arXiv:hep-ph/9807547v1 30 Jul 1998

hep-ph/9807547

Could we learn more about HERA high Q^2 anomaly from LEP200 and TEVATRON?

R-parity violation scenario

A.S.Belyaev a,b,^1, A.V.Gladyshev c,^2

a Instituto de Física Teórica, Universidade Estadual Paulista, Rua Pamplona 145, 01405–900 São Paulo, Brazil b Skobeltsin Institute for Nuclear Physics, Moscow State University, 119 899, Moscow, RUSSIA

c Bogoliubov Laboratory of Theoretical Physics, Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, 141 980 Dubna, Moscow Region, RUSSIA

Abstract

The excess of high Q^2 events at HERA reported in the early 1997 by H1 and ZEUS collaborations has become the subject of extensive studies in the framework of several models related to new physics. Here we concentrate on the most promising, from our point of view, model describing HERA anomaly. We update our previous analysis [3] and take into account new HERA statistics of the 1997 year. HERA events are considered within the R-parity broken SUSY model for a specific scenario with several non-zero couplings. R-parity broken SUSY with several non-zero couplings could explain both high Q^2 e^+ + jets and μ^+ + jets observed at HERA. The consequence of such a particular scenario is the excess of high Q^2 dior tri-jet events at HERA. The relation of this scenario for LEP and TEVATRON colliders is considered. This study shows that if a squark resonance does take place at HERA, supersymmetry with broken R-parity can be revealed at either LEP200 or TEVATRON in the near future.

1e-mail: belyaev@ift.unesp.br 2e-mail: gladysh@thsun1.jinr.ru

1 Introduction

Anomalous high-Q^2 events observed at HERA by H1 [1] and ZEUS [2] collaborations in the early 1997 have provoked much efforts of their explanation within different theoretical frameworks. For the 1994-96 year data an excess of high Q^2 events was at about 3σ level. Later, these two collaborations reported an analysis with the 1997 year data included at the Symposium on Lepton-Photon Interactions [4] and very recently at DESY seminar on the 13th of March, 1998 [5].

The present statistics is more than doubled (46.6 pb^{−1} - ZEUS and 37.04 pb^{−1} - H1) in comparison with the statistics of the 1994-96 years (20.1 pb^{−1} - ZEUS and 14.2 pb^{−1} - H1). The acceptance has also been increased. At present, for the 1994-97 data combined, the excess is at the 2σ level, for example, for the above-mentioned luminosity the number of observed events with Q^2 > 20000 GeV^2 is 7 (ZEUS) + 10 (H1) = 17, while the number of predicted events is only 5.3 (ZEUS) + 4.4 (H1) = 9.7

Basically there are three kinds of proposed explanations:

1) contact-term interactions of very heavy bosons, heavy leptoquark-type objects being exchanged between a positron and a quark [6]; 2) non-standard evolution of the parton densities [7];

3) leptoquark [8] or squark [9] resonance within the R-parity violated SUSY model.

The first two scenarios, as it has been shown, do not give quite a good explanation of HERA events [10].

We concentrate here on the possibility of the resonant e^+q production at HERA which gives the most reasonable explanation of high Q^2 events. One can expect resonance production of LQ from valence ( u and d) or sea (ū, d̄, s) quarks.

However, the resonance production of e^+ū and e^+d̄ is excluded by HERA data for the e^−p mode with 1 pb^{−1} statistics, because such signals would be seen in the e^−u and e^−d resonance production for quite a big coupling constant value of an order of 0.2 [11] appearing in the scenario with a resonance in e^+p collisions.

On the other hand, the generally accepted leptoquark framework of Ref. [12] with a non-zero coupling only within one family is excluded for HERA by the combined CDF+DØ limit on the leptoquark mass of 240 GeV at 95% C.L. [13]. This limit is established under the assumption that BR(LQ → e + q) = 1. But for HERA, within this model, the branching ratio is fixed to unity if one takes into account the severe limit (5 × 10^{−7}) on the product of chiral couplings from the branching ratio of the leptonic pion decay [14].

That is why we would like to consider a more preferable, from our point of view scenario, when leptoquark appears as a scalar superpartner of a quark within the Rparity violating (RPV) SUSY model [15].

We would also like to update our previous paper [3] with the 1997 HERA data included, namely, we consider a possibility of the R-parity violation provided s-channel resonance at HERA for the scenario with several non-zero R-parity violating couplings takes place.

The starting point for our analysis is the superpotential of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model with R-violating terms included

W = h_ELE^cH_1 + h_DQD^cH_1 + h_U QU^cH_2 + μH_1H_2 +μ_iH_2L_i + λ_{ijk}L_iL_j E^c_k + λ^′_{ijk}L_iQ_j D^c_k + λ^{′′}_{ijk}U^c_i D^c_j D^c_k (1)

Couplings λ_{ijk} and λ^{′′}_{ijk} have the following properties: λ_{ijk} = −λ_{jik}, λ^{′′}_{ijk} = −λ^{′′}_{ikj} .

