arXiv:1104.5123v1 [hep-ph] 27 Apr 2011

Interpretation of charged Higgs effects in low energy flavour physics^∗

Tobias Hurth^† Institute for Physics, Johannes Gutenberg-University, D-55099 Mainz, Germany E-mail: tobias.hurth@cern.ch

We discuss two-Higgs-doublet models in view of the present flavour data, in particular present indirect bounds and different techniques of flavour protection.

Third International Workshop on Prospects for Charged Higgs Discovery at Colliders - CHARGED2010, invited plenary talk, September 27-30, 2010 Uppsala, Sweden

∗MZ-TH/11-06 †Speaker.

© Copyright owned by the author(s) under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike Licence. http://pos.sissa.it/

1. Introduction

The two-Higgs-doublet model (THDM) constitutes one of the simplest extensions of the present Standard Model (SM). Many new-physics scenarios, including supersymmetry, can lead to a lowenergy spectrum containing the SM fields plus at least one additional scalar doublet. Also recent developments in string phenomenology indicate that an additional generation of Higgs bosons is generic within this framework [1].

From the two Higgs doublets, three degrees of freedom are eaten and become longitudinal components of the gauge bosons and five degrees are left: the scalar mass eigenstates, H,h, the pseudoscalar A, and the charged Higgs bosons H^±. These new degrees of freedom induce new flavour-changing neutral currents in general. In consequence, an analysis of this class of models in view of the huge data sets from the recent flavour experiments is desirable.

The first generation of the B factories at KEK (Belle experiment at the KEKB e^+e^− collider) [2] and at SLAC (BaBar experiment at the PEP-II e^+e^− collider) [3] have collected huge samples of B meson decays and thus established the SM picture of CP violation and other flavourchanging processes in the quark sector. It is remarkable that all present measurements of B meson decays (including the B physics programme at the Tevatron (CDF [4] and D0 [5]) have not observed any unambiguous sign of new physics (NP) yet [6, 7].

Figure 1: CKM unitarity fit [8].

This means that all flavour-violating processes between quarks are governed by a 3×3 unitarity matrix referred to as the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix [11, 12]. The CKM matrix is fully described by four real parameters, three rotation angles and one complex phase. It is this complex phase that represents the only source of CP violation and that allows a unified description of all the CP-violating phenomena in the SM. This can be illustrated by the overconstrained triangle in the complex plane which reflects the unitarity of the CKM matrix, see Fig.1. What is most impressing is the consistency between tree-level and loop-induced processes. This is remarkable because in the latter ones possible new degrees of freedom might contribute while tree processes are fully dominated by SM physics, see Fig. 2. One also finds consistency when one separates CP-violating and CP-conserving observables, see Fig. 3. As we will see in Sect.3, there is much more data not shown in the unitarity fit which confirms the SM predictions like rare decays.

Figure 2: Unitarity triangle fixed by tree (left) versus loop (right) processes [8].

Figure 3: Unitarity triangle fixed by CP-conserving (left) versus CP-violating (right) processes [8].

While this is an impressing success of the CKM theory [11, 12] within the SM which was honored by the Nobel Prize in physics in 2008, there is still room for sizeable new effects from new flavour structures (see i.e. Refs. [9, 10]), as FCNC processes have been tested only up to the 10% level.

The non-existence of large NP effects in the FCNC processes implies the famous flavour problem, namely why FCNC are suppressed. This has to be solved in any viable NP model. Either the mass scale of the new degrees of freedom is very high or the new flavour-violating couplings are small for reasons that remain to be found. For example, assuming generic new flavour-violating couplings, the present data on K-K̄ mixing implies a very high NP scale of order 10^3–10^4 TeV depending on whether the new contributions enter at loop- or at tree-level. In contrast, theoretical considerations on the Higgs sector, which is responsible for the mass generation of the fundamental particles in the SM, call for NP at order 1 TeV. As a consequence, any NP below the 1 TeV scale must have a non-generic flavour structure. Moreover, the present measurements of B decays, especially of FCNC processes, already significantly restrict the parameter space of NP models.

