uncertainty. R(Z) is predicted
to scale as O(a/7) and we plot it in Fig. 2. We omit from
the plot the points corresponding to (°Er, 18!Ta, and
157 Au, as data on the nucleon densities are either obtained
from quite old experiments or not well established [24].
Any deviation from the pattern shown in Fig. 2 would
imply the presence of scalar or/and vector contributions.
In order to disentangle these possibilities, one needs to
study the target dependence of the conversion rate.

(x10™)
5

By—e/|Cs[*

y

FIG. 1 (color online). The y-parameter dependence of the
conversion branching ratio in the scalar model.
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FIG. 2 (color online). Ratio R(Z) of u — e conversion over
B(w — ey) versus Z in the case of the dipole-dominance model.

C. Target dependence of p — e conversion

In principle, any single-operator model can be tested
with two conversion rates, even if u — ey is not observed.
To illustrate this point, we update the analysis of Ref. [6]
and plot in Fig. 3 the conversion rate (normalized to the
rate in aluminum) as a function of the Z of the target
nucleus, for the four classes of single-operator models
defined above. Compared to Ref. [6], the novelty here is
the inclusion of a second vector model (V#).

B(u— e;Z) / B(u— e;Al)

2‘0 4‘0 f;(l i;O
Z

FIG. 3 (color online). Target dependence of the u — e con-
version rate in different single-operator dominance models. We
plot the conversion rates normalized to the rate in aluminum
(Z = 13) versus the atomic number Z for the four theoretical
models described in the text: D (blue), S (red), V¥ (magenta),
V@ (green). The vertical lines correspond to Z = 13(Al), Z =
22(Ti), and Z = 83(Pb).
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The results of Fig. 3 show some noteworthy features.
First, we note the quite different target dependence of the
conversion rate in the two vector models considered. This
can be understood as follows: In the case of the V(*) model,
the behavior in Fig. 3 simply traces the Z dependence of
V() (the photon only couples to the protons in the nu-
cleus). On the other hand, in the case of the V% model, the
Z boson couples predominantly to the neutrons in the
nucleus and the target dependence of the ratio V" /V(P) ~
(A — Z)/Z generates the behavior observed in Fig. 3.
Next, let us focus on the actual discriminating power of
the Z dependence. Clearly, the plot shows that the model
discriminating power tends to increase with Z. This is a
simple reflection of the fact that the whole effect is of
relativistic origin and increases in heavy nuclei. So in an
ideal world, in order to maximize the chance to discrimi-
nate among underlying models, one would like to measure
the conversion rate in a light nucleus, say aluminum or
titanium, as well as in a large-Z nucleus, like lead or gold.
This simplified view, however, has to be confronted both
with theoretical uncertainties and the actual experimental
feasibility. Concerning the uncertainties, a simple analysis
shows that the dominant uncertainty coming from the
scalar matrix elements almost entirely cancels when taking
ratios of conversion rates (even using the conservative
range y €[0,0.4] for the strange scalar density matrix
element). Moreover, in the large-Z tail of the plot, some
residual uncertainty arises from the input on the neutron
density profile. When polarized proton scattering data ex-
ists, the uncertainty on the ratios of conversion rates be-
comes negligible. This point is illustrated by Table I, where
we report the detailed breakdown of uncertainties in the
ratios B,_..(Ti)/B,_(Al) and B,_,.(Pb)/B,_,.(Al). For
other targets, the uncertainty induced by neutron densities
never exceeds 5% [6]. The conclusions of this exercise are
that
(i) The theoretical uncertainties (scalar matrix elements
and neutron densities) largely cancel when we take a
ratio.

(i1) As evident from Fig. 3, a realistic discrimination
among models requires a measure of B, (Ti)/
B,,—..(Al) at the level of 5% or better, or alternatively

TABLE I. Ratios of conversion rates in titanium and lead over
aluminum, in each of the four single-operator models: scalar (),
dipole (D), vector 1 (photon coupling to the quarks), and vector 2
(Z boson coupling to the quarks). In the scalar model, the scalar
form factor induces a negligible uncertainty in the ratios involv-
ing two targets (denoted by the subscript y). In the case of lead
over aluminum, the small uncertainty is dominated by the
neutron density input (denoted by the subscript p,,).