The terms with λ and λ^′ violate a lepton number L while the last term with λ^{′′} violates a baryon number B. The B and L violating operators, if they exist simultaneously, lead to a fast proton decay [21]. Thus, only one kind of operators is allowed. HERA events can be explained in the framework of the R-parity broken SUSY model only if λ^′ ≠ 0. That is why we hereafter consider the case with λ^{′′} = 0.

The λ and λ^′ -terms result in the following Lagrangian in component fields: L /R_{p,λ} = λ_{ijk}[ν̃_{iL}ē_{kR}e_{jL} + ẽ_{jL}ē_{kR}ν_{iL} + ẽ^∗_{kL}(ν_{iL})^C e_{jL} − (i ↔ j)]_F + h.c., (2) L /R_{p,λ′} = λ^′_{ijk}[ν̃_{iL}d̄_{kR}d_{jL} + d̃_{jL}d̄_{kR}ν_{iL} + d̃^∗_{kL}(ν_{iL})^C d_{jL} − ẽ_{iL}d̄_{kR}u_{jL} − ũ_{jL}d̄_{kR}e_{iL} − d̃^∗_{kL}(e_{iL})^C u_{jL}] + h.c. (3) The strictest limits on different single couplings are presented in Table 1 (see, e.g. [16, 17] and references therein).

ijk λ_{ijk} ijk λ^′_{ijk} ijk λ^′_{ijk} ijk λ^′_{ijk} 121 0.05^{a†} 111 0.001^d 211 0.09^h 311 0.16^k 122 0.05^{a†} 112 0.02^{a†} 212 0.09^h 312 0.16^k 123 0.05^{a†} 113 0.02^{a†} 213 0.09^h 313 0.16^k 131 0.06^b 121 0.035^{e†} 221 0.18^i 321 0.20^{f∗} 132 0.06^b 122 0.06^c 222 0.18^i 322 0.20^{f∗} 133 0.004^c 123 0.20^{f∗} 223 0.18^i 323 0.20^{f∗} 231 0.06^b 131 0.035^{e†} 231 0.22^{j†} 331 0.26^g 232 0.06^b 132 0.33^g 232 0.39^g 332 0.26^g 233 0.06^b 133 0.002^c 233 0.39^g 333 0.26^g

Table 1: The strictest experimental bounds on R-parity violating couplings for the squark mass m̃ = 100 GeV

The bounds denoted by a dagger (^†) are 2σ bounds, the other bounds are at the 1σ level. The bounds denoted by an asterisk (^∗) are based on the assumption of absolute mixing in the (SM) quark sector [16].

The bounds in Table 1 are obtained from the following processes: (a) charged current universality [18, 19], (b) Γ(τ → eνν̄)/Γ(τ → μνν̄) [18, 19], (c) bound on the mass of ν_e [20, 21, 22], (d) neutrinoless double-beta decay [23, 24], (e) atomic parity violation [14, 25, 26], (f) D^0 − D̄^0 mixing [16, 27, 28], (g) R_ℓ = Γ_{had}(Z^0)/Γ_ℓ(Z^0) [30, 31], (h) Γ(π → eν̄)/Γ(π → μν̄) [18], (i) BR(D^+ → K̄^{0∗}μ^+ν_μ)/BR(D^+ → K̄^{0∗}e^+ν_μ) [29, 31], (j) ν_μ deep-inelastic scattering [18], (k) BR(τ → πν_τ ) [29, 31], (l) heavy nucleon decay [33], (m) n − n̄ oscillations [32, 33].

Bounds shown in Table 1 scale with the following factors: a), b), e), g) to m) – M~_{q,l}/100 GeV ; c), f) – √ M~_{q,l}/100 GeV ; d) – (M_{q̃}/100 GeV )^2 √ M_{g̃}/1 T eV . Within the model under study only the following processes survive if one takes into account the above-mentioned low energy limits: e^+d → t̃, e^+d → c̃, e^+s → t̃ (4) We would like to concentrate ourselves on the scenario with only a valent quark involved. The branching ratio of stop (scharm) decay into an electron and a quark should be less than unity in order not to contradict DØ and CDF data. There are two ways of having this:

1) squark has also R-parity conserving decay channels;

2) squark has no R-parity conserving decay channels but has additional R-parity violating decay channels, which leads in turn to the flavor changing neutral current (FCNC). The R-parity conserving decay channels will be closed if, m~_t < m_b + m~_{W1} and m~_t < m_W + m~_b. The same situation could be for c-squark but for a smaller SUSY parameter space [11].

The first possibility has been intensively studied (see, for example, Ref. [11, 35]). The R-parity conserving decay will lead to the charged current event excess. Actually, HERA has some excess of such events [4]. Since the observed charged current events are events with a single jet and R-parity conserving decays lead to multiparton final states, a special assumption is required that some partons should be too soft to be detected as a jet.