There has been an intense discussion on how the flavour problem can be solved within the class of models with two or more Higgs doublets [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. In a first step it is important to find conditions to avoid FCNC at the tree level. However, this might not be sufficient.

It is also important to address the question of the stability of such flavour-protecting conditions under radiative corrections as was pointed out most recently [19].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we recall the various conditions on the THDM which avoid FCNC at the tree level. In Section 3 we discuss present bounds on such models from flavour data and compare them with information we get from the direct search for NP in highenergy experiments. In Section 4 we discuss the hypothesis of minimal flavour violation while in the last section we analyze its application to THDM and the stability of the various flavourprotecting conditions.

2. Tree-level FCNC in the THDM

In the most general version of the THDM, the fermionic couplings of the neutral scalars are non-diagonal in flavour leading to FCNC at the tree level. In fact, the most general renormalizable Yukawa interaction reads

−L^{general}

Y = Q̄_LX_{d1}D_RH_1 + Q̄_LX_{u1}U_RH^c_1 + Q̄_LX_{d2}D_RH^c_2 + Q̄_LX_{u2}U_RH_2 + h.c. , (2.1)

with general 3 flavour matrices and H^c_i = iτ_2H^∗_i . The corresponding mass matrices are given by

M_d = 1 √ 2 (v_1X_{d1} + v_2X_{d2}) , M_u = 1 √ 2 (v_1X_{u1} + v_2X_{u2}) . (2.2)

where v_1 and v_2 are the two vacuum expectation values, ≺ H^†_i H_i ≻= v_i. As already recognized in Refs. [20, 21], the mass matrices and the physical couplings to the physical scalar Higgs bosons cannot be diagonalized simultaneously in general. In fact, after rotating the basis of the Higgs fields, (H_1,H_2) by the angle β = arctan(v_2/v_1) to the new basis (S_1,S_2), one finds ≺ S^†_1S_1 ≻= v = √ v^2_1 + v^2 and ≺ S^†_2S_2 ≻= 0. The Lagrangian separates into the mass terms and the interaction terms to the physical Higgs fields:

−L^{general}

Y = Q̄_L( √ 2/v M_dS_1 + Z_dS_2)D_R + Q̄_L( √ 2/v M_uS^c_1 + Z_uS^c_2)U_R + h.c.. (2.3)

with Z_d = cos β X_{d2} − sinβ X_{d1}, Z_u = cos β X_{u2} − sin β X_{u1}. (2.4)

It is obvious that for general flavour matrices X_i, the matrices M_u and Z_u (analogously M_d and Z_d) cannot be simultaneously diagonalized. This directly generates tree-level FCNC.

This feature can be cured by the assumption that only one Higgs field can couple to a given quark species, corresponding to the condition X_{u1} = X_{d2} = 0 [20, 21]. Another possibility to induce the same effect is the setting X_{u2} = X_{d2} = 0, which means that all fermions couple only to one of the Higgs fields. The corresponding models are called THDM Type-II and Type-I repectively. These conditions directly imply M_{u,d} ∼ Z_{u,d} which prevents the models from FCNC at the tree-level.

The conditions can be implemented by flavourblind discrete symmetries. For the Type-I model the Z_2 symmetry is just the exchange symmetry H_2 ↔ −H_2, with all other fields unchanged, while for the Type-II model the Z_2 symmetry transformation is H_1 ↔ −H_1, D_R ↔ −D_R. The latter symmetry can be regarded as a subgroup of the well-known Peccei-Quinn U(1) symmetry [22]. Indeed, the U(1)_{PQ} can be defined within this context by attributing D_R and H_1 charges +1 and −1, respectively and no charge to all other fields. Then it is clear that also the flavourblind Peccei-Quinn U(1) symmetry implies the Type-II model.

There is yet another more general flavour-protecting condition on the tree level [13, 16]. Moreover, the caveat of all these tree-level implementations is their instability under quantum corrections which might not assure sufficient flavour protection [19]. Both issues will be discussed in the last section.

