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卒 業時 に 期待 さ れること

　基礎として物理学を学び、数学を道具として使用し、さらに
それをものづくりに応用する工学のセンスを身につけることが
できます。
　工学と物理学を融合した学びの中で、専門領域を超える柔
軟な発想力と実践的な研究開発能力を持ったエンジニアにな
ることが期待されます。

［期待される就職企業］
本田技研工業／日産自動車／東日本旅客鉄道／全日本空輸／
東芝／富士通／浜松ホトニクス／ローム／新日本無線／関電工
／フジキン／ホーチキ／能美防災／大正製薬／コスモ石油／
日揮プラントイノベーション／関東電気保安協会　　など（順不同）　　
＊学科所属研究室（予定）の過去４年間における卒業生の主な就職企業

学 び の概略

　物理学と物理学の考え方を活か
して、電気・電子工学の素養を身に
つけます。
　既成概念にとらわれないフレキ
シブルな発想で、全く新しい機器
やシステムを生み出すのは、あなた
です。
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Introduction



Physics beyond the SM
The Higgs boson was discovered (2012)


&

 Its properties are consistent with a SM Higgs boson

The SM seems to be established
However, it’s not the end of the story

We still require the NP beyond the SM
Baryon asymmetry of the Universe?

What’s the Dark Matter?

Origin of tiny neutrino mass?

Charge quantisation?     Unified theory ? (Hierarchy problem)

Some excess might be found (muon g-2, …)

…
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 Its properties are consistent with a SM Higgs boson



How to solve problems
BAU  
Electroweak Baryogenesis, Leptogenesis …


mν  
Seesaw mechanism, Radiative mass generation,  
Tiny VEV of extra Higgs, …


DM 
Some new symmetry to protect DM decay, …

Many ideas have been proposed in literature



How to solve problems
BAU  
Electroweak Baryogenesis, Leptogenesis …


mν  
Seesaw mechanism, Radiative mass generation,  
Tiny VEV of extra Higgs, …


DM 
Some new symmetry to protect DM decay, …

A popular choice is 

Such a model can be embedded to 
traditional SUSY GUT scenarios

MSSM with Rp

MSSM+RHN
SUSY GUT

μ

www.tottori-guide.jp

http://www.tottori-guide.jp


How to solve problems
It is worth while considering TeV scale solutions

BAU  
Electroweak Baryogenesis, Leptogenesis …


mν  
Seesaw mechanism, Radiative mass generation,  
Tiny VEV of extra Higgs, …


DM 
Some new symmetry to protect DM decay, …

EWBG&

Radiative mν

μ

What kind of fundamental theory 
will be there?

?



Electroweak Baryogenesis

B violation : Sphaleron process (B+L but with B-L)

C violation : Chiral gauge interaction 

CP violation: KM phase and other complex phases in 
the BSM

Out of equilibrium: 1st order EWPT(electroweak phase 
transition) with expanding bubble walls

How to satisfy the Sakharov’s conditions?
Kuzmin, Rubakov, Shaposhnikov, PLB155,36

broken

phase

symmetric phase



Mechanism of EWBG
vwall
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Strong 1st order EWPT

φc/Tc>1

Strong 1st order EWPT is required 

for the successful electroweak baryogenesis

�(b)
B < H is necessary to avoid washout

�

(b)
B (T ) ' (prefactor)e�Esph/T Esph / v(T )

We need large Higgs VEV after the EPWT

The condition can be roughly 
written as 



Electroweak Baryogenesis

B violation : Sphaleron process (B+L but with B-L)

C violation : Chiral gauge interaction 

CP violation: KM phase and other complex phases in 
the BSM

Out of equilibrium: 1st order EWPT(electroweak phase 
transition) with expanding bubble walls

Kuzmin, Rubakov, Shaposhnikov, PLB155,36

broken

phase

symmetric phase

In this talk, we focus on the 1st order EWPT 

How to satisfy the Sakharov’s conditions?



EWPT in the SM
In the high temperature approximation,

1st order PT is possible 
due to the cubic term

In SM, Higgs should be lighter than 50GeV mh=125GeV

Extension of the SM at TeV scale is necessary

It can be tested by 
experiments

Light Higgs is required !!

New bosonic loop contribution

Higher dim. term in the potential

…

NEW CP phases are also necessary for successful baryogenesis



To get strong 1st order EWPT
Strong 1st order EWPT requires extension of the SM

Extended Higgs sector! 
e.g. 2HDM

Kanemura, Okada, Senaha,PLB606,361

 Contour plot of Δλhhh/λhhh and ϕc/Tc in the mΦ-M plane 
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FIG. 1: The straight line stands for the critical line which satisfied the condition, ϕc/Tc = 1. The

dashed lines are the deviation of hhh coupling from the SM value, where ∆λTHDM
hhh ≡ λeff

hhh(THDM)−

λeff
hhh(SM).

sphaleron process should be sufficiently suppressed. The most reliable condition has been

obtained from the lattice simulation study [20]. It is expressed as

ϕc

Tc
=

2E

λTc

>∼ 1. (13)

For mh = 120 GeV, this condition can be satisfied when the masses of the heavy Higgs

bosons are above 200 GeV. We can see from Eq. (4) that the correction to the hhh coupling

can be large in such a parameter region. Although the high temperature expansion gives

a qualitative description of the phase transition, the approximation breaks down when the

masses of the heavy Higgs bosons become larger than the critical temperature. We there-

fore evaluate the effective potential numerically and search the parameter space where the

condition (13) is satisfied.

In Fig. 1, we show the parameter region where the necessary condition of the electroweak

baryogenesis in Eq. (13) is satisfied in the mΦ-M plane. We take sin(α−β) = −1, tan β = 1

and mh = 120 GeV. For the heavy Higgs boson mass, we assume mH = mA = mH±(≡ mΦ)

to avoid the constraint on the ρ parameter from the LEP precision data [21]. In the numer-

ical evaluation, we take into account the ring summation for the contribution of the Higgs

bosons to the effective potential at finite temperature [18, 22]. For fixed values of mΦ and

M , we calculate the effective potential (6) varying the temperature T and determine the

6

λ=1

λ=2

Extra Higgs bosons as H,A H±

λ=O(1) is required

Testable@Collider exp.

