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Abstract

Gauge invariance is a powerful tool to determine the dynaroicthe elec-
troweak and strong forces. The particle content, strucamg symmetries
of the Standard Model Lagrangian are discussed. Speciah&sigpis given
to the many phenomenological tests which have establighisdteoretical
framework as the Standard Theory of electroweak intemastio

1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) is a gauge theory, based on the symgreupSU (3)c ® SU(2)L @ U(1)y,
which describes strong, weak and electromagnetic inferagtvia the exchange of the corresponding
spin-1 gauge fields: eight massless gluons and one mashletesm prespectively, for the strong and elec-
tromagnetic interactions, and three massive bosbfis,and Z, for the weak interaction. The fermionic
matter content is given by the known leptons and quarks, whre organized in a three-fold family

structure:
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where (each quark appears in three different colours)
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plus the corresponding antiparticles. Thus, the left-kedrfitlds areSU (2);, doublets, while their right-
handed partners transform &8 (2), singlets. The three fermionic families in EQ.(1.1) appesnave
identical properties (gauge interactions); they diffdydry their mass and their flavour quantum number.

The gauge symmetry is broken by the vacuum, which trigger$Sgpontaneous Symmetry Break-
ing (SSB) of the electroweak group to the electromagnetigsaup:

ssB
==

SU3)c ® SU2)L @ U(1)y SU(3)c @ U(1)QED - (1.3)

The SSB mechanism generates the masses of the weak gaugs,bers gives rise to the appearance
of a physical scalar particle in the model, the so-calledgiigrhe fermion masses and mixings are also
generated through the SSB.

The SM constitutes one of the most successful achievementsdern physics. It provides a
very elegant theoretical framework, which is able to déscthe known experimental facts in particle
physics with high precision. These lectures [1] provide @inoduction to the electroweak sector of
the SM, i.e., theSU(2);, ® U(1)y part [2-5]. The strongdU (3)c piece is discussed in more detail
in Ref. [6]. The power of the gauge principle is shown in Sett?, where the simpler Lagrangians
of quantum electrodynamics and quantum chromodynamicsleneed. The electroweak theoretical
framework is presented in Sections 3 and 4, which discuspettively, the gauge structure and the SSB
mechanism. Section 5 summarizes the present phenomeralstitus and shows the main precision
tests performed at thg peak. The flavour structure is discussed in Section 6, wheoe/ledge of the
guark mixing angles is briefly reviewed and the importancé€@iviolation tests is emphasized. Finally,
a few comments on open questions, to be investigated atftdailities, are given in the summary.
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Some useful but more technical information has been celieirt several appendices: a minimal
amount of quantum field theory concepts are given in AppeAdippendix B summarizes the most im-
portant algebraic properties S1/ (V) matrices; and a short discussion on gauge anomalies ispeese
in Appendix C.

2 Gauge Invariance
2.1 Quantum electrodynamics
Let us consider the Lagrangian describing a free Dirac fenmi

Lo = iP(x)y"9up(z) — mip(a)¥(z). (2.1)

Ly is invariant undeglobal U (1) transformations

v) (@) = exp{iQo} v(x), (2.2)

whereQ@ is an arbitrary real constant. The phase/¢t) is then a pure convention-dependent quantity
without physical meaning. However, the free Lagrangianoisomger invariant if one allows the phase
transformation to depend on the space-time coordinate,unelerlocal phase redefinition8 = 6(z),
because

dup(@) "N exp{iQ8} (9, +iQ0,8) U(x). (2.3)

Thus, once a given phase convention has been adopted afeéhence pointcy, the same convention
must be taken at all space-time points. This looks very wmaht

The ‘gauge principle’ is the requirement that #iél1) phase invariance should hdiatally. This
is only possible if one adds an extra piece to the Lagrangransforming in such a way as to cancel
the 0,0 term in Eq. [(2.8). The needed modification is completely fimgdhe transformatiori (2.3): one
introduces a new spin-1 (sin¢gf has a Lorentz index) field,, (x), transforming as