3. Parameter bounds on the THDM

Rare B and kaon decays (for reviews see [23, 24, 25]) representing loop-induced or helicitysuppressed processes are highly sensitive probes for new degrees of freedom beyond the SM establishing an alternative way to search for NP. The day the existence of new degrees of freedom is established by the direct search via the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), the present stringent flavour bounds will translate in first-rate information on the NP model at hand.

At present there are two key observables constraining the charged Higgs sector in THDM, the inclusive B̄ → X_sγ decay and the leptonic decay B → τν.

Figure 4: Experimental measurement versus NNLL theory prediction of B(B̄ → X_sγ) [26].

Among the rare decay modes, the inclusive decay B̄ → X_sγ is the most important one, because it is theoretically well-understood and at the same time it has been measured extensively at the B factories. While non-perturbative corrections to this decay mode are subleading and recently estimated to be well below 10% [27], perturbative QCD corrections are the most important corrections.

Within a global effort, a perturbative QCD calculation to the next-to-next-to-leading-logarithmic order level (NNLL) has quite recently been performed and has led to the first NNLL prediction of the B̄ → X_sγ branching fraction [29] with a photon cut at E_γ = 1.6GeV (including the error due to nonperturbative corrections):

B(B̄ → X_sγ)_{NNLL} = (3.15 ± 0.23) × 10^{−4}. (3.1)

The combined experimental data leads to (Heavy Flavor Averaging Group (HFAG) [28])

B(B̄ → X_sγ) = (3.55 ± 0.24 ± 0.09) × 10^{−4}, (3.2)

where the first error is combined statistical and systematic, and the second is due to the extrapolation in the photon energy. Thus, the SM prediction and the experimental average are consistent at the 1.2σ level, see Fig. 4. This is one important example that the CKM theory is not only confirmed by the data entering into the CKM unitarity fit, but also by many additional flavour mixing phenomena.

Figure 5: Bound on charged Higgs mass depending on the measured branching ratio and on the experimental error [26].

This specific result in the case of B(B̄ → X_sγ) implies very stringent constraints on NP physics models. Such bounds are of course model-dependent, but in general much stronger than the ones derived from other measurements. In any case, the indirect flavour information will be most valuable when the general nature and the mass scale of the NP will be identified in the direct search.

For example one finds a bound on the inverse compactification radius of the minimal universal extra dimension model (mACD) (1/R > 600GeV at 95% CL) [30]. For the the two-Higgs doublet model (Type-II), one finds an upper bound for the charged Higgs mass, M_H+ > 295GeV at 95% CL [29], see Fig. 5.

In the SM the b → sγ transition is a loop-induced decay via an exchange of a W boson and a top quark, see left diagram of Fig. 6. In the THDM-II there is an additional contribution due to the charged Higgs (see right diagram of Fig. 6) which always adds to the SM one which implies the stringent lower bound on the charged Higgs mass [31, 32]. However, embedding the THDM-II into a supersymmtric model, one finds the chargino contribution due to quark mixing (see Fig. 7) which

Figure 6: SM (left) and charged Higgs contribution (right) to B(B̄ → X_sγ).

Figure 7: Chargino contribution to B(B̄ → X_sγ).

in principle can destructively interfere with the charged Higgs contribution. As a consequence there is no significant bound on the charged Higgs mass within the minimal supersymmetric SM (MSSM), see i.e. Refs. [33, 34, 35, 36].