Extra boson loop can 

enhance φc/Tc

The boson mass should be dominated by Higgs VEV

Heavy mass (strong coupling with Higgs) is preferable 



EWPT in the MSSM

~

0  For larger MTR, the effect is smaller

Light stop is necessary

Carena et al.,PLB380,81;…

where the maximal contribution case is considered;

Even with such a maximal case, it’s not easy to get φc/Tc>1
Carena et al.,NPB812,243; Funakubo,Senaha,PRD79,115024

Lighter stop loop can contribute

MSSM should be also modified at TeV scale for EWBG

No new coloured particles at LHC

mh=125GeV

large top Yukawa coupling

enhance



RGE analysis in 4HDM+:�

�����O2                  /cutoff 
    2.5            2 TeV 
    2.0          10 TeV 
    1.5        100 TeV 

 
 

W = O�  Hu Hu’:���O�  Hd Hd’:� 

S.K., T. Shindou, K. Yagyu, 2010 

SUSY Example for EWPT
S.Kanemura, E. Senaha, T.S, PLB706,40 

In SUSY model with 4 Higgs doublets and 2 charged singlets,
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FIG. 3: vC and TC vs. λ2 with Xt/M̃q̃ = 0.6. The other
input parameters are the same as in the Fig. 2. The sphaleron
decoupling condition (21) can be satisfied for λ2 >

∼
1.6.
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FIG. 4: vC and TC vs. λ2 with Xt/M̃q̃ = 2.0. The other
input parameters are the same as in the Fig. 2. The sphaleron
decoupling condition (21) can be satisfied for λ2 >

∼
1.8.

• According to a study of the sphaleron decoupling
condition in the MSSM, it is found that ζ ≃ 1.4 [13]
which is 40% stronger than one we impose in our
analysis. The similar value may be obtained in this
model as well. It should be emphasized, however,
that even if we take ζ = 1.4 for the sphaleron de-
coupling condition, a feasible region exists for the
relatively large λ2, for example, λ2 >∼ 2.2 even in
the heavy h case. The cutoff scale Λ is rather low in
this case but still it is around the multi-TeV scale.

• In this model, the light stop scenario is one of the
options for the successful electroweak baryogenesis.
Same as the scenario in the MSSM, the strength
of the first order EWPT can get enhanced if the
(almost) right-handed stop is lighter than the top
quark, enlarging the possible region.

• Similar to the usual MSSM baryogenesis scenario,
the charginos and/or the neutralinos can play an
essential role in generating the CP violating sources
as needed for the bias of the chiral charge densities
around the Higgs bubble walls. In addition to this,
the Z2 odd charginos χ̃′±

1,2 may also do the job for
the successful baryogenesis.

• Since A1,2 and λ1,2µΩ are small in our parameter
choices, the charge breaking does not occur at the
tree level. In addition, the Z2 symmetry is not
broken spontaneously at the tree level, because m̄2

3,
m̄2

4 and B′µ′ we take here satisfy Eq. (7). The
potential analysis beyond the tree level is out of
scope in this Letter. It will be our future task.

• If the Z2 symmetry is exact and unbroken after
the electroweak symmetry breaking, the lightest
Z2 odd particle in our model can be a candidate
of cold dark matter if it is electrically neutral, in
addition to the lightest supersymmetric particle. If
one of the extra neutral scalar bosons is the lightest
Z2 field, its phenomenological property and exper-
imental constraints would be similar to those for
the supersymmetric extension of the inert doublet
model [30]. A neutralino from the extra doublets
may also be a candidate for dark matter.

• Finally, we comment on the phenomenological pre-
dictions of this model. First of all, the nonde-
coupling effect of the extra Z2 odd charged scalar
bosons on the finite temperature effective potential
is an essentially important feature of our scenario
in order to realize strong first order phase tran-
sition. The same physics affects the triple Higgs
boson coupling with a large deviation from the SM
(MSSM) prediction as discussed in Ref. [8], Such
deviation in the triple Higgs boson coupling can be
15-70 % [9, 19], and we expect that they can be
measured at the future linear collider such as the
ILC or the CLIC. Second, in our model, in order to
realize the nondecoupling effect large, the invariant
parameters µ′ and µΩ are taken to be small. Conse-
quently, the masses of extra charginos are relatively
as light as 100-300 GeV.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have discussed the one-loop effect of new charged
scalar bosons on the Higgs potential at finite tempera-
tures in the supersymmetric standard model with four
Higgs doublet chiral superfields as well as a pair of
charged singlet chiral superfields. We have found that
the nondecoupling loop effects of additional charged
scalar bosons can make first order EWPT strong enough
to realize successful electroweak baryogenesis. We,
therefore, conclude that this model can be a new good
candidate for a successful model where the baryon

cutoff for λ=2

Landau pole appears at the scale 
much lower than the Planck scale

Kanemura, T.S, Yagyu, 2010

More 
Funda
mental 
Theory 
will be 
Here



Tiny neutrino mass
The Majorana neutrino case

cij
M

(¯̀cLi · �)(`Lj · �)

(m⌫)ij ⌫̄
c
i ⌫̄j

For tiny neutrino mass,
Large M 
or

Small c

is necessary

Seesaw model (SM+RN)
Heavy RN mass M gives strong suppression

& m⌫ ⇠ 0.1 eV

Loop induced case
n-loop contribution: cij = O

✓
f2n

(16⇡2)n

◆

cij ⇠ 0.012 M ⇠ 1010 GeV

f ⇠ 0.01 M ⇠ 1 TeV& & n = 2 m⌫ ⇠ 0.1 eV



Concrete examples

νL νLeL eR

H−

⟨φ⟩

⟨φ⟩

ω−

νL νL

⟨φ⟩ ⟨φ⟩

ω− ω−

κ−−

eLeReReL

New scalars are introduced

A.Zee, PLB93, 389; PLB161,141 A. Zee, NPB264,99; K.S. Babu, PLB203,132

In these models, coupling violates the lepton number



Radiative Seesaw

inert doublet

To avoid tree level contribution

L.M.Krauss,S.Nasri,M.Trodden, PRD67,085002

E. Ma, PRD73,077301

Can such extra scalars enhance the 1st order EWPT?

Model with RHN  provides DM candidate
Z2-odd

New scalars are introduced in this class of models
Lightest Z2-odd neutral particle can be a DM



AKS model
Aoki-Kanemura-Seto model

 (2HD+Z2-odd charged and neutral singlet+Z2-odd RHN)

Lighter one can be a DM

neutrino mass

Aoki, Kanemura, Seto, PRL102, 051805

extra boson loop

As a phenomenological model, this is quite interesting
But ...

Large couplings Landau pole at low energy scale
The fundamental picture is different from GUT over grand desert

strong 1st order EWPT

Three problems are 
solved at TeV scale

Many extra scalars What is the origin of them?

�R�R

H�H�



Fundamental Theory?
What is the fundamental theory of such a model? 

Large coupling constant → Landau pole (cutoff) 

What is the origin of strong Higgs force? 