S D \%4%2 V@
B(u—e,Ti)
Blaoean  1.70£0.005, 155 165 2.0
B(u—e,Pb)
Blameap 069002, 104 141 2.67*=0.06,
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a measure of B,_..(Pb)/B,,_..(Al) at the 20% level.
These are two cases that well represent the trend in
light and heavy target nuclei.

IV. TESTING THE TWO-OPERATOR DOMINANCE
HYPOTHESIS

In the last section, we have discussed how to test the
hypothesis of a single-operator dominance, and how to
discriminate among different single-operator dominance
models. If the single-operator dominance hypothesis fails,
one is lead to consider next simplest case, namely, the two-
operator dominance models, defined by the assumption
that only two underlying operators have appreciable coef-
ficients. Each model is characterized by two parameters,
the effective strength C,/A? of one of the two operators
and the ratio C,/C, of the effective couplings of the two
dominant operators. This class of models can be tested so
long as two double ratios of LFV rates are available (three
LFV measurements).

For the sake of illustration, we will consider the follow-
ing three two-operator models: dipole-scalar, dipole-vector
(Z), and scalar-vector (Z). We consider both the case of
constructive and the case of destructive interference among
the two dominant operators, assuming that the ratio of
Wilson coefficients r=C,/C, is real (a relative phase
can be included but it would unnecessarily complicate
the analysis at this early stage). In order to test this class
of models, one has to assume that at least three LFV
processes have been observed, so one can construct two
independent double ratios that are entirely determined by
the single parameter r. In models involving the dipole
operator among the dominant terms (such as dipole-scalar
and dipole-vector) the three observables could be
(i) p— ey and pu— e conversion in two different targets;
or (i) u— e conversion in three different targets. In mod-
els that do not involve a dipole term (such as scalar-vector),
only the possibility (ii) above is available. As representa-
tive target nuclei, we have chosen aluminum (Al), titanium
(Ti), and lead (Pb).

A. Dipole-scalar

In terms of the parameters introduced in Sec. III A, this
model is defined by Cs # 0 and Cp = * & C;. The single-
operator models are recovered in the limiting cases r — 0
(scalar) and r — o (dipole).3 Note that in this particular
case the asymptotic dipole regime is reached already for
r < 1 because of the peculiar normalization of the scalar
operators (suppressed by the factor Gym,m,,).

*We consider here the case in which dipole and scalar opera-
tors produce outgoing lepton with definite chirality (L or R). If
both chiralities are allowed, then in principle Cpgr/Csg #
Cp./Cg; and one more parameter has to be introduced in the
analysis.
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We illustrate the features of this model in Figs. 4 and 5,
which correspond to positive and negative sign of the ratio
Cp/Cs, respectively. Panel (a) shows the behavior of
B,_..(Al)/B,_.,, versus the parameter r, while panels
(b) and (c) show the ratios B,_..(Pb)/B,_.(Al) and
B,—.(Ti)/B,_.(Al), respectively. In panels (a) and (c)
the curve is widened in the interference region by the
uncertainty in the scalar form factors. The dominant un-
certainty comes from the input parameter y, characterizing
the strangeness content of the nucleon. On the other hand,
the ratio B,_.(Pb)/B,_..(Al) is affected not only by the
uncertainty in the scalar form factors, but also by the
uncertainty induced in the overlap integral by the neutron
density in Pb. The width of the bands in panel (b) is
determined by the most conservative combination of two
kind of uncertainties.

In all panels, the wide band corresponds to the range y €
[0, 0.4], while the narrow band corresponds to the range
y € [0,0.05]. This illustrates the effect of current and
future hadronic uncertainties on the process of extracting
information on short-distance LFV couplings. The promi-
nent feature in Fig. 5 is induced by the destructive inter-
ference dipole and scalar amplitudes.

B. Dipole-vector

In terms of the parameters defined in Sec. Il A, this
model is defined by Cy # 0 and Cp = = Cy. The
single-operator models are recovered in the limiting cases
r — 0 (vector) and r — oo (dipole). In Figs. 6 and 7, we
plot the ratios B, (Al)/B,_., [panel (a)],
B,_.(Pb)/B, . (Al) [panel )], and
B,—.(Ti)/B,_.(Al) [panel (c)] versus the parameter r.
Figures 6 and 7 correspond to the positive and negative
signs of the ratio Cp,/Cy, respectively. Within this model,
the only source of uncertainty arises from the vector over-
lap integral V) (Pb), sensitive to the neutron density in Pb.
This uncertainty is quantified by the thickness of the band
in panel (b).