Moreover, the MSSM allows for generic new sources of flavour violation beyond the CKM structure in the SM. Next to the usual quark mixing also the squark mixing induces flavour mixing due to a possible misalignment of quarks and squarks in flavour space, see i.e. Refs. [37, 38, 39] The other key observable is the leptonic decay B → τν. It is induced in the SM at the tree level, see left diagram of Fig. 8. The charged Higgs contribution modifies the SM branching ratio as follows:

B_{THDM−II}(B → τν) = B_{SM}(B → τν) × (1 −

M^2_B M^2_{H+} tan^2 β ) (3.3)

Thus, the measurement of B(B → τν) also implies stringent bounds on the charged Higgs mass depending of the value of tan β . Complementary, one gets similar information via the measurement of B(B → Dτν), see right diagram of Fig. 8:

B_{THDM−II}(B → Dτν) = G^2_F τ_B|V_{cb}|^2 f [F_V ,F_S,1 −

M^2_B M^2_{H+} tan^2 β ] (3.4)

The hadronic formfactors F_V and F_S can be studied via the decay B → Dℓν.

It is worthwhile noting that there is some tension between the direct measurement and the indirect fit prediction for B(B → τν), see left plot of Fig. 9. The deviation is 2.6σ. Moreover, as was pointed out by the CKMfitter group [8], there is a specific correlation between sin β and B(B → τν) which is also a bit at odds, see right plot of Fig. 9.

A more recent combined analysis of all available bounds within the the THDM-II was presented in Ref. [40] and is shown in the left plot of Fig. 10: For tan β < 40 the bound due to the

Figure 8: Tree contributions to B(B → τν) (left) and to B(B → Dτν) (right).

Figure 9: Direct measurement versus indirect fit prediction for B(B → τν) (left) and for correlation (B(B → τν),sinβ ) (right); cross corresponds to the experimental values with 1σ uncertainties [8]

B̄ → X_sγ decay is dominant, while for larger values the tree-level process B → τν leads to the strongest bound. The latter is less model-dependent and essentially survives also within the MSSM in contrast to the B̄ → X_sγ bound. Further analyses within different types of THDMs can be found in Refs. [41, 42].

Finally, the indirect NP reach via flavour data and the direct NP reach via the ATLAS and CMS experiments should be compared: The expected 95% CL exclusion limits of the LHC from the processes gg/gb → t(b)H^+,H^+ → τν/tb [45, 46] (see also Fig. 11) are shown in the right, but also in the left plot of Fig. 10; one finds that the present flavour constraints on the THDM-II are comparable and, therefore, nicely complementary to the expected exclusion limits of the LHC. One needs around 10fb^{−1} at the LHC in order to reach new territory not ruled out by the present flavour data.

4. Minimal flavour violation hypothesis and CP issues

The minimal flavour violation (MFV) hypothesis is a formal solution to the NP flavour problem. It assumes that the flavour and the CP symmetry are broken as in the SM. Thus, it requires that all flavour- and CP-violating interactions be linked to the known structure of Yukawa couplings

Figure 10: Combined bound from all flavour observables with combined Higgs search constraint from ATLAS (left) and the original 95% CL exclusion limits from ATLAS [43]

Figure 11: LHC observable tests out the same vertex as the decay B → τν [44].

(called Y_U and Y_D in the following). A renormalization-group-invariant definition of MFV based on a symmetry principle is given in [48, 49, 50]; this is mandatory for a consistent effective field theoretical analysis of NP effects.

In fact, a low-energy effective theory with all SM fields including one or two Higgs doublets can be constructed; as the only source of U(3)^5 flavour symmetry breaking, the ordinary Yukawa couplings are introduced as background values of fields transforming under the flavour group (‘spurions’) [50]. In the construction of the effective field theory, operators with arbitrary powers of the dimensionless Y_{U/D} have in principle to be considered. However, the specific structure of the SM, with its hierarchy of CKM matrix elements and quark masses, drastically reduces the number of numerically relevant operators. For example, it can be shown that in MFV models with one Higgs doublet, all FCNC processes with external d-type quarks are governed by the following combination of spurions due to the dominance of the top Yukawa coupling y_t :

(Y_UY^†_U )_{i j} ≈ y^2_t V^∗_{3i}V_{3 j} , (4.1)

where a basis is used in which the d-type quark Yukawa is diagonal.