Where extra (non-matter) scalar fields come from ?

Λcutoff

Higgs 
coupling

new gauge 
coupling

Our expectation:

μ We have a nice candidate!

SUSY SU(2)H model



SU(2)H model



SUSY SU(2)H model

SUSY SU(2)H⨉SU(2)L⨉U(1)Y

Below the confinement scale ΛH, 
the effective theory is described 
by Hij~TiTj

S.Kanemura, T.S, and T. Yamada, PRD86,055023

Nf=Nc+1⇒confinementSUSY SU(Nc) :
Let us consider the simplest case (Nc=2&Nf=3)

(The effective theory is “minimal”)

See e.g. Intriligator, Seiberg, 
hep-th/9509006

It’s asymptotic free!

It’s the same setup as the minimal SUSY fat Higgs, where only Hu, Hd, and N are made light
R Harnik, et al., PRD70, 015002

5

nMSSM-like



Higgs sector of the effective theory
MSSM-like Higgs doublets

(Naive dimensional analysis)
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1st order EWPT
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Benchmark:

(Scanned)

m0=50GeV

can be satisfied!!

mh=126GeV

S.Kanemura,E. Senaha, T.S, T.Yamada,JHEP1305,066
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1st order EWPT
S.Kanemura,E. Senaha, T.S, T.Yamada,JHEP1305,066
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RHN is introduced
S.Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S, T.Yamada,PRD89,013005

In the low energy effective theory,

We will introduce a Z2 symmetry (unbroken)

Then Z2-odd RH 
neutrino is 

introduced as 
SU(2)H singlet field

nMSSM-like



Fields in radiative seesaw model

e.g. Aoki-Kanemura-Seto model

 (2HD+Z2-odd charged and neutral singlet+Z2-odd RHN)

Lighter one can be a DM

neutrino mass

Aoki, Kanemura, Seto, PRL102, 051805

In SUSY version, 
Hu, Hd (MSSM-like Higgs)
Ω+, Ω-

ζ
φu, φd

Nc (RHN)
Many new 
fields are 
required

SU(2)H model automatically 
provides all the fields in the 

Higgs sector!!

Electroweak baryogenesis also can work

S.Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S, T.Yamada,PRD89,013005



Neutrino Mass Generation

νi νj

Hd Hd

νRk νRk(hN)ik (hN)jk

Mk

Hu Hu

ζ ζ

B2
ζ

eRi
eRj

Ω− Ω− νi νj

H̃d H̃d

νRk νRk(hN)ik (hN)jk

Mk

Hu Hu

ζ ζ

ẽRi
ẽRjΩ̃− Ω̃−

Ω̃+ Ω̃+

Φd Φd
B2

ζ

νi νj

Φu Φu

νRk νRk(yN)ik (yN)jk

Mk

Hu Hu

ζ, η∗ ζ, η∗

B2
ζ , B

2∗
η ,m2∗

ζη1-loop
driven by yN

It corresponds to SUSY Ma model

3-loop

They correspond to SUSY AKS model

driven by hN

S.Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S, T.Yamada,PRD89,013005, 
S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178



Neutrino Mass Generation

1-loop contribution

3-loop contribution

m2
2 �m2

1

m2
3 �m2

2

There are two different types of contributions

Even if there is only one RHN, 

two mass differences are reproduced!

S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178

For example,

(solar)

(atmospheric)

Dangerous LFV can be avoided by this choice 



Dark Matter
Lightest Z2-odd

Lightest Rp-odd
can be DM

In general, there are three DM candidates

(Rp,Z2)=(+,-),(-,-),(-,+)

For example, (+,-): Right-Handed Neutrino

(-, -): Right-Handed Sneutrino

(-,+): MSSM neutralino

If only RHN and RHsN can be DMm�̃0 > m⌫ +m⌫̃ ,

⌫ + ⌫ ! SM+ SM ⌫̃ + ⌫̃ ! SM+ SM ⌫̃ + ⌫̃ $ ⌫ + ⌫

conversion process
As for the DM, multi-component DM scenario is realized 



m⌫̃ = m⌫ + 2GeV

m⌫ = 63GeV

m⌫̃ = 65GeV

It’s a kind of extended Higgs portal DM

S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178
Dark Matter



Benchmark Scenario
Table 3: The input parameters for the benchmark scenario. In the list, m̄2

φi
= m2

φi
+ |µi|2 are taken as input

parameters, where µi = µΦ for φi = Φu,Φd, and µi = µΩ for φi = Ω+,Ω−, ζ, η.

λ, tan β, and µ-terms

λ = 1.8 (ΛH = 5 TeV) tan β = 15 µ = 250 GeV µΦ = 550 GeV µΩ = −550 GeV

Z2-even Higgs sector

mh = 126 GeV mH± = 990 GeV m2
N = (1050 GeV)2 AN = 2900 GeV

Z2-odd Higgs sector

m̄2
Φu

= m̄2
Ω− = (175 GeV)2 m̄2

Φd
= m̄2

Ω+
= m̄2

ζ = (1500 GeV)2 m̄2
η = (2000 GeV)2

BΦ = BΩ = Aζ = Aη = AΩ+ = AΩ− = m2
ζη = 0 B2

ζ = (1400 GeV)2 B2
η = (700 GeV)2

RH neutrino and RH sneutrino sector

mνR = 63 GeV mν̃R = 65 GeV κ = 0.9

yN = (3.28i, 6.70i, 1.72i)× 10−6 hN = (0, 0.227, 0.0204)

Other SUSY SM parameters

mW̃ = 500 GeV mq̃ = mℓ̃ = 5 TeV

the scalar component of η and the charged scalar component of Φu. However, for the latter
case, the LFV constraint is too severe to avoid the present upper bound on B(µ → eγ) if
only one RH neutrino is introduced. In the benchmark scenario, we take the first possibility.
Therefore, the 1stOPT is enhanced as ϕc/Tc = 1.3 by the non-decoupling loop contributions
of the two charged scalar particles Φ−

1 and Φ−
2 , whose main components come from the

scalar components of (Φ+
u )

∗ and Ω−, respectively. In this case, the masses of these scalar
particles are mainly determined by the vev contributions instead of their soft breaking mass
parameters.