The second possibility to have BR(q̃ → e^+, d) < 1 has been considered in our previous paper [3]. We considered the case of several non-zero couplings of the same order ≃ 0.04. However, when one considers such a scenario, one should also take into account limits from the low energy experiments on the products of R-parity violating couplings. Almost all combinations of several non-zero couplings contributing to the flavor changing neutral current are excluded. Modern limits on the products of R-parity violating couplings come from:

1) ν − e conversion in nuclei [36];

2) limits from rare leptonic decays of the long-lived neutral kaon, muon,tau and from mixing of neutral K- and B-mesons [37]; 3) from B^0 decays to two charged leptons [38]; 4) from muon decay to electron and photon [39]; 5) from features of K− and B− systems [40].

In Table 2 we present the most important for our analysis bounds from the literature cited above.

After careful analysis of the relevant bounds only the following combinations of nonzero λ^′ survive:

1) for the c-squark resonance scenario: λ^′_{121}, λ^′_{323}, λ^′_{333}, λ^′_{311} and λ_{131}; 2) for the t-squark resonance scenario: λ^′_{131}, λ^′_{333}, λ^′_{311} and λ_{131}. In addition to these nonzero couplings there is a possibility for λ^′_{112} or λ^′_{113} to be non-zero as well. We will consider this case in relation to possible signals of R-parity violation at LEP.

We chose non-zero λ^′’s equal to each other. An interesting fact is that bounds on the products of different λ^′ close the decay channel both for t̃ and c̃ into a muon and a quark

Table 2:

combination upper bound combination upper bound |λ_{121}λ^′_{211}| 4.0 · 10^{−7}[36] |λ_{131}λ^′_{211}| 1.0 · 10^{−5}[36] |λ_{121}λ^′_{131}| 4.6 · 10^{−5}[38] |λ_{131}λ^′_{131}| 4.9 · 10^{−4}[38] |λ_{121}λ^′_{213}| 4.6 · 10^{−5}[38] |λ_{131}λ^′_{231}| 4.6 · 10^{−4}[38] |λ^′_{121}λ^′_{222}| 3.5 · 10^{−8}[37] |λ^′_{131}λ^′_{232}| 3.5 · 10^{−7}[37] |λ_{132}λ^′_{131}| 6.0 · 10^{−4}[38] |λ_{122}λ^′_{131}| 2.4 · 10^{−5}[38] |λ^′_{121}λ^′_{221}| 8.0 · 10^{−8}[36] |λ^′_{131}λ^′_{221}| 2.0 · 10^{−6}[36] |λ^′_{131}λ^′_{231}| 2.0 · 10^{−6}[36] |λ^′_{121}λ^′_{231}| 8.0 · 10^{−8}[36] |λ^′_{j2n}λ^′_{i2n}| 4.8 · 10^{−5}[37] |λ^′_{in2}λ^′_{jn1}| 4.8 · 10^{−5}[37] |λ^′_{121}λ^′_{221}| 8.1 · 10^{−4}[39] |λ_{131}λ_{231}| 2.0 · 10^{−4}[39] |λ^′_{131}λ^′_{132}| 7.7 · 10^{−4}[40] |λ^′_{331}λ^′_{332}| 7.7 · 10^{−4}[40] |λ^′_{311}λ^′_{322}| 6.1 · 10^{−6}[40] |λ^′_{311}λ^′_{332}| 6.1 · 10^{−6}[40] |λ^′_{331}λ^′_{333}| 6.1 · 10^{−6}[40] |λ^′_{131}λ^′_{123}| 1.4 · 10^{−6}[40]

and the only possibility for an additional channel of squark decay into τ and b-quark is left (|λ^′_{121}λ^′_{222}|, |λ^′_{131}λ^′_{232}| < 3.5 · 10^{−7}, [37]).

The purpose of the present paper is to consider this scenario with several non-zero R-parity violating couplings for the explanation of the excess of high Q^2 neutral current DIS events at HERA as well as FCNC events observed by H1 and discuss a possible check of such a scenario at LEP200 and TEVATRON.

All analytic and most of the numerical calculations have been performed with the help of the CompHEP software package [41].This package allows one to make complete tree level calculations in the framework of any fed model. We have implemented into this package the part of the supersymmetric Standard Model with R-parity violating terms relevant to our analysis.

2 HERA events

To describe HERA anomalous events, we used ’94-97 data. For example, for Q^2 > 20000 GeV^2 we have 17 events while only 9 are predicted by the SM. We have also taken into account the integrated luminosity of ZEUS+H1 equal to 83.6 pb^{−1} and an average detector efficiency 0.85.