C. Scalar-vector

In terms of the parameters defined in Sec. III A, this
model is defined by Cy, # 0 and Cy = *rCy,. The single-
operator models are recovered in the limiting cases r — 0
(vector) and r— oo (scalar). Since the dipole term is
assumed to be subdominant, in this case we include in
the analysis only the ratios B,_..(Pb)/B,_.(Al) and
B,—.(Ti)/B,_,(Al), shown in panels (b) and (c) of
Figs. 8 and 9 (for positive and negative values of Cg/Cy,
respectively). While the ratio B,_..(Ti)/B,_.(Al) is af-
fected only by the uncertainty in 7y, the ratio
B,—.(Pb)/B,_.(Al) is affected also by the uncertainty in
the Pb neutron density (through the overlap integrals). The
width of the bands in the plots is determined by the most
conservative combination of two kind of uncertainties.
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FIG. 4 (color online). Dipole-scalar model: Ratios B,_..(Al)/B,_.,, [panel (a)], B,_.(Pb)/B,_.(Al) [panel (b)], and
B,—.(Ti)/B,_.(Al) [panel (c)] as a function of log,y(r) for positive Cp/Cy. See text for details.
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FIG. 5 (color online). Dipole-scalar model: Ratios B,_.(Al)/B,_.,, [panel (a)l, B,_.(Pb)/B,_.(Al) [panel (b)], and
B,_..(Ti)/B,_(Al) [panel (c)] as a function of log,o(r) for negative Cp/Cs. See text for details.
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FIG. 6 (color online). Dipole-vector model: Ratios B,_.(Al)/B,_.,, [panel (a)], B,_.(Pb)/B,_.(Al) [panel (b)], and
B,_..(Ti)/B,_.(Al) [panel (c)] as a function of log,o(r) for positive Cp/Cy. See text for details.

In all panels, the wide band corresponds to the range y €
[0, 0.4], while the narrow band corresponds to the range
y € [0, 0.05]. As in the case of the dipole-scalar model, the
bands illustrate the effect of current and future hadronic
uncertainties on extracting short-distance LFV couplings.

We conclude this section by summarizing what one
could learn about the two-operator dominance models in
the case that two double ratios of LFV rates could be
measured experimentally. Our exercise shows that

(1) The current theoretical uncertainty on the strange
content of the nucleon prevents a realistic test of
the two-operator models involving the scalar ampli-
tude. The range y € [0, 0.4] induces uncertainties of
0O(100%) or more in the relevant double ratios in the
interference region (thick bands in all plots above).
However, the uncertainty within reach of lattice
QCD calculations will remove this obstacle in the
coming years (this is illustrated by the thin bands in
all plots above).

(i1) Testing and discriminating among two-operator
dominance models requires an experimental preci-
sion on the LFV rates that is comparable to the one
needed to test the single-operator models.

V. APPLICATION TO A SUSY MODEL

An example of the two-operator dominance model is
given by a SUSY scenario with flavor mixing in the left-
handed sleptons. Such a mixing, for example, can be
induced from the Yukawa interaction in the seesaw model.
As it is shown in Ref. [22], the scalar operator originated
from the Higgs-boson-exchange diagrams can be sizable in
this model if tanf is large and the heavy Higgs boson is
relatively lighter than the other SUSY particles. The ratio
B,_.(Al)/B,_.,, can therefore be enhanced in such a
parameter region, while the ratio B,_.(Pb)/B,_,.(Al)
can show substantial deviations from the dipole-
dominance value.

In Fig. 10, we show the pseudoscalar-Higgs mass (m,)
dependence of the ratio for w > 0 (left panel) and x <0
(right panel). We have taken the common mass (mgygy =
1 TeV) for the slepton masses, the universal gaugino mass
at the GUT scale, and the Higgsino mass parameter, and we
fixed tanf8 = 60. Since the scalar operator does not de-
couple in the mgygy — o© limit, we see the enhancement in
the small m, region. The light (dark) shaded regions
correspond to the conservative (optimistic) range of the y
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FIG. 7 (color online). Dipole-vector model: Ratios B,_.(Al)/B,_.,, [panel (a)], B,_.(Pb)/B,_.(Al) [panel (b)], and
B,—..(Ti)/B,_.(Al) [panel (c)] as a function of log,o(r) for negative Cpp/Cy . See text for details.

parameter, y € [0,0.4] (y € [0,0.05]). Within the same  of this explicit supersymmetric model, a precise determi-
framework, the ratio B,_,.(Pb)/B,_,(Al) is shown in  nation of the y parameter is quite important in order to
Fig. 11. extract information on the underlying model parameters.