The non-decoupling effects of the loop contributions by Φ±
1 and Φ±

2 simultaneously affect
the predictions on both the branching ratio of h → γγ process and the triple Higgs boson
coupling constant λhhh[9]. One can find the minus 20% deviation on B(h → γγ) from the
SM prediction. At the present, the LHC data with

√
s = 7 TeV and

√
s = 8 TeV have

determined the B(h → γγ) with 50% accuracy[34], and the accuracy will be improved to
10% at the HL-LHC with the luminosity of 3000fb−1[31]. Therefore the model can be tested
by measuring the branching ratio of h → γγ at the HL-LHC. As for the λhhh, the plus 20%
deviation from the SM prediction is predicted, and it is testable at the ILC with

√
s = 1 TeV

with the luminosity of 2.5 ab−1 where the λhhh is measured with 13% accuracy[32].
Two finite mass eigenvalues can be obtained with only one RH neutrino. In the bench-

mark scenario, the solar neutrino mass difference is mainly induced by the one-loop contri-
bution shown in Fig. 1-(I), and the atmospheric neutrino mass difference is dominated by
the three-loop contributions shown in Fig. 1-(II). As shown in Table 4, the predicted mass

10

S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178

Table 4: Predictions of the benchmark points given in Table 3.

Non-decoupling effects

ϕc/Tc = 1.3 λhhh/λhhh|SM = 1.2 B(h → γγ)/B(h → γγ)|SM = 0.78

Neutrino masses and the mixing angles

(m1,m2,m3) = (0, 0.0084 eV, 0.0050 eV) sin2 θ12 = 0.32 sin2 θ23 = 0.50 | sin θ13| = 0.14

LFV processes

B(µ → eγ) = 3.6× 10−13 B(µ → eee) = 5.6× 10−16

Relic abundance of the DM

ΩνRh
2 = 0.055 Ων̃Rh

2 = 0.065 ΩDMh2 = ΩνRh
2 + Ων̃Rh

2 = 0.12

Spin-independent DM-proton scattering cross sections

σSI
νR

= 3.1× 10−46 cm2 σSI
ν̃R

= 7.7× 10−47 cm2 σSI
DM = 1.1× 10−46 cm2

eigenvalues and the mixing angles are consistent with their allowed region which is obtained
from the global fitting analysis of the neutrino oscillation data as[35]

2.28× 10−3 eV2 < |m2
3 −m2

1| < 2.70× 10−3 eV2 ,

7.0× 10−5 eV2 < m2
2 −m2

1 < 8.1× 10−5eV2,

0.27 < sin2 θ12 < 0.34 , 0.34 < sin2 θ23 < 0.67 , 0.016 < sin2 θ13 < 0.030 . (11)

The light neutrino mass pattern in our benchmark is the normal hierarchy (m1 < m2 < m3).
It is difficult to reproduce the inverted hierarchical pattern (m3 < m1 < m2) with satisfying
the LFV constraint when only one RH neutrino is introduced.

The experimental upper bound on the branching ratio B(µ → eγ) gives a severe con-
straint on the parameter space. In the benchmark scenario, though the contribution to the
µ → eγ process is suppressed to some extent by taking h1

N = 0, the predicted value of the
branching ratio of µ → eγ as B(µ → eγ) = 3.6× 10−13 is just below the present upper limit
such as B(µ → eγ) ≃ 5.7 × 10−13, which is given by the MEG experiment[28]. The box
diagram contribution to µ → eee in the benchmark scenario is negligible compared to the
penguin and dipole contributions because of h1

N = 0. Therefore, the predicted branching
ratio of µ → eee easily satisfies the experimental upper limit such as B(µ → eee) ≃ 10−12[36].

There are three DM candidates in our model; i.e., the lightest particles with the parity
assignments of (+,−), (−,+), and (−,−) for the (Z2-parity, R-parity). In our benchmark
scenario, the lightest (+,−), (−,+), and (−,−) particles are identical to the lightest Z2-even
neutralino, the RH neutrino and the RH sneutrino, respectively. One may consider another
possibility for the lightest (−,+) and (+,−) particles such as Φ1 and Φ̃1. However, different
from the RH neutrino and RH sneutrino, the other Z2-odd particle have gauge interactions

11

EWPT
Neutrino mass&mixing

LFV
Relic abundance of DM
Direct detection of DM

10



New constraint from LUX
LUX, Phys.Rev.Lett. 118 (2017), 021303

7 GeV c−2, with a fourfold improvement in sensitivity for
all masses above 80 GeV c−2.
In addition to the exclusion limit from WS2014–16 data

alone, we also perform an analysis which combines the
WS2014–16 data with those of WS2013. This combined
analysis is done by joining the event-level data sets
themselves, and not by combining exclusion curves.
This is an important point, because the published
WS2013 exclusion curve in [9] (also shown in Fig. 3) is
power constrained, due to a significant downward fluc-
tuation in the background in that data set. Therefore, the
combined sensitivity is better than what might naively be
expected by considering the published exclusion curves
alone. The data sets are combined by treating WS2013 as a
17th exposure segment. Since each exposure segment is
given its own response, signal, and background models,
this method simplifies the combination of the two data sets
which have important differences. First, WS2013 data and
models use two spatial coordinates while WS2014–16 uses
three. Second, the spatial coordinates of WS2013 are
corrected for nonvertical electron drifts, which is not done
in WS2014–16 models and data. Third, the WS2013
background model includes a component from 127Xe,
which had decayed away by the start of WS2014–16.

Response, signal, and background models for this WS2013
exposure segment are carried over unchanged from [9].
Nuisance parameters described in Table I are treated as
independent between WS2013 and WS2014–16, with the
exception of the Lindhard k parameter. We conservatively
apply a power constraint [50] at the −1σ extent of the
projected sensitivity in order to avoid excluding cross
sections for which the sensitivity is unreasonably enhanced
through chance background fluctuation. The combined
90% C.L. upper limit is shown as the thick black curve
in Fig. 3 labeled “LUX WS2013þWS2014–16”. This
combined exclusion limit reaches a minimum of 1.1 ×
10−46 cm2 at 50 GeV c−2, corresponding to an expected
3.2 signal events. This significant advance has newly tested
some of the most favored WIMP parameter space, includ-
ing models consistent with the SUSY CMSSM as plotted
in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 3. Upper limits on the spin-independent elastic WIMP-
nucleon cross section at 90% C.L. The solid gray curves show the
exclusion curves from LUX WS2013 (95 live days) [9] and LUX
WS2014–16 (332 live days, this work). These two data sets are
combined to give the full LUX exclusion curve in solid black
(“LUX WS2013þWS2014–16”). The 1– and 2 − σ ranges of
background-only trials for this combined result are shown in
green and yellow, respectively; the combined LUX WS2013þ
WS2014–16 limit curve is power constrained at the −1σ level.
Also shown are limits from XENON100 [45] (red), DarkSide-50
[46] (orange), and PandaX-II [47] (purple). The expected
spectrum of coherent neutrino-nucleus scattering by 8B solar
neutrinos can be fit by a WIMP model as in [48], plotted here as a
black dot. Parameters favored by SUSY CMSSM [49] before this
result are indicated as dark and light gray (1− and 2 − σ) filled
regions.