There are two strict predictions in this general class of models which have to be tested. First, the MFV hypothesis implies the usual CKM relations between b → s, b → d, and s → d transitions. For example, this relation allows for upper bounds on new-physics effects in B(B̄ → X_dγ), and B(B̄ → X_sνν̄) using experimental data or bounds from B(B̄ → X_sγ), and B(K → π^+νν̄), respectively. This emphasizes the need for high-precision measurements of b → s/d , but also of s → d transitions such as the rare kaon decay K → πνν̄. A systematic analysis of MFV bounds and relations for ΔF = 1 transitions is given in Ref. [55], for ΔF = 2 in Ref. [56]. The usefulness of MFV-bounds/relations is obvious; any measurement beyond those bounds indicate the existence of new flavour structures.

It is well known that scenarios including two Higgs doublets with large tan β = O(m_t /m_b) allow for the unification of top and bottom Yukawa couplings, as predicted in grand-unified models [52], and for sizeable new effects in helicity-suppressed decay modes [53, 54]. There are more general MFV relations existing in this scenario due to the dominant role of scalar operators. However, since tan β is large, there is a new combination of spurions numerically relevant in the construction of higher-order MFV effective operators, namely

(Y_DY^†_D)_{i j} ≈ y^2_d δ_{i j} , (4.2)

which invalidates the general MFV relation between b → s/d and s → d transitions.

Within the MFV hypothesis the CKM phase is often assumed to be the only source of CP violation. This implies that any phase measurement is not sensitive to new physics. But flavour and CP violation can be treated separately. In fact, allowing for flavour-blind phases there is a RG-invariant extension of the MFV concept possible, as was first discussed in a phenomenological analysis on CP-violating observables [51]^1. But in general these phases lead to non-trivial CP effects, which get however strongly constrained by flavour-diagonal observables such as electric dipole moments.

Nevertheless, more recently Batell and Pospelov have given a deeper insight into the concrete EDM constraints on CP phases [58]. They have shown that the large flavourblind CP phases which are compatible with the present EDM constraints almost exclusively contribute to the B_s mixing. In view of the present (slightly anomalous) data on B_s mixing from the Tevatron experiments [4, 5] this is a very interesting new result [59].

1The MFV hypothesis with flavourblind phases is sometimes called MFV [57].

5. Minimal flavour-violating THDM and stability issues

In Ref. [13, 16], the authors propose the so-called aligned THDM by fixing all the flavour matrices X_i in Eq. 2.1 to be proportional to the corresponding Yukawa couplings:

X_{d1} = const_{d1}Y_D, X_{d2} = const_{d2}Y_D, X_{u1} = const_{u1}Y_U , X_{u2} = const_{u2}Y_U , (5.1)

with real or flavourblind prefactors const_i. Comparing Eqs. 2.2 and 2.4 in the aligned model, one finds that there are no FCNC at the tree level.

But the aligned THDM is just the most general minimal flavour-violating (MFV) renormalizable THDM, but expanded to lowest order in the Yukawa couplings Y_i. Following Ref. [50], the most general MFV ansatz is given by the expansion in the two left-handed spurions Y_UY^†_U and Y_DY^†_D which were discussed in the last chapter:

X_{d1} = Y_D, X_{d2} = ε_0Y_D + ε_1Y_DY^†_DY_D + ε_2Y_UY^†_UY_D + ..., X_{u1} = ε^′_0Y_U + ε^′_1Y_UY^†_UY_U + ε^′_2Y_DY^†_DY_U + ... , X_{u2} = Y_U . (5.2)

The simple form of X_{d1} and X_{u2} can be assumed without loss of generality by redefining the two spurions Y_U and Y_D. But if the higher-order terms in X_{d2} and X_{u1} are not included on the tree-level, as in ansatz 5.1, they are automatically generated by radiative corrections. This is assured by the RG invariance of the MFV hypothesis which is implemented by the flavour SU(3)^3 symmetry. Thus, the functional form in Eq. 5.2 is preserved, only the coefficients ε_i and ε^′_i change and are related via the RG equations. In view of this, it is also clear that setting all coefficients to zero leads to heavy fine-tuning. Thus, there is no Yukawa alignment in general within the MFV framework.