Ay 2 A ()

1
Ay(zx) — - 00, (2.4)
and defines the covariant derivative

Dy(x) = [0y +1ieQAu(z)] ¥(x), (2.5)
which has the required property of transforming like thedfiedelf:

Dup(z) 2 (D) () = exp{iQO} D,(x). (2.6)
The Lagrangian

L = ip(@)y" Dup(z) — m(@)d(x) = Lo — eQAu(x) Y (2)y"¥(z) (2.7)

is then invariant under locdl (1) transformations.

The gauge principle has generated an interaction betweeDitlac spinor and the gauge field
A, which is nothing else than the familiar vertex of Quanturediiodynamics (QED). Note that the
corresponding electromagnetic chafgé completely arbitrary. If one want$, to be a true propagating
field, one needs to add a gauge-invariant kinetic term

EKin = _iFﬁw(l’) FNV(ZI)’ (28)

whereF),, = 9,4, — d,A, is the usual electromagnetic field strength. A possible rterss for the
gauge field,C,, = %mzA“AM, is forbidden because it would violate gauge invariancerefore, the
photon field is predicted to be massless. Experimentallyjkwesy thatm., < 6 - 10717 eV [7].
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The total Lagrangian in Eqd. (2.7) and (2.8) gives rise tanbi-known Maxwell equations:
O " = J" = eQ Uy, (2.9)

whereJ" is the fermion electromagnetic current. From a simple geaygemetry requirement, we have
deduced the right QED Lagrangian, which leads to a very ssfekequantum field theory.

2.1.1 Lepton anomalous magnetic moments
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Fig. 1: Feynman diagrams contributing to the lepton anoosatoagnetic moment.

The most stringent QED test comes from the high-precisioasmements of the[8] and 1 [9]
anomalous magnetic momenis = (g, — 2)/2, where [i; = g/ (e/2my;) Si:

ae = (1159 652 180.85 & 0.76) - 10712, a, = (11 659 208.0 +6.3) - 10710, (2.10)

To a measurable level, arises entirely from virtual electrons and photons; thesgributions are
fully known to O(a*) and some) (o) corrections have been already computed [10-14]. The irspees
agreement achieved between theory and experiment has {@dQ&D to the level of the best theory
ever built to describe Nature. The theoretical error is dw@tgd by the uncertainty in the input value of
the QED couplingx = ¢?/(47). Turning things around;. provides the most accurate determination of
the fine structure constant [15]:

o~ =137.035 999 710 = 0.000 000 096 . (2.11)

The anomalous magnetic moment of the muon is sensitive th sareections from virtual heav-
ier states; compared t@., they scale with the mass ratmi /mg. Electroweak effects from virtual
W+ and Z bosons amount to a contribution (f5.4 4 0.2) - 1071 [10, 11], which is larger than the
present experimental precision. Thysallows one to test the entire SM. The main theoretical uncer-
tainty comes from strong interactions. Since quarks hagetét charge, virtual quark-antiquark pairs
inducehadronic vacuum polarizationorrections to the photon propagator (Eiy. 1.c). Owing torthn-
perturbative character of the strong interaction at lowgias, the light-quark contribution cannot be
reliably calculated at present. This effect can be extchéiem the measurement of the cross-section
o(eTe” — hadron$ and from the invariant-mass distribution of the final hadramr decays, which
unfortunately provide slightly different results [16—18]

o { (11659180.2 £ 5.6) - 10710 (ete™ data), (2.12)

T (11659199.7 +6.3) - 10710 (r data).

The quoted uncertainties include also the smaditgt-by-light scatteringcontributions (Figl1L.d) [19].
The difference between the SM prediction and the experiah@atue [Z.10) corresponds3d o (ete™)
or 0.90 (7). New precisee™ e~ andr data sets are needed to settle the true valughof
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Fig. 2: Tree-level Feynman diagram for the e~ annihilation into hadrons.