PRL 118, 021303 (2017) P HY S I CA L R EV I EW LE T T ER S week ending
13 JANUARY 2017

021303-7

Oct. 2016



Comments on collider 
phenomenology



Spectrum at Benchmark point

126GeV

721GeV

517GeV
548GeV

76GeV

1413GeV

438GeV

422GeV

990GeV

240GeV
168GeV

330GeV

721GeV

429GeV 429GeV

2143GeV

1526GeV 1479GeV

344GeV

1531GeV

1410GeV

1TeV

500GeV

250GeV

750GeV

R - even
Z2- even

R - odd
Z2- even

R - even
Z2- odd

R – odd
Z2- odd

63GeV 65GeV

,

,

S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178



Spectrum at Benchmark point

126GeV

721GeV

517GeV
548GeV

76GeV

1413GeV

438GeV

422GeV

990GeV

240GeV
168GeV

330GeV

721GeV

429GeV 429GeV

2143GeV

1526GeV 1479GeV

344GeV

1531GeV

1410GeV

1TeV

500GeV

250GeV

750GeV

R - even
Z2- even

R - odd
Z2- even

R - even
Z2- odd

R – odd
Z2- odd

63GeV 65GeV

,

,

S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178

The Z2-even sector is similar to 
the nMSSM which can be 
distinguished from MSSM by the 
spectrum of extra Higgs bosons. 

e.g. mass splitting between H+ 

and H/A is caused by the large 
mixing between doublet fields 
and a singlet field.


Required for satisfying the DM 
abundance in our scenario



Finger printing

Table 5: The deviations in the coupling constants from the SM predictions in the benchmark scenario.

κW κZ κu κd κℓ κγ λhhh/λSM
hhh

0.990 0.990 0.990 0.978 0.978 0.88 1.2

the Planck mass. In the thermal averaged cross sections ⟨σv⟩, the cross sections σν , σν̃ , σνν̃ ,
and σν̃ν are relevant to the processes such as νRνR → XX (X denotes a generic SM fermion
particles.), ν̃Rν̃R → XX, νRνR → ν̃Rν̃R and ν̃Rν̃R → νRνR, respectively. In this benchmark
scenario, σνν̃ is kinematically suppressed. The relic densities of the RH neutrino and the
RH sneutrino are evaluated from the frozen out values of Y and Ỹ as

ΩνRh
2 = 2.74× 108

( mνR

1GeV

)
Y , Ων̃Rh

2 = 2.74× 108
( mν̃R

1GeV

)
Ỹ . (14)

The numerical behaviour of the thermal relic abundance of the RH neutrino and the RH
sneutrino in the benchmark scenario is shown in Fig. 5-(b).

6. Discussion

For electroweak baryogenesis, we have focused on the strong 1stOPT which is one of the
necessary conditions for successful baryogenesis. Towards a complete analysis of generation
of the BAU, the CP violating phases should also be taken into account. Since it is known
that the CP violation in the SM is not enough for the successful baryogenesis[39], new CP
violating source is required to be introduced. In the SUSY model, several new CP violating
phases can be introduced, some of which can contribute to the baryogenesis[40]. With such
CP phases, the BAU in the electroweak baryogenesis scenario is numerically evaluated in the
MSSM[41]. In our model, by introducing CP phase to the model in the similar way to the
case of the MSSM, we expect to reproduce the measured amount of the BAU, if the 1stOPT
is strong enough. However, it should be carefully checked if introducing such a CP phase
does not conflict with the experimental constraints as the bounds on the neutron electric
dipole moment and so on[41]. The complete analysis for getting the BAU in our model will
be performed elsewhere.

Let us discuss the testability of our model. In the benchmark scenario, Z2-odd scalars H1

and A1 are rather light as mH1 = 438 GeV and mA1 = 422 GeV. Such masses for tan β = 15
can be easily searched at the LHC with

√
s = 14 TeV[42]. When they are discovered, they

may look like the heavy Higgs and the CP-odd Higgs in the MSSM or the two Higgs doublet
model. On the other hand, the Z2-even charged Higgs is not degenerate to the H1 and A1 in
the benchmark scenario as mH± = 990 GeV. This mass spectrum is quite different from the
MSSM in which it is known a mass relation is satisfied m2

H± = m2
A + m2

W for the charged
Higgs mass mH± and the CP-odd Higgs mass mA. Therefore our model can be distinguished
from the MSSM. In addition, their property will be precisely measured at the ILC with√
s = 1 TeV. Both H1 and A1 in the benchmark scenario are mixture of the doublet and the

15

In our model, the Higgs couplings are affected 

By precise measurement of the Higgs couplings,

one can distinguish our scenario from nMSSM

S. Kanemura, N. Machida, T.S., PLB738, 178

They are significantly affected by the 
loop of Z2 odd particles
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Rich phenomenology!!

Inert doublet search at ILC 
can provide a strong hint on  
the Z2 odd sector.

e.g. 


Inert charged-singlet search 
is also useful to explore the 
Z2-odd sector


e+e� � H �A� � ZH �H �

e+e� � H+�H�� � W+W�H �H �

e+e� � �+�� � �+�� + missing



Exploring the Z2 odd sector
Our model is characterized by the Z2 odd sector

Z2-odd particle search is important

Light inert doublet

Singlet-like charged particle Ω+

Mass determination can be done with a few GeV accuracy
M. Aoki, S. Kanemura and H. Yokoya, PLB725,302.

@ILC

Strong evidence of the model
Aoki&Kanemura&Seto, PRD80,033007; Aoki&Kanemura, PLB689,28.

colorless ILC
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Summary
We have considered a set of solutions to three 
problems in SM, Electroweak Baryogengesis (1st 
order EWPT), Radiative neutrino mass, and Dark 
Matter


We succeeded to provide a candidate of fundamental 
theory of such models: SUSY SU(2)H with RHN


The fundamental picture is quite different from the 
GUT over the grand desert

www.tottori-guide.jp

We should look for a new benchmark point…



Not yet considered
New benchmark point which satisfies a DD of DM.


Baryogenesis: We here considered only EWPT


CP phases


Mediation mechanism of SUSY breaking


GUT?


Can this model be embedded into some kind of GUT?


Another concrete models?


e.g. How about SU(3)H instead of SU(2)H or a non-SUSY model


Origin of the Yukawa couplings? 