In Ref. [19], the stability of the various tree-level implementations by flavourful and flavourblind symmetries regarding flavour protection is discussed. In the MFV case, the FCNC induced by higher-order terms in the spurions are under control. Even when the coefficients in Eq. 5.2 are of order O(1) the expansion in the spurions is rapidly convergent due to small CKM matrix elements and small quark masses as was already shown in Ref. [50].

This is not in general true in the case of the implementation via exact flavourblind symmetries if there are additional degrees of freedom at higher scales. Integrating out the latter, one can easily construct higher-dimensional operators which are Z_2 invariant, but which destroy the flavour protection:

L^{d>4}_Y = c_1 Λ^2

Q̄_LX^{(6)}_{u1} U_RH_2|H_1|^2 + c^2 Λ^2

Q̄_LX^{(6)}_{u2} U_RH_2|H_2|^2 + c_3 Λ^2

Q̄_LX^{(6)}_{d1} D_RH_1|H_1|^2 + c^4 Λ^2

Q̄_LX^{(6)}_{d2} D_RH_1|H_2|^2 , (5.3)

These operators are Z_2 exact in the sense of the Type-II model (H_1 ↔ H_1 and D_R ↔ −D_R), but after electroweak symmetry breaking they induce new FCNC. With c_i = O(1) and the new physics scale Λ = O(1TeV) one finds too large FCNC inconsistent with present flavour data [19]. Further protection via the MFV hypothesis is needed. This problem already occurs in the case of one Higgs doublet [60, 61, 62].

Figure 12: Exclusion regions at 95% probability in the M_H± –tanβ plane for the THDM-II (left) and the MSSM (right) obtained assuming the SM value of B(B → τν) measured with 2 ab^{−1} (dark (red) area, B factories) and 75 ab^{−1} (dark (red) + light (green) area, Super B factories) [69].

A similar argument for the implementation of the tree-level condition using the Peccei-Quinn U(1) is valid. However, in contrast to the Z_2 symmetry, the Peccei-Quinn symmetry must be explicitly broken in other sectors of the theory to avoid a massless pseudoscalar Higgs field. The spontaneous breaking via the vev of H_2 would imply a Goldstone boson. In general, the explicit breaking terms induce too large FCNC [19].

6. Future opportunities

There are great experimental opportunities in flavour physics in the near future. LHCb [63] has finally started taking data and promises to overwhelm many B factory results. In addition, two Super-B factories, Belle II at KEK [64, 65] and SuperB in Italy [66, 67, 68], have been approved and partially funded to accumulate two orders of magnitude larger data samples. The Super-B factories are Super-Flavour factories: Besides precise B measurements they allow for precise analyses of CP violation in charm and of lepton flavour-violating modes like τ → μγ (for more details see Ref. [69]).

Regarding the measurement of clean B modes, the Super-B factories will push the experimental precision to its limit. For example, the present experimental error of B(B → τν) discussed in Sect. 3 will be reduced from 20% down to 4%. Thus, the NP reach of this observable will siginificantly improve; exclusion regions within the THDM-II and the MSSM are shown in Fig. 12.

Acknowledgement

TH thanks the organizers of the workshop for the interesting and valuable meeting, Leonardo Vernazza for a careful reading of the manuscript, and the CERN theory group for its hospitality during his regular visits to CERN where part of this work was written