In both cases, the theoretical uncertainty becomes sig- To illustrate this even more explicitly, in Fig. 12 we show
nificant as the scalar operator gets important. In the context ~ for u >0 the m, dependence of B,_..(Al)/B,,_.., (left
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FIG. 8 (color online).  Scalar-vector model: Ratios B ,_,,(Pb)/B,,_.,(Al) [panel (a)] and B,,_,,(Ti)/B,,_,,(Al) [panel (b)] as a function
of log(r) for positive Cg/Cy. See text for details.
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FIG. 10 (color online).
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FIG. 11 (color online). The pseudoscalar-Higgs mass dependence of B,_..(Pb)/B,_.(Al) in a SUSY model with a left-handed
slepton mixing. The slepton masses, the gaugino masses at the GUT scale, and the Higgsino mass parameter are all fixed to be 1 TeV.

The light and dark shaded regions, respectively, correspond to the conservative and optimistic ranges of the y parameter.
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B(u—e; Pb) / B(u—e; Al)

The pseudoscalar-Higgs mass dependence of B
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vector (photon)
14 F
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u—e(A)/B,, ., (left panel) and B,,_,.(Pb)/B,,_..(Al) (right

panel) for different values of tanB. The thickness of the bands corresponding to varying y in the optimistic range [0, 0.05].

panel) and B,,_.(Pb)/B,_..(Al) (right panel) for different
values of tanB = 40, 50, 60. In these plots, only the small
uncertainty window is reported (y € [0, 0.05)), to illustrate
the enhanced discriminating power.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have investigated whether the target
dependence of the w-to-e conversion rate can be exploited
to discriminate among underlying dynamical mechanisms
of lepton flavor violation, once one takes into account
realistic hadronic and nuclear uncertainties. The major
source of theoretical uncertainty arises from the nucleon
matrix element of the strange quark scalar density. This is
expressed in terms of the parameter y [see Eq. (29)], which
we have varied within two ranges reflecting the current
uncertainty (y € [0, 0.4]) and the projected uncertainty
within reach of lattice QCD calculations (y € [0, 0.05]).

In order to assess the model discriminating power of a
combined phenomenological analysis of w — ey and
pm — e conversion on different target nuclei, we have
defined four classes of models, in which only one under-
lying short-distance operator dominates over all the others
[dipole, scalar, vector (), and vector (Z)]. Ratios of LFV
branching fractions can be used to test the various models.
The single-operator hypothesis can be tested with at least
one ratio (two LFV measurements), while the two-operator
models, where two operators have comparable strength and
interfere, can be tested with at least two ratios (three LFV
measurements).

Our conclusions are encouraging: The theoretical un-
certainties (even at the current level) are not an issue in
testing the single-operator dominance model, as they
largely cancel when we take ratios of different conversion
rates. On the other hand, the current uncertainty prevents
meaningful tests of two-operator models involving the
scalar operator, as it produces errors of O(100%) or more
in the double ratios in the interference region. However,

with the anticipated reduced lattice error on the strange
content of the nucleon, this will not be an issue in the
future. We have illustrated these main conclusions also in
the context of a supersymmetric model.

Having established that the hadronic uncertainties will
not be a limiting factor, we can ask how well one should
measure the LFV rates in order to discriminate the under-
lying models. Figure 3 shows that a realistic discrimination
among single-operator models requires a measure of the
ratio of conversion rates in light nuclei [such as
B,—..(Ti)/B,_.(Al)] at the level of 5% or better.
Alternatively, one would need to measure the ratio of
conversion rates in a heavy and light element [such as
B,_.(Pb)/B,_ (Al)] at the 20% level. Similar accuracy
is required on the experimental side to be sensitive to
interference effects when more than one operator is at
work. Whether these challenging benchmark numbers
can be reached in the future round of experiments
[25,26] depends on many issues, including the value of
the branching fraction themselves (we are concerned here
with ratios). Nonetheless, we hope that our results will
stimulate further experimental efforts towards measure-
ments of i — ey and pu-to-e conversion and consideration
of various options for target nuclei.
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