EDM constraints
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Top Yukawa coupling
Murayama hep-ph/0307293; Harnik et al.,PRD70,015002

the supersymmetric vector-like mass of the extra doublets. At
the scale m! the conformal symmetry is broken and T7,8 may
be integrated out. Below this scale the theory confines and is
effectively the three flavor model discussed in the previous
section. We therefore identify the strong coupling scale !H
with m!. The renormalization group evolution of the cou-
plings is schematically shown in Fig. 1.
In addition to determining the scale !H , the conformal

dynamics generate large anomalous dimensions which have
the effect of enhancing the couplings of the T fields, and
therefore also the couplings of the composite Higgs fields.
The structure of the superconformal algebra determines the
anomalous dimensions exactly in terms of the anomaly-free
R charges. Running from the strong scale !4 down to the
scale of conformal breaking !H , the wave function of the
T’s is suppressed as

Z"! !H

!4
" #*

$20%

where #*!1/2 is the anomalous dimension. Once the fields
are canonically normalized this leads to an enhancement of
their couplings. For example, the effective mass m! gets en-
hanced by a factor of

! !4

!H
" 1/2. $21%

In the low energy theory, any operator that involves one
Higgs field, such as the top Yukawa, will be enhanced by a
similar factor. Because the superconformal dynamics is
likely to be upset by other strong couplings, the largest en-
hancement factor we consider is 4& .
The next task is to determine how m of the right size can

be generated. First, it is assumed that the heavier vector-like
mass m! is unrelated to supersymmetry breaking and there-
fore arbitrary. The scale for m! is presumably set by other
flavor symmetries, akin to the right-handed neutrino mass
which is protected by lepton number. However, the symme-

tries may conspire to forbid a vector-like mass m for the third
flavor, analogous to the left-handed neutrino mass in the neu-
trino mass matrix. For example, consider a simple U(1) fla-
vor symmetry of charge "1 (#1) for the third $fourth% fla-
vor. The symmetry is broken by an order parameter of charge
"2. Then m! is allowed in the superpotential while m is not.
Nevertheless, mixing between the third and fourth flavors is
allowed by the symmetries and originates from the super-
symmetry breaking due to the Giudice-Masiero mechanism.
Therefore, the form of the mass matrix for these flavors be-
comes

! 0 mSUSY

mSUSY m!
" . $22%

The light eigenvalue is given by m!mSUSY
2 /m!. After the

conformal dynamics enhances both m and m!, we naturally
obtain mm!"(4&mSUSY)2 as desired.

V. FERMION MASSES

In order to incorporate fermion masses, we follow '9( by
adding four additional chiral multiplets that are singlets un-
der SU(2)H but have the same quantum numbers as the
Higgs doublets Hu and Hd in the MSSM,

)u ,)̄d! 1,2," 1
2 " , )d ,)̄u! 1,2,# 1

2 " . $23%

They have the superpotential

Wf!M f$)u)̄u")̄d)d%")̄d$TT4%")̄u$TT3%

"hu
i jQiu j)u"hd

i jQid j)d"he
i jLie j)d , $24%

where M f is the mass of ) and )̄ . The only flavor-violating
couplings are the Yukawa couplings hu

i j , hd
i j , he

i j . We as-
sume M f"m!"!H , possibly due to the same flavor sym-
metries that control the size of m!.
Between !4 and !H#m! the superconformal dynamics

enhances the Yukawa couplings by (!4 /!H)1/2"4& , as de-
scribed in the previous section. After the )’s are integrated
out, the effective dimension-5 superpotential is

Wf!
4&

M f
'hu

i jQiu j$TT3%"hd
i jQid j$TT4%"he

i jLie j$TT4%( .

$25%

Below the compositeness scale !H , NDA specifies the re-
placement (TT3)→!HHu/4& , (TT4)→!HHd/4& . Using
M f"!H , the superpotential becomes

Wf!hu
i jQiu jHu"hd

i jQid jHd"he
i jLie jHd . $26%

One may wonder if the Yukawa couplings are suppressed
in the low-energy theory due to the wave function renormal-
ization of the Higgs fields due to the strong coupling * .
Again using the one-loop renormalization group equation for
simplicity, we find

FIG. 1. The renormalization of the couplings in our fat Higgs
model. The model becomes strong and nearly conformal at the scale
!4, where +H nears 4& . The conformal invariance is broken by the
mass of the extra doublet, m!, which makes the theory confine at
!H"m!. Below this scale the effective theory description becomes
one of meson composites with a coupling * that quickly renormal-
izes down to O(1). When 4&v0$!H the mesons condense at weak
coupling and the theory is calculable.

MINIMAL SUPERSYMMETRIC FAT HIGGS MODEL PHYSICAL REVIEW D 70, 015002 $2004%

015002-5

Introducing two extra doublets W = m0T 7T 8

The theory is in the superconformal window.



Top Yukawa coupling
Murayama hep-ph/0307293; Harnik et al.,PRD70,015002

Introducing several new fields

Q,L,u,d,e: Matter fields in the SM

Below ΛH

for Mf~ΛH

conformal 
enhancement

'u,d, '̄u,d :integrated out



Sensitivity for finger printing
Higgs WG report on snowmass 2013, arXiv:1310.8361
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Table 1-20. Expected precisions on the Higgs couplings and total width from a constrained 7-parameter fit assuming no non-SM
production or decay modes. The fit assumes generation universality (u ⌘ t = c, d ⌘ b = s, and ` ⌘ ⌧ = µ). The ranges
shown for LHC and HL-LHC represent the conservative and optimistic scenarios for systematic and theory uncertainties. ILC numbers
assume (e�, e+) polarizations of (�0.8, 0.3) at 250 and 500 GeV and (�0.8, 0.2) at 1000 GeV, plus a 0.5% theory uncertainty. CLIC numbers
assume polarizations of (�0.8, 0) for energies above 1 TeV. TLEP numbers assume unpolarized beams.