Charged Higgs effects in low-energy flavour physics Tobias Hurth

References

[1] R. S. Gupta and J. D. Wells, Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 055012 [arXiv:0912.0267 [hep-ph]]. [2] Belle collaboration: http://belle.kek.jp/ [3] BaBar collaboration: http://www.slac.stanford.edu/BFROOT/ [4] CDF collaboration: http://www-cdf.fnal.gov/physics/new/bottom/bottom.html [5] D0 collaboration: http://www-d0.fnal.gov/Run2Physics/WWW/results/b.htm [6] M. Artuso et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 57, 309 (2008) [arXiv:0801.1833 [hep-ph]]. [7] M. Antonelli et al., arXiv:0907.5386 [hep-ph] (2009) [8] Online update at: http://ckmfitter.in2p3.fr/ [9] T. Hurth and W. Porod, Eur. Phys. J. C 33, S764 (2004) [arXiv:hep-ph/0311075]. [10] T. Hurth and W. Porod, JHEP 0908 (2009) 087 [arXiv:0904.4574 [hep-ph]]. [11] M. Kobayashi and T. Maskawa, Prog. Theor. Phys. 49 (1973) 652. [12] N. Cabibbo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 10 (1963) 531.

[13] A. Pich and P. Tuzon, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 091702 [arXiv:0908.1554 [hep-ph]]. [14] A. S. Joshipura and B. P. Kodrani, Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 035013 [arXiv:0909.0863 [hep-ph]]. [15] F. J. Botella, G. C. Branco and M. N. Rebelo, Phys. Lett. B 687 (2010) 194 [arXiv:0911.1753 [hep-ph]]. [16] P. Tuzon and A. Pich, Acta Phys. Polon. Supp. 3 (2010) 215 [arXiv:1001.0293 [hep-ph]]. [17] P. M. Ferreira, L. Lavoura and J. P. Silva, Phys. Lett. B 688 (2010) 341 [arXiv:1001.2561 [hep-ph]]. [18] A. E. Blechman, A. A. Petrov and G. Yeghiyan, JHEP 1011 (2010) 075 [arXiv:1009.1612 [hep-ph]]. [19] A. J. Buras, M. V. Carlucci, S. Gori and G. Isidori, JHEP 1010, 009 (2010) [arXiv:1005.5310 [hep-ph]]. [20] S. L. Glashow and S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 15 (1977) 1958. [21] E. A. Paschos, Phys. Rev. D 15 (1977) 1966. [22] R. D. Peccei and H. R. Quinn, Phys. Rev. D 16 (1977) 1791.

[23] T. Hurth and M. Nakao, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 60 (2010) 645 [arXiv:1005.1224 [hep-ph]]. [24] T. Hurth, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 22 (2007) 1781 [arXiv:hep-ph/0703226]. [25] T. Hurth, Rev. Mod. Phys. 75 (2003) 1159 [hep-ph/0212304]. [26] Courtesy of Mikihiko Nakao [27] M. Benzke, S. J. Lee, M. Neubert and G. Paz, JHEP 1008, 099 (2010) [arXiv:1003.5012 [hep-ph]]. [28] Barberio E, et al. arXiv:0808.1297 and online update at

http://www.slac.stanford.edu/xorg/hfag (2010) [29] M. Misiak et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 022002 (2007) [arXiv:hep-ph/0609232]. [30] U. Haisch and A. Weiler, Phys. Rev. D 76, 034014 (2007) [arXiv:hep-ph/0703064]. [31] M. Ciuchini, G. Degrassi, P. Gambino and G. F. Giudice, Nucl. Phys. B 527 (1998) 21 [arXiv:hep-ph/9710335]. [32] F. Borzumati and C. Greub, Phys. Rev. D 58, 074004 (1998) [arXiv:hep-ph/9802391]. [33] S. Bertolini, F. Borzumati, A. Masiero and G. Ridolfi, Nucl. Phys. B 353, 591 (1991). [34] G. Degrassi, P. Gambino and G. F. Giudice, JHEP 0012, 009 (2000) [arXiv:hep-ph/0009337].