2.2 Quantum chromodynamics
2.2.1 Quarks and colour

The large number of known mesonic and baryonic states gleahals the existence of a deeper level
of elementary constituents of mattguarks Assuming that mesons ark/ = ¢g states, while baryons
have three quark constituenf8,= ¢qq, one can nicely classify the entire hadronic spectrum. Hewe

in order to satisfy the Fermi—Dirac statistics one needssame the existence of a new quantum number,
colour, such that each species of quark may haye= 3 different coloursiq®, o = 1,2, 3 (red, green,
blue). Baryons and mesons are then described by the caolmletscombinations

1 1
B = — " qaq3¢,) , M = — 6°|qags) . 2.13
/6 [ B v> /3 ‘ o 6> ( )
In order to avoid the existence of non-observed exira staittisnon-zero colour, one needs to further
postulate that all asymptotic states are colourless, dirglets under rotations in colour space. This
assumption is known as ttmonfinement hypothesibecause it implies the non-observability of free
quarks: since quarks carry colour they are confined withiawresinglet bound states.

A direct test of the colour quantum number can be obtaineu tie ratio

o(ete” — hadrong

R+.- = .
e olete = ptp~)

(2.14)

The hadronic production occurs throughe™ — +*, Z* — ¢q — hadrons (Fig. 2). Since quarks are
assumed to be confined, the probability to hadronize is jnet therefore, summing over all possible
quarks in the final state, we can estimate the inclusive €eston into hadrons. The electroweak
production factors which are common with thee= — ~+*, Z* — u™p~ process cancel in the ratio
(2.14). At energies well below thg peak, the cross-section is dominated by{hexchange amplitude;
the ratioR,.+.- is then given by the sum of the quark electric charges squared

N %NC:2, (Ny =3 : u,d,s)
Rete- ~No > QF = ¢ ¥Ne=Y, (Ny =4 : u,d,s,c) . (2.15)
f=1 %NC:%, (Nf:5 : ’u,,d,S,C,b)

The measured ratio is shown in Figl 3. Although the simplenfda [2.15) cannot explain the
complicated structure around the different quark thregdhat gives the right average value of the cross-
section (away from thresholds), provided t#&t is taken to be three. The agreement is better at larger
energies. Notice that strong interactions have not beemntaito account; only the confinement hypoth-
esis has been used.

Electromagnetic interactions are associated with the itermelectric charges, while the quark
flavours (up, down, strange, charm, bottom, top) are reladeglectroweak phenomena. The strong
forces are flavour conserving and flavour independent. Ouottler side, the carriers of the electroweak
interaction ¢, Z, W) do not couple to the quark colour. Thus it seems naturalke talour as the
charge associated with the strong forces and try to buildaatgun field theory based on it [20, 21].

4



- T T T 1T T T 1T \‘ T 1T \‘ —
|- $ -
- Jip g R
3 P(2s) 1

10 E R T Z 32 =
10° ® A
§ 0 ‘ AN
10 & /\ ; _ | [
1 E - p =
Eoog - E
LF ‘;;i* ‘ Vs [G‘e\/] ‘ .

10 LA | Ll || | | | | I >

1 10 10

Fig. 3: World data on the rati®_+ .- [7]. The broken lines show the naive quark model approxiomatiith No = 3. The
solid curve is the 3-loop perturbative QCD prediction.