Facility LHC HL-LHC ILC500 ILC500-up ILC1000 ILC1000-up CLIC TLEP (4 IPs)p
s (GeV) 14,000 14,000 250/500 250/500 250/500/1000 250/500/1000 350/1400/3000 240/350

R Ldt (fb�1) 300/expt 3000/expt 250+500 1150+1600 250+500+1000 1150+1600+2500 500+1500+2000 10,000+2600

� 5� 7% 2� 5% 8.3% 4.4% 3.8% 2.3% �/5.5/<5.5% 1.45%

g 6� 8% 3� 5% 2.0% 1.1% 1.1% 0.67% 3.6/0.79/0.56% 0.79%

W 4� 6% 2� 5% 0.39% 0.21% 0.21% 0.2% 1.5/0.15/0.11% 0.10%

Z 4� 6% 2� 4% 0.49% 0.24% 0.50% 0.3% 0.49/0.33/0.24% 0.05%

` 6� 8% 2� 5% 1.9% 0.98% 1.3% 0.72% 3.5/1.4/<1.3% 0.51%

d = b 10� 13% 4� 7% 0.93% 0.60% 0.51% 0.4% 1.7/0.32/0.19% 0.39%

u = t 14� 15% 7� 10% 2.5% 1.3% 1.3% 0.9% 3.1/1.0/0.7% 0.69%
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Light inert doublet @ ILC
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FIG. 1. Distributions of dilepton (dijet) energy in dilepton (dijet) plus missing energy event at the

ILC with
√
s = 250 GeV and Lint = 250 fb−1 (top), and with

√
s = 500 GeV and Lint = 500 fb−1

(bottom).

Emax
ℓℓ(jj) should be a good observable to be measured precisely. It becomes 24 GeV even for

the cases with small mass splitting (I, III), and 80 GeV for the case (II) at
√
s = 250 GeV.

On the other hand, Emin
ℓℓ(jj) measurement may be difficult since the distribution is gradual

around the minimum, and Emin
ℓℓ(jj) is too small for the cases (I, III) [Emin

ℓℓ(jj) = 2.4 GeV at
√
s = 250 GeV].

In the bottom left (right) panel in Fig. 1, we show the Eℓℓ(jj) distributions for the pa-

rameter set (IV) with
√
s = 500 GeV and Lint = 500 fb−1. To reduce SM background

contributions, kinematical cuts are applied; θacol > 80◦ where the acollinearity angle θacol

is defined as the supplement of the opening angle of the dilepton (dijet); |Mℓℓ(jj) −mZ | <

10 GeV; pℓℓ(jj)T < 180 GeV; | cos θℓℓ| < 0.6 for the dilepton case, or | cos θjj | < 0.4 and

|Mrec−mZ | > 10 GeV for the dijet case, where Mrec is the recoil mass defined as the invari-

ant mass of the missing 4-momenta. In the case with the on-shell Z-boson, information of
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FIG. 4. Determinations of mH± and mH by the four observables are illustrated in the left [right]

panel for the cases (I, II) [(III, IV)] at
√
s = 250 GeV [500 GeV]. Each observable is assumed to

be measured in ±2 GeV accuracy.

Mcut bymW , Mpeak
rec in Eq. (12) andMpeak

vis in Eq. (13) are utilized for the mass determination.

In the right panel of Fig. 4, the four bands are plotted on the mH±-mH plane by assuming

that the four observables are measured in ±2 GeV accuracy. It turns out that the constraints

from measurements of Mpeak
vis and Mpeak

rec are more stringent than those from the Emax/min
had

measurements, if these quantities are measured in an equal accuracy. It is expected that peak

positions can be precisely determined more than endpoints of distributions in the presence

of the resolution of energy measurements and the remaining background contributions. By

combining the four measurements with the uncertainty of ±2 GeV, mH± and mH can be

determined in ±1 GeV accuracy.

Next, the determination of mA can be achieved by combining the observables in the

process e+e− → HA. For the cases with the off-shell Z-boson (I, II, III), Emax
ℓℓ(jj) in Eq. (5)

and Mmax
ℓℓ(jj) in Eq. (7) measurements can be utilized. However, at

√
s = 250 GeV and

√
s = 500 GeV, since the two constraints are very similar, these masses cannot be determined

at one point. In that case, one needs the value of mH fixed in the process e+e− → H+H− as

an input to determine mA. While for the case with the on-shell Z-boson (IV), measurements

of Emax/min
ℓℓ(jj) in Eq. (6) can be utilized. In that case, the expected accuracy of the mass

determination is ±3 GeV for the measurement of the observables in ±2 GeV accuracy.
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FIG. 3. Distributions of Mrec in the all-hadronic decay mode at
√
s = 250 GeV with Lint =

250 fb−1 (left), and Mrec and Mvis distributions in the all-hadronic mode at
√
s = 500 GeV with

Lint = 500 fb−1 (middle and right).

Lint = 500 fb−1 with a cut ofMrec > 150 GeV. Notice that the parameter set (II) corresponds

to the case where H± decays into off-shell W and H , and (IV) corresponds to the case where

H± decays into on-shell W and H . When the W -boson is on-shell, the signal distribution

is like a rectangle where the edges are given by Emax/min
had in Eq. (9), but with Mcut being

replaced by mW .

We note that the dijet system in the semi-leptonic decay mode may be replaced by

the dijet subsystem which satisfies Mjj ≃ mW in the all-hadronic decay mode where the

signature is four jets plus missing energy (see below).

Now, we turn to the all-hadronic decay mode, which results into the signature of four jets

plus large missing energy. Major SM background comes from the production of four partons

and two neutrinos. In the left panel of Fig. 3, Mrec distribution is plotted for the signal

process using the parameter set (II) at
√
s = 250 GeV with Lint = 250 fb−1. To reduce the

SM background, kinematical cuts of pmiss
T > 70 GeV, | cos θmiss| < 0.7 and Evis < 120 GeV

are applied, where θmiss is the polar angle of the missing 3-momenta and Evis is the sum

of the energy of all hadrons in one event. As a result, the SM background is sufficiently

reduced. The minimum of the Mrec distribution is at the twice of mH ,

Mmin
rec = 2mH . (11)

In the middle panel of Fig. 3, the same distributions are plotted but for the signal pro-

cesses using parameter sets (II) and (IV) at
√
s = 500 GeV with Lint = 500 fb−1. By the
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FIG. 2. Distributions of Ehad, Mhad in the semi-leptonic decay mode at
√
s = 250 GeV with

Lint = 250 fb−1 (left and middle) and that of Ehad at
√
s = 500 GeV with Lint = 500 fb−1 (right).

In the left and middle panels in Fig. 2, distributions of Ehad and Mhad in the semi-leptonic

decay mode are plotted by using the parameter set (II) at the ILC with
√
s = 250 GeV and

Lint = 250 fb−1 with a cut of Mrec > 180 GeV. The background contribution is negligible.