Distribution for Q^2 > Q^2_{min} for the H1+ZEUS 1994-97 data and that for the SM prediction is shown are Fig. 1. One can see that the systematic deviation from the SM starts from Q^2 > 15000 GeV^2, which is shown in Table 3.

Table 3:

Q^2 > Q^2_{min} [GeV^2] 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 35000 40000 DATA 762 117 42 17 9 4 2 1 SM 731 115.1 31.7 9.7 3.6 1.2 0.48 0.2

Figure 1: Q^2 distribution, predicted by SM (solid line), SM+R-parity breaking squark resonance (dashed line) [λ^′ = 0.038] and data (solid dots).

Combined systematic and statistical errors for a number of events, predicted by the SM are of an order of 10%.

In Table 4 we present values for invariant mass of the events with Q^2 > 20000 GeV^2.

Table 4:

H1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 MASS 245(*) 217 210 208 206 201(*) 200(*) 180(*) 173 157 ZEUS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 MASS 252 228 226(*) 207 194(*) 192 170

The events from the ’97 year data are marked by an asterisk (*). We have taken mass values from the figure of [5].

One can see that the events observed by the H1 collaboration (Q^2 > 20000 GeV^2) are more concentrated around the invariant mass of 200 GeV than the ZEUS events. In conclusion of PH’97 it was said that ZEUS and H1 data did not fit well together for the scenario with a single narrow resonance [4]. But the statistics and mass resolution are not enough at the moment to exclude completely the scenario with one resonance: for Q^2 > 20000, 7 H1 events and 3 ZEUS events are in the mass window 200 ± 20 GeV. Moreover, one can obtain a broad mass distribution if a superposition of two close mass eigenstates is considered [34].

In our calculations we have used the CTEQ3M structure function [44] and Q^2 scale equal to (p_e − p^′_e)^2. The total cross section describing the observed data turned out to be

0.30 pb^3, while the Standard Model gives only 0.16 pb.

We use the set of non-zero R-parity violating Yukawa couplings, which has been described above. We use:

1)λ^′_{121} = λ^′_{323} = λ^′_{333} = λ^′_{311} = λ^′, λ_{131} = λ or 2)λ^′_{131} = λ^′_{333} = λ^′_{311} = λ^′, λ_{131} = λ.

We have calculated the complete set of Feynman diagrams for the process e^+ + p → e^+ + jet + X in the framework of the R-broken supersymmetric model for HERA energy.

The relevant Feynman diagrams are shown in Fig.2.

Figure 2: Diagrams for the e^+ + p → e^+ + jet + X process in the supersymmetric model with R-parity violation.

As it is naturally expected, the main contribution comes from the diagrams with a resonant squark in the s-channel (99%). Contribution from the t-channel diagram is negligible (1%) for the case under consideration. However, these diagrams give the same order contribution as a nonresonant s-channel diagram with a heavy sparticle, but this is not the subject of our study.

In our calculations we assumed NLO corrections by introducing the K-factor equal to 1.25 for m_{q̃} = 200 GeV [45].

The presence of several non-zero couplings leads to the branching ratio BR(c̃(t̃) → e^+d) equal to 50%.

We obtained the value of λ^′ equal to 0.038 which describes the event excess in HERA data with the 200 GeV s-channel squark resonance. Fig. 1 shows the Q^2 distribution for the Standard Model and SUSY model with broken R-parity tuned to describe data and the combined ZEUS+H1 data distribution itself.

One can see that the Q^2 shape of deviation from SM is well described by the s-channel squark resonance.

The presence of another non-zero coupling — λ^′_{323} or λ^′_{323} causes the flavour changing neutral current events: e^+d → τb.

Leptonic and hadronic τ-decay channels lead to the following signatures: 1) e+ or μ^++ /P_T +jet; 2) di- or tri-jet events + /P_T .

Two outstanding FCNC events with a high p_T μ^+ + jet(s) + missing P_T signature have been observed by H1 collaboration and reported at Jerusalem conference [42]. Only 0.05 events were predicted by the SM in the kinematic region of these two events. The scenario with non-zero couplings describes well the kinematics of the observed events. If

3 We obtained this value using data presented by H1 and ZEUS collaborations [4, 5]. This value is the same as was presented at ’LP97: the statistics has been increased since that time and 3 new events for Q^2 > 20000 GeV^2 were observed by H1 collaboration.

one takes into account the τ → μν̄_μν_τ decay branching ratio equal to 17%, then one will have about 2 μ^+ + jet + missing P_T events which were observed by H1 collaboration. If the deviation from the SM for di- or tri-jet + /P_T events is found, it will be an additional favour for the scenario with several non-zero RPV couplings.

3 Implication for LEP200 and TEVATRON

Having in mind that processes with R-parity violation could occur in e^+e^− collisions at LEP, we consider the possibility of detecting it in the pair jet production via a sparticle exchange. Deviation of the jet production rate from the SM at LEP due to R-parity violating SUSY has been the subject of several papers [46, 3, 47].