2.2.2 Non-Abelian gauge symmetry

Let us denotej;“ a quark field of coloury and flavourf. To simplify the equations, let us adopt a vector
notation in colour space;]? = (q}, q]%, q}"’c). The free Lagrangian

Lo =Y a5 (V"0 —my) a5 (2.16)
f

is invariant under arbitrarglobal SU (3)¢ transformations in colour space,

¢ — (¢f) = U%q], vut =uvtuy =1, detU =1 . (2.17)
The SU(3)c matrices can be written in the form
Y
U = exp {z 5 Ha} , (2.18)
where% A (e = 1,2,...,8) denote the generators of the fundamental representatitre U (3) ¢

algebra, and), are arbitrary parameters. The matricésare traceless and satisfy the commutation
relations ,
AT A . pabc c
22 = Z 2.19
S| iy 219
with fe¢ the SU(3)¢ structure constants, which are real and totally antisymmeBome useful prop-
erties of SU(3) matrices are collected in Appendix B.

As in the QED case, we can now require the Lagrangian to beraladant undetocal SU (3)¢
transformationsf, = 6,(x). To satisfy this requirement, we need to change the quaikadiees by
covariant objects. Since we have now eight independentegpaiameters, eight different gauge bosons
G4 (z), the so-calledjluons are needed:

)\[l
Dtq; = 0" +igs 5 Gg(:n)} qr = [0" +igs G*(2)] qf - (2.20)
Notice that we have introduced the compact matrix notation
6" olos = () G, @.21)
ap
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Fig. 4: Interaction vertices of the QCD Lagrangian.

We wantD* ¢ to transform in exactly the same way as the colour-vegiothis fixes the transformation
properties of the gauge fields:

D' — (DM = UD"UT, Gh — (GM = UGrUT + L (rU)UT.  (2.22)

9s

Under an infinitesimabU (3) ¢ transformation,

¢ — @) =df +i <7> 004 qf ,
o

a

Gl (GMY = G — L an(50,) — e S0, GE (2.23)
Js

The gauge transformation of the gluon fields is more comf@it¢han the one obtained in QED for the
photon. The non-commutativity of th€U (3) matrices gives rise to an additional term involving the
gluon fields themselves. For constdidt,, the transformation rule for the gauge fields is expressed in
terms of the structure constant&®; thus, the gluon fields belong to the adjoint representatiothe
colour group (see Appendix B). Note also that there is a wnigfli(3)- couplinggs. In QED it was
possible to assign arbitrary electromagnetic chargesedliffierent fermions. Since the commutation
relation [2.19) is non-linear, this freedom does not existSiU (3) ¢

To build a gauge-invariant kinetic term for the gluon field® introduce the corresponding field
strengths:

GH(z) = _gi [DH, DY) = O*G” — 8"G* +igs [G*,G"] = %Gg‘”(x),
GW(z) = OMGY — "Gl — gs f™GY GY. (2.24)

Under a gauge transformation,
G — (G™)Y = UGgm Ut (2.25)
and the colour trace &G ) = 3 G4”GY, remains invariant.

Taking the proper normalization for the gluon kinetic teme, finally have theSU (3) invariant
Lagrangian of Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD):

Laop =~ GGl + 3 @7 (W Dy —my) 0y (2.26)
It is worth while to decompose the Lagrangian info its defarpieces:
Laop = =1 (0"GL— "Gl (0,65 — 0,G5) + 3 @7 (00— my) af
¢ f
— 9:GY ij a5 (7>a6 0 (2:27)

2
gs abe v 14 c gs abc v e
+ Efb (auGa_a GZ)GZGV - ZfbfadeG/lecGZGV‘
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Fig. 5: Two- and three-jet events from the hadrodiboson decaysZ — ¢q and Z — ¢qgG (ALEPH) [22].

The first line contains the correct kinetic terms for the adiint fields, which give rise to the corre-
sponding propagators. The colour interaction betweenkguamd gluons is given by the second line; it
involves theSU (3)c matricesA®. Finally, owing to the non-Abelian character of the colomwup, the
Gﬁ”wa term generates the cubic and quartic gluon self-intenast&hown in the last line; the strength
of these interactions (Fi@] 4) is given by the same coupling/hich appears in the fermionic piece of
the Lagrangian.