For the case with the off-shell W -boson, the endpoints of the all-jets (hadrons) energy

distribution are given by

Emax/min
had =

√
s

4

(

1−
m2

H

m2
H±

)

[

1±
√

1−
4m2

H±

s

]

. (8)

Here, we note that the invariant mass of all hadrons vanishes at the endpoints. Therefore,

the hadronic system would be actually observed as one jet near the endpoints. When we

apply a cut on the smallest of the dijet invariant-mass at Mcut, the endpoints of the energy

distribution would be replaced by

Emax/min
had = γH±Êhad ± γH±βH± p̂had, (9)

with γH± =
√
s/(2mH±), βH± = (1 − 4m2

H±/s)1/2, Êhad = (m2
H± − m2

H + M2
cut)/(2mH±)

and p̂had = mH±/2 · λ(1, m2
H/m

2
H±,M2

cut/m
2
H±). Thus, the mass information can be still

obtained. Furthermore, the maximum value of the invariant mass of all hadrons is just the

difference between mH± and mH ,

Mmax
had = mH± −mH . (10)

In the right panel in Fig. 2, the Ehad distribution in the semi-leptonic decay modes

are plotted by using the parameter sets (II) and (IV) at the ILC with
√
s = 500 GeV and
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FIG. 2. Distributions of Ehad, Mhad in the semi-leptonic decay mode at
√
s = 250 GeV with

Lint = 250 fb−1 (left and middle) and that of Ehad at
√
s = 500 GeV with Lint = 500 fb−1 (right).

In the left and middle panels in Fig. 2, distributions of Ehad and Mhad in the semi-leptonic

decay mode are plotted by using the parameter set (II) at the ILC with
√
s = 250 GeV and

Lint = 250 fb−1 with a cut of Mrec > 180 GeV. The background contribution is negligible.

For the case with the off-shell W -boson, the endpoints of the all-jets (hadrons) energy

distribution are given by

Emax/min
had =

√
s

4

(

1−
m2

H

m2
H±

)

[

1±
√

1−
4m2

H±

s

]

. (8)

Here, we note that the invariant mass of all hadrons vanishes at the endpoints. Therefore,

the hadronic system would be actually observed as one jet near the endpoints. When we

apply a cut on the smallest of the dijet invariant-mass at Mcut, the endpoints of the energy

distribution would be replaced by

Emax/min
had = γH±Êhad ± γH±βH± p̂had, (9)

with γH± =
√
s/(2mH±), βH± = (1 − 4m2

H±/s)1/2, Êhad = (m2
H± − m2

H + M2
cut)/(2mH±)

and p̂had = mH±/2 · λ(1, m2
H/m

2
H±,M2

cut/m
2
H±). Thus, the mass information can be still

obtained. Furthermore, the maximum value of the invariant mass of all hadrons is just the

difference between mH± and mH ,

Mmax
had = mH± −mH . (10)

In the right panel in Fig. 2, the Ehad distribution in the semi-leptonic decay modes

are plotted by using the parameter sets (II) and (IV) at the ILC with
√
s = 500 GeV and
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The masses can be precisely determined
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FIG. 4: left : The cross sections of the signal, e+e− → S+S− → τ+τ− (+ missing energy), in the

AKS model as a function of the collision energy
√
s. right : The differential cross section of the

signal for
√
s = 1 TeV as a function of the angle of the direction of the outgoing τ− and the beam

axis of incident electrons. In addition to the rate from the signal, those from backgrounds such as

τ+τ−, τ+τ−νν and H+H− are also shown.

Because h1,2
e ∼ O(1), the contribution from the t-channel Nα

R exchange diagrams to the

production cross section of S+S− dominate that from the Drell-Yan diagrams [14]. The

cross section is about 87 fb for mS± = 400 GeV at
√
s = 1 TeV. As the decay branching

ratio of S± → H±η0 is 100% and that of H± → τ±ν is also almost 100% because of the

Type-X THDM interaction for tan β = 10, the final state of the signal is τ+τ−ννη0η0 with

almost the same rate as the parent S+S− production. The main SM backgrounds are τ+τ−

and τ+τ−νν. The pair production of the doublet like charged Higgs boson H+H− can also

be the background. As the signal rate dominantly comes from the t-channel diagram, it

becomes larger for larger
√
s, while the main backgrounds except for ττνeνe are smaller

because they are dominantly s-channel processes (Fig. 4 (left)). At
√
s = 1 TeV, the rate of

the signal without cut is already large enough as compared to those of the backgrounds. It is

expected that making appropriate kinematic cuts will improve the signal background ratio

to a considerable extent. The
√
s scan will help us to confirm that the signal rate comes

from the t-channel diagrams. Fig.4 (right) shows the differential cross section of the signal

at
√
s = 1 TeV as a function of cos θτ− , where θτ− is the angle between the direction of the

outgoing τ− and the beam axis of incident electrons. The distribution of the background

from ττ is asymmetric, so that the angle cut for larger cos θτ− reduces the backgrounds.

14

Aoki&Kanemura, PLB689,28.

mS=400GeV

A signal can be seen at the ILC@1TeV
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FIG. 5: The cross sections of like-sign charged Higgs pair productions in the Zee-Babu model

(ω−ω−) and in the AKS model (S−S−) are shown as a function of the collision energy
√
s. The

parameters in the Zee-Babu and the AKS model are taken as in Eq. (11) and Eq. (13), respectively.

than 10−4 fb because the coupling constants ĥα
i are very small in the parameters in Eq. (12).

Allowing some fine tuning, ĥα
i may be at most 0.01 for heavier Nα

R. In any case, the cross

section of e−e− → ξ−ξ− is smaller than 10−3 fb. Hence, most of the successful scenarios in

the Ma model the process e−e− → ξ−ξ− is difficult to be seen. In the AKS model, the cross

section of e−e− → S−S− is large, and its value amounts to about 15 pb at
√
s = 1 TeV in

the scenario given in Eq. (13). Above the threshold, the magnitude of the cross sections are

not sensitive to
√
s, so that even if mS± would be at the TeV scale, we might be able to test

it at future multi-TeV linear colliders, such as the Compact Linear Collider [35]. Because

B(S± → η0H±) ≃ B(H± → τ±ν) ≃ 100 %, the signal should be τ−τ−ννηη with almost the

same rate as long as mS± < mNα
R
.

The background mainly comes from W−W−νeνe, and the cross section is about 2.3 fb (22

fb) for
√
s = 500 GeV (1 TeV). The branching ratio for the leptonic decay of W bosons is

30%, so that the rate of the final state ℓℓ′νννν is at most 2 fb or less. Therefore, the signal

in the AKS model and in the Zee-Babu model can be seen.

Apart from the TeV-scale radiative seesaw models, there are many models with lepton

number violating interactions or right-handed Majorana neutrinos. Atwood et al. have

discussed the signature of heavy Majorana neutrinos in the model without Z2 symmetry via
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mS=400GeV

The signal is quite clear evidence of 
the Majorana nature and the scenario