Charged Higgs effects in low-energy flavour physics Tobias Hurth

[35] M. S. Carena, D. Garcia, U. Nierste and C. E. M. Wagner, Phys. Lett. B 499, 141 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0010003]. [36] G. Degrassi, P. Gambino and P. Slavich, Phys. Lett. B 635, 335 (2006) [arXiv:hep-ph/0601135]. [37] F. Borzumati, C. Greub, T. Hurth and D. Wyler, Phys. Rev. D 62, 075005 (2000) [arXiv:hep-ph/9911245]. [38] T. Besmer, C. Greub and T. Hurth, Nucl. Phys. B 609, 359 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0105292]. [39] M. Ciuchini, E. Franco, A. Masiero and L. Silvestrini, Phys. Rev. D 67, 075016 (2003) [Erratum-ibid. D 68, 079901 (2003)] [arXiv:hep-ph/0212397].

[40] U. Haisch, arXiv:0805.2141 [hep-ph].

[41] F. Mahmoudi and O. Stal, Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 035016 [arXiv:0907.1791 [hep-ph]]. [42] O. Deschamps, S. Descotes-Genon, S. Monteil, V. Niess, S. T’Jampens and V. Tisserand, Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 073012 [arXiv:0907.5135 [hep-ph]].

[43] Courtesy of Adrian Bevan [44] Courtesy of Uli Haisch.

[45] G. Aad et al. [The ATLAS Collaboration], arXiv:0901.0512 [Unknown]. [46] G. L. Bayatian et al. [CMS Collaboration], J. Phys. G 34 (2007) 995. [47] F. del Aguila et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 57, 183 (2008) [arXiv:0801.1800 [hep-ph]]. [48] R. S. Chivukula and H. Georgi, Phys. Lett. B 188 (1987) 99. [49] L. J. Hall and L. Randall, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 2939 (1990).

[50] G. D’Ambrosio, G. F. Giudice, G. Isidori and A. Strumia, Nucl. Phys. B 645 (2002) 155 [hep-ph/0207036]. [51] T. Hurth, E. Lunghi and W. Porod, Nucl. Phys. B 704 (2005) 56 [hep-ph/0312260]. [52] L. J. Hall, R. Rattazzi and U. Sarid, Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 7048 [hep-ph/9306309]. [53] C. Hamzaoui, M. Pospelov and M. Toharia, Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 095005 [hep-ph/9807350]. [54] K. S. Babu and C. F. Kolda, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84 (2000) 228 [hep-ph/9909476].

[55] T. Hurth, G. Isidori, J. F. Kamenik and F. Mescia, Nucl. Phys. B 808, 326 (2009) [arXiv:0807.5039 [hep-ph]]. [56] M. Bona et al. [UTfit Collaboration], JHEP 0803 (2008) 049 [arXiv:0707.0636 [hep-ph]]. [57] A. J. Buras, G. Isidori and P. Paradisi, Phys. Lett. B 694 (2011) 402 [arXiv:1007.5291 [hep-ph]]. [58] B. Batell and M. Pospelov, Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 054033 [arXiv:1006.2127 [hep-ph]]. [59] A. Lenz et al., Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 036004 [arXiv:1008.1593 [hep-ph]]. [60] G. F. Giudice and O. Lebedev, Phys. Lett. B 665 (2008) 79 [arXiv:0804.1753 [hep-ph]]. [61] K. Agashe and R. Contino, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 075016 [arXiv:0906.1542 [hep-ph]]. [62] A. Azatov, M. Toharia and L. Zhu, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 035016 [arXiv:0906.1990 [hep-ph]]. [63] LHCb collaboration: http://lhcb.web.cern.ch/lhcb/ [64] T. Aushev et al., arXiv:1002.5012 [hep-ex].

[65] T. Abe et al. [Belle II Collaboration], arXiv:1011.0352 [physics.ins-det]. [66] B. O’Leary et al. [SuperB Collaboration], arXiv:1008.1541 [hep-ex]. [67] D. G. Hitlin et al., arXiv:0810.1312 [hep-ph].

[68] M. Bona et al. [SuperB Collaboration], arXiv:0709.0451 [hep-ex].

[69] T. Browder, M. Ciuchini, T. Gershon, M. Hazumi, T. Hurth, Y. Okada and A. Stocchi, JHEP 0802 (2008) 110 [arXiv:0710.3799 [hep-ph]].