In spite of the rich physics contained in it, the Lagrang22§) looks very simple because of its
colour symmetry properties. All interactions are givendmts of a single universal coupling, which
is called thestrong coupling constanil he existence of self-interactions among the gauge fisldsiew
feature that was not present in QED; it seems then reasotabkpect that these gauge self-interactions
could explain properties like asymptotic freedom (stramgriactions become weaker at short distances)
and confinement (the strong forces increase at large detnehich do not appear in QED [6].

Without any detailed calculation, one can already extraefitptive physical consequences from
Lqcp. Quarks can emit gluons. At lowest ordergp the dominant process will be the emission of a
single gauge boson; thus, the hadronic decay oftksbould result in som& — ¢gG events, in addition
to the dominantZ — ¢g decays. Figurkl5 clearly shows that 3-jet events, with thaired kinematics,
indeed appear in the LEP data. Similar events show e@ ém annihilation into hadrons, away from the
Z peak. The ratio between 3-jet and 2-jet events provides plgiastimate of the strength of the strong
interaction at LEP energies & M2): a5 = g2/(4w) ~ 0.12.

3 Electroweak Unification
3.1 Experimental facts

Low-energy experiments have provided a large amount ofnmé¢ion about the dynamics underlying
flavour-changing processes. The detailed analysis of theygrand angular distributions if decays,
such asy™ — e" v, Or n — pe”v,, made clear that only the left-handed (right-handed) fermi
(antifermion) chiralities participate in those weak tiéinas; moreover, the strength of the interaction
appears to be universal. This is further corroborated tfirdhe study of other processes like- —

e~ v, or =~ — pu~v,, which show that neutrinos have left-handed chiralitieslevanti-neutrinos are
right-handed.

From neutrino scattering data, we learnt the existenceffef et neutrino types4, # v,) and that
there are separately conserved lepton quantum numberk gisinguish neutrinos from antineutrinos;
thus we observe the transitiong p — e™n, ven — e p, v,p — ptn or v,n — p~ p, but we do
not see processes like.p /4 etn, ven /e p, Uyp A etn or v,n /e p.



Together with theoretical considerations related to uitytda proper high-energy behaviour) and
the absence of flavour-changing neutral-current tramsitjo~ 4 e~ e~ e™), the low-energy information
was good enough to determine the structure of the modertr@haak theory [23]. The intermediate
vector boson$l’* andZ were theoretically introduced and their masses correstiynated, before their
experimental discovery. Nowadays, we have accumulatee hugmbers of//* and Z decay events,
which bring much direct experimental evidence of their dgial properties.

3.1.1 Charged currents

Ve e Ve

Fig. 6: Tree-level Feynman diagrams for- — e  vev, and vye™ — p” ve.

The interaction of quarks and leptons with th&" bosons (Fig.16) exhibits the following features:

— Only left-handed fermions and right-handed antifermioosple to thelV’ . Therefore, there is
a 100% breaking of paritf (left <> right) and charge conjugatiofi (particle <+ antiparticle).
However, the combined transformatiat is still a good symmetry.

— TheW ¥ bosons couple to the fermionic doublets in Eq.](1.1), whiseedlectric charges of the
two fermion partners differ in one unit. The decay channéth®V ~ are then:

W™ = € U, W 0y, 7 0r,d u, s'c. (3.1)
Owing to the very high mass of the top quark [24]; = 171 GeV > My = 80.4 GeV, its
on-shell production throughV— — b’ is kinematically forbidden.

— All fermion doublets couple to thé’* bosons with the same universal strength.

— The doublet partners of the up, charm and top quarks appdas mixtures of the three quarks
with charge—1:

d’ d
s |=v | s ], vvi = viv = 1. (3.2)
b’ b

Thus, the weak eigenstatd$, s’, b’ are different than the mass eigenstates;, b. They are
related through th8 x 3 unitary matrixV, which characterizes flavour-mixing phenomena.