Comparing with the Standard Model, some excess in dijet production is expected. For this purpose, we have calculated the complete set of relevant diagrams presented in Fig.3. We consider the case with also non-zero λ^′_{113} = λ^′. Hereafter, we assume that sleptons have a mass 200 GeV unless otherwise noted. We also assume that sleptons are not produced resonancely, considering as an example the scenario with √ s_e+_e− = 184 GeV.

We would like to stress that there is a difference (which was missed in some earlier papers) in the up and down quark production at LEP for the scenario under study. For bottom-quark production, for example, there is an s-channel diagram with a sneutrino and t-channel diagram with an u-squark (Fig.3 (a)). It makes the total cross section dependent not only on λ^′ but also on λ values. The t-channel diagram has negative interference while the s-channel diagram has a positive contribution to the total cross section. The total effect from both the diagrams is positive, when λ^′ and λ are of the same order of magnitude. At the same time, if only the t-channel diagram with R-parity violating vertex is present, as it happens for the up-quark pair production (Fig.3 (b)), the total effect is negative due to the negative t-channel diagram interference and the cross section is smaller than the SM one. This is illustrated in Fig.4 for the b-quark pair production (a) and the c-quark pair production (b), where the total cross section as a function of λ^′ is shown (λ is fixed equal to 0.038).

If we take λ_{131} equal to its upper limit (0.12), we have a 5% deviation (≃ 0.21 pb) of the total cross section from the Standard Model for √ s = 184 GeV LEP. In our calculation we put the value of λ^′ to that describing the HERA data, namely, 0.038. If we assume that the b-jet production ratio can be measured with the 1% accuracy, one can establish the limit on λ about 0.055 (λ^′ = 0.038) or the limit on the product |λ · λ^′| < 2 · 10^{−3}.

As for the up-quark production, the t-channel diagrams bring a small negative contribution. One could expect some contribution of a 200 GeV SUSY particle to the R_b value very accurately measured at LEP90 which is equal to 0.2170 ± 0.0009 [48]. But it turns out that for √ s = 90 GeV the contribution from additional diagrams to the bb̄ production is only in the 6-th digit.

Though limits on λ’s are not so strict, it seems unnatural if their values are much higher than λ^′. We would like to look at the case when λ is small or equal to 0 and the excess in the bb̄ production is absent. For example, for λ ≃ λ^′ = 0.038 the bb̄ production deviates from the Standard Model by less than 1%. By a lucky chance we have at present three different colliders with energy of an order of 1 TeV: lepton-lepton — LEP, lepton-hadron — HERA and hadron-hadron — TEVATRON. These machines are highly complementary to each other. We show below that possible failure to find the R-parity broken SUSY for

Figure 3: Diagrams for the e^+e^− → qq̄ process in the R-parity violated SUSY model.

a) e^+e^− → bb̄ √ s = 184 GeV

b) e^+e^− → uū √ s = 184 GeV

Figure 4: Total cross section of e^+e^− → qq̄ versus λ^′ for b-quark (a) and c-quark (b) pair production at LEP. Dashed line — the SM prediction.

our scenario (if it really exists) at LEP leads to the luck at TEVATRON in this search and vice versa. One of the most interesting effects for TEVATRON revealing the R-parity violation is the single top production via a slepton decay [49, 3, 50] which is resonancely produced in pp̄ collisions.

The Feynman diagrams for the 2 → 2 process of single top production are shown in Fig. 5.

In comparison with our previous paper we take into account also 2 → 3 diagrams of single top production via R-parity violating vertices: τ̃-gluon fusion process and 2 → 3 process with resonant τ̃ production. The corresponding diagrams are presented in Fig. 6.

In spite of the fact that the cross section is directly proportional only to λ^′, there is also dependence of the cross section on the λ coupling, which is related to the width and branching ratios of the selectron decay. For comparatively large λ (0.1-0.2) τ̃ mainly decays leptonically and the single top production is suppressed. In this case, the deviation in the bb̄ production could be measured at LEP. On the other hand, if λ is small or even equal to 0, there is a significant contribution to the single top production via processes

Figure 5: Diagrams for 2 → 2 single top production processes at TEVATRON in the R-parity violated SUSY model.

Figure 6: τ̃ -gluon fusion and resonant τ̃ 2 → 3 diagrams for single top production processes at TEVATRON in the R-parity violated SUSY model.

mentioned above.

In our calculations we have fixed λ^′_{311} and λ^′_{333} equal to 0.038 and studied the dependence of the single top quark cross section on the values of λ_{131}. We assume m_{top}=175 GeV, use the CTEQ3M structure function [44] and use the slepton mass as a QCD scale. We have calculated the following processes: 1) ud̄ → tb̄, dū → t̄b; 2) ug → tb̄d, dg → t̄bu, ūg → t̄bd̄, d̄g → tb̄u. The process 2 → 3 has about 20% contribution to the total RPV cross section and thus should be taken into account. For example, for λ_{131}=0, the RPV cross section of the 2 → 2 process is 0.32 pb, while the RPV cross section of 2 → 3 is 0.078 pb.

For our analysis we have used NLO cross sections for the SM single top production

a) pp̄^′ → tb̄(q) + X √ s = 1.8 TeV b) e^+e^− → bb̄ √ s = 184 GeV

Figure 7: Total cross section of the pp̄ → tb̄(q) single top production process versus λ (a) and total cross section of the bb̄ production at LEP versus λ (b). Dashed line shows the SM prediction (l^′_{311} = λ^′_{333} = 0.038) using the results of Ref.[51](m_t=175 GeV, √ s=2 TeV): σ(tb̄)=0.88 ± 0.05, σ(W g = tqb̄ + tq) = 2.43 ± 0.4. NLO cross section is about 20% higher than the LO one (for details see [52]). One could expect the same order corrections for the RPV diagrams of the single top quark production. We used this factor in our analysis.

We can see that the contribution of the RPV processes can be as large as 20% of the total single top production rate. It is illustrated in fig 7 where the dependence of this deviation versus λ (λ^′ is fixed to 0.038) is shown. We include the results of the analysis for single top background processes into our study (see [53]). A careful kinematic analysis allows one to suppress significantly the background and makes signal/background ratio equal to 1/2-1/3 [53] which in turn gives the possibility to measure the single top production cross section with the accuracy 19% and 7% for TEVATRON Run2 and Run3, respectively [52]. At the same time, the top- and bottom-quark invariant mass distribution analysis will be more sensitive to the RPV single top physics than the total cross section measurement.

We have found that if one takes into account the 10% accuracy of the single cross section measurement, the lower limit on λ_{131} can be established: λ_{131} > 0.07 (λ^′ = 0.038). On the other hand, LEP data will allow one to put an upper limit on λ_{131}: λ_{131} < 0.055 (λ^′ = 0.038). We can see that by lucky coincidence LEP and TEVATRON complement each other in search for supersymmetry with broken R-parity. The existence of the RPV physics will be checked at LEP and TEVATRON which together with HERA could prove the validity, or restrict, or even exclude the scenario with several non-zero RPV Yukawa couplings.

Conclusions

The excess of high Q^2 HERA events can be reasonably explained within the Supersymmetric Standard Model with broken R-parity.

New 1997 year data have decreased the statistical significance up to 2σ level. It is by no means conclusive and one should wait for new coming statistics.

We have suggested some specific scenario for the R-parity violating SUSY which has several non-zero couplings. This scenario could be a reasonable explanation of two outstanding FCNC muon events observed by H1 collaboration. At the same time, one can expect an excess of di- or tri-jet events. We have checked that the Yukawa couplings (as well as their products) responsible for processes under study do not exceed their experimental bounds. Processes with R-parity breaking can also take place in e^+e^− collisions at LEP200 and TEVATRON, which are complementary to each other. If R-parity violation really takes place, as has been shown above, it can be revealed at either TEVATRON or LEP in the near future.

We would like to thank D.I.Kazakov and W. de Boer for valuable discussions and stimulation of this study. Our work has been supported by the Russian Foundation for Basic Research, grants # 96-02-17379, #96-02-19773-a and ICFPM 1996 grant. A.S.B. would like to thank O.Eboli, S.Novaes, R.Rosenfeld and Y.Sirois for fruitful discussions. He is also grateful to the Instituto de Física Teórica for kind hospitality. This work was supported by Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo (FAPESP). A.V.G.

acknowledges the hospitality of the FERMILAB Theory Division, where the final stage of the work was done.

References

[1] G.Adolf et al. , H1 collaboration, Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 191.

[2] J.Breitweg et al. , ZEUS collaboration, Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 207.

[3] A.S.Belyaev, A.V.Gladyshev, hep-ph/9704343.

[4] B.Straub, (for H1 and ZEUS collaborations), talk at XVIII International Simposium on Lepton-Photon Interactions, 28 July-1 August 1997, Hamburg

[5] A.Quadt (on behalf of ZEUS collaboration) and G. Bernardi (on behalf of H1 collaboration), DESY seminar, 13th March 1998.

[6] V.Barger, K.Cheung, K.Hagiwara, D.Zeppenfeld, Phys.Lett. B404 (1997) 147;

A.Nelson, Phys.Rev.Lett. 78 (1997) 4159;

N.Bartolomeo, M.Fabrichesi, Phys.Lett. B406 (1997) 237; W.Buchmüller, D.Wyler, Phys.Lett. B407 (1997) 147; N.G.Deshpande, B.Dutta, Xiao-Gang He, Phys.Lett. B408 (1997) 288; M.C.Gonzalez-García, S.F.Novaes, Phys.Lett. B407 (1997) 255; S.Godfrey, Mod.Phys.Lett. A12 (1997) 1859; L.Giusti, A.Strumia, Phys.Lett. B410 (1997) 229; C.Kao, X.-G. He, B.McKellar, Phys.Lett. B427 (1998) 183.