— The experimental evidence of neutrino oscillations shtva$v., v, andv, are also mixtures
of mass eigenstates. However, the neutrino masses are fing;, — m2 | ~ 2.5 - 1073 eV?,

m2, —m?2 ~8-1075eV? [7].

3.1.2 Neutral currents

The neutral carriers of the electromagnetic and weak ioteras have fermionic couplings (Fig. 7) with
the following properties:

— Allinteracting vertices are flavour conserving. Both theand theZ couple to a fermion and its
own antifermion, i.e.;y f f and Z f f. Transitions of the typey 4 ey or Z 4 e*uT have
never been observed.
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Fig. 7: Tree-level Feynman diagrams fet e~ — p*p~ andete™ — v .

— The interactions depend on the fermion electric ch@pge Fermions with the sam@, have
exactly the same universal couplings. Neutrinos do not ledegtromagnetic interactiong)(, =
0), but they have a non-zero coupling to théboson.

— Photons have the same interaction for both fermion chieglibut theZ couplings are different for
left-handed and right-handed fermions. The neutrino g¢ogpb theZ involves only left-handed
chiralities.

— There are three different light neutrino species.

3.2 The SU(2);, ® U(1)y theory

Using gauge invariance, we have been able to determine ghe @ED and QCD Lagrangians. To
describe weak interactions, we need a more elaboratedwseuavith several fermionic flavours and
different properties for left- and right-handed fields; emrer, the left-handed fermions should appear
in doublets, and we would like to have massive gauge bo$BAsand Z in addition to the photon.
The simplest group with doublet representationSig2). We want to include also the electromagnetic
interactions; thus we need an additiobdll) group. The obvious symmetry group to consider is then

G=5SU12),2UQ1)y, (3.3)

whereL refers to left-handed fields. We do not specify, for the maimiie meaning of the subindéx
since, as we will see, the naive identification with electagmetism does not work.

For simplicity, let us consider a single family of quarksdantroduce the notation

we@=(4) . w@ = ) =de (3.)

Our discussion will also be valid for the lepton sector, with identification

0 (z) = ( ve )L , Vs(7) = v, () = e (3.5)

e

As in the QED and QCD cases, let us consider the free Lagnangia

Lo = iu(z)y" Ouu(z) + id(x)y* dud(z) = Z ZEJ(Q:) YO (x) . (3.6)

j=1
Ly is invariant under globalr transformations in flavour space:
(z) = exp{iy18} UL ¢ (z),

<y
Ua(z) % Yh(x) = exp {iyeB} vnlz), (3.7)
s Y(x) = exp {iysBY vs(a),



where theSU (2), transformation
.05 4 -
U, = exp{z;a } (1=1,2,3) (3.8)

only acts on the doublet fielgh;. The parameterg; are called hypercharges, since #iél)y phase
transformation is analogous to the QED one. The matrix toamstion Uy, is non-Abelian as in QCD.
Notice that we have not included a mass term in Eq] (3.6) lsciawould mix the left- and right-handed
fields [see EqL(A.Q7)], therefore spoiling our symmetrysidarations.

We can now require the Lagrangian to be also invariant umaleal ISU (2);, ® U(1)y gauge
transformations, i.e., with! = of(x) and3 = S(z). In order to satisfy this symmetry requirement, we
need to change the fermion derivatives by covariant ohj&itsce we have now four gauge parameters,
o'(z) andj3(x), four different gauge bosons are needed:

Dy (z) = [8u+igwu(w)+ig’y1Bu(w)] 1 (z),

Dypa(x) = [0y +1i9"y2 Bu(x)] Ya(x), (3.9)
Dys3(xz) = [0, +ig y3 Bu(z)] v3(x),
where s .
W,(x) = EZWZ(x) (3.10)

denotes &U (2),, matrix field. Thus we have the correct number of gauge fieldieseribe théV*, Z
and-~y.

We wantD,¢;(x) to transform in exactly the same way as ihgx) fields; this fixes the trans-