[7] K.S.Babu, C.Kolda, J.March-Russell, Phys.Lett. B408 (1997) 268;

S.Kuhlmann, H.L.Lai, W.K.Tung, Phys.Lett. B409 (1997) 271.

[8] G.Altarelli, J.Ellis, G.F.Giudice, S.Lola, M.L.Mangano, Nucl.Phys. B506 (1997) 3;

J.Blümlein, Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 605;

J.Kalinowski, R.Rückl, H.Spiesberger, P.M.Zerwas, Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 595; K.S.Babu, C.Kolda, J.March-Russell, F.Wilczek, Phys.Lett. B402 (1997) 367; M.Suzuki, hep-ph/9703316;

G.K.Leontaris, J.D.Vergados, Phys.Lett. B409 (1997) 283; Z.Kunzst, W.J.Stirling, Z.Phys. C75 (1997) 453; T.Plehn et al. , Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 611;

D.Friberg, E.Norrbin, T.Sjöstrand, Phys.Lett. B403 (1997) 329; I.Montvay, Phys.Lett. B407 (1997) 22; S.F.King, G.K.Leontaris, hep-ph/9704336; J.Elwood, A.Faraggi, Nucl.Phys. B512 (1998) 42; B.Dutta, R.Mohapatra, S.Nandi, Phys.Lett. B412 (1997) 337; S.Jadach, W.Placzek, B.F.L.Ward, hep-ph/9705395; K.S.Babu, C.Kolda, J.March-Russell, Phys.Lett. B408 (1997) 261; J.Ellis, S.Lola, K.Sridhar, Phys.Lett. B408 (1997) 252; S.Jadach, B.F.L.Ward, Z.Was, Phys.Lett. B417 (1998) 326. A.Blumhofer, B.Lampe, hep-ph/9706454;

E.Keith, E.Ma, Phys.Rev.Lett. 79 (1997) 4318; N.G.Deshpande, B.Dutta, Phys.Lett B424 (1998) 313.

[9] D.Choudhury, S.Raidchaudhuri, Phys.Lett. B401 (1997) 54;

H.Dreiner, P.Morawitz, Nucl.Phys. B503 (1997) 55; J.Kalinowski, R.Rückl, P.M. Zerwas, Phys.Lett. B406 (1997) 314; T.Kon, T.Kobayashi, Phys.Lett. B409 (1997) 265; R.Barbieri, A.Strumia, Z.Berezhiani, Phys.Lett. B407 (1997) 250; G.F.Giudice, R. Ratazzi, Phys.Lett. B406 (1997) 321; A.S.Belyaev, A.V.Gladyshev, hep-ph/9704343; J.Kalinowski, hep-ph/9706203;

J.E.Kim, P.Ko, Phys.Rev. D57 (1998) 489;

A.S.Joshipura, V.Ravindran, S.K.Vempati, hep-ph/9706482; M.Frank, H.Hamidian, hep-ph/9706510; M.Guchait, D.P.Roy, Phys.Rev. D57 (1998) 4453;

T.Kon, T.Matsuhita, T.Kobayashi, Mod.Phys.Lett. A12 (1997) 3143; S.Raychaudhuri, hep-ph/9712470.

[10] G.Altarelli, CERN-TH.97-278, hep-ph/9710434.

[11] G.Altarelli, J.Ellis, G.F.Guidice, S.Lola, M.L.Mangano, Nucl.Phys. B506 (1997) 3.

[12] W.Buchmüller, R.Rückl, D.Wyler, Phys.Lett. B191 (1987) 442.

[13] H.Schelman, Talk presented at LP’97, Hamburg, July 1997.

[14] S.Davidson, D.Bailey, B.A.Campbell, Z.Phys. C61 (1994) 613.

[15] S. Weinberg, Phys.Rev. D26 (1982) 287;

N.Sakai, T.Yanagida, Nucl.Phys. B197 (1982) 83; S.Dimopoulos, S.Raby, F.Wilczek, Phys.Lett. B212 (1982) 133.

[16] H.Dreiner, hep-ph/9707435.

[17] G.Bhattacharyya, hep-ph/9709395.

[18] V.Barger, G.F.Giudice, T.Han, Phys.Rev. D40 (1989) 2987.

[19] Particle Data Group, Phys.Rev. D54 (1996) 1.

[20] L.J.Hall, M.Suzuki, Nucl.Phys. B231 (1984) 419.

[21] R.M.Godbole, P.Roy, X.Tata, Nucl.Phys. B401 (1993) 67.

[22] A.I.Belesev et al., Phys.Lett. B350 (1995) 263;

C.Weinheimer et al, Phys.Lett. B300 (1993) 210.

[23] R.Mohapatra, Phys.Rev. D34 (1986) 3457;

J.D.Vergados, Phys.Lett. B184 (1987) 55;

M.Hirsch, H.V.Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, S.G.Kovalenko, Phys.Lett. B352 (1995) 1.

[24] M.Hirsch, H.V.Klapdor-Kleingrothaus, S.G.Kovalenko, Phys.Rev.Lett. 75 (1995) 17;

Phys.Rev. D53 (1996) 1329.

[25] C.S. Wood et al. , Science 275 (1997) 1759.

[26] W.J.Marciano, J.L.Rosner, Phys.Rev.Lett. 65 (1990) 2963; Erratum ibid. 68 (1992) 898; see also an article by W.J.Marciano in “Precision Tests of the Standard Electroweak Model”, ed. P.Langacker, World Scientific, 1995. The number I present is an update of the last number by W.J.Marciano, talk given in the 1997 INT Summer Workshop.

[27] R.Gupta, T.Bhattacharya, S.Sharpe, Phys.Rev. D55 (1996) 4036. [28] K.Agashe, M.Graeser, Phys.Rev. D54 (1996) 4445. [29] G.Bhattacharyya, D.Choudhury, Mod.Phys.Lett. A10 (1995) 1699. [30] G.Bhattacharyya, J.Ellis, K.Sridhar, Mod.Phys.Lett. A10 (1995) 1583;

G.Bhattacharyya, D.Choudhury, K.Sridhar, Phys.Lett. B355 (1995) 193; J.Ellis, S.Lola, K.Sridhar, hep-ph/9705416.

[31] G.Bhattacharyya, Nucl.Phys.Proc.Suppl. 52A (1997) 83. [32] F.Zwirner, Phys.Lett. B132 (1983) 103.

[33] J.L.Goity, M.Sher, Phys.Lett. B346 (1995) 69; Erratum ibid. B385 (1996) 500. [34] T.Kon, T.Kobayashi, Phys.Lett. B270 (1991) 81;

T.Kon, T.Kobayashi, S.Kitamura, K.Nakamura, S.Adachi, Z.Phys. C61 (1994) 239; T.Kobayashi, S.Kitamura, T.Kon, Int.J.Mod.Phys. A11 (1996) 1875; T.Kon, T.Kobayashi, Phys.Lett. B409 (1997) 265.

[35] M.Guchait, D.P.Roy, Phys.Rev. D57 (1998) 4453. [36] K.Huitu, J.Maalampi, M.Raidal, A.Santamaria, hep-ph/9712249. [37] D.Choudhury, P.Roy, Phys.Lett. B378 (1996) 153. [38] J.H.Jang, J.K.Kim, J.S.Lee, Phys.Rev. D55 (1997) 7296. [39] M.Chaichian, K.Huitu, Phys.Lett. B384 (1996) 157. [40] G.Bhattacharyya, A.Raychaudhuri, Phys.Rev. D57 (1998) 3837. [41] E.E.Boos et al. , SNUTP-94-116, hep-ph/9503280;

E.E.Boos et al. , Proc. of the Xth Int. Workshop on High Energy Physics and Quantum Field Theory, QFTHEP-95, ed. by B.Levtchenko and V.Savrin, (Moscow, 1995), p.101.

[42] E.Elsen (for H1 collaboration), talk at the International Europhysics Conference on High Energy Physics, HEP97, Jerusalem.

[43] M.C.Smith, S.Willenbrock, Phys.Rev. D54 (1996) 6696. [44] H.L.Lai et al. , CTEQ Collaboration, Phys.Rev. D51 (1995) 4763. [45] T.Plehn, H.Spiesberger, M.Spira, P.M.Zerwas, Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 611.

[46] J.Kalinowski, R.Ruckl, H.Spiesberger, P.M.Zerwas, Z.Phys. C74 (1997) 595 [47] J.Kalinowski, R.Ruckl, H.Spiesberger, P.M.Zerwas, Phys.Lett. B414 (1997) 297. [48] The LEP Electroweak Working Group, CERN-PPE/97-154. [49] A.Datta, J.M.Yang, B.L.Young, X.Zhang, Phys.Rev. D56 (1997) 3107. [50] R.J.Oakes, K.Whisnant, J.M.Yang, B.L.Young, X.Zhang, Phys.Rev. D57 (1998) 534. [51] M.Smith, S.Willenbrock, Phys.Rev. D54 (1996) 6696;

T.Stelzer, Z.Sullivan, S.Willenbrock, Phys.Rev. D56 (1997) 5919. [52] A.P.Heinson, A.S.Belyaev, E.E.Boos, Phys.Rev. D56 (1997) 3114. [53] A.Belyaev, E.Boos, L.Dudko, hep-ph/9804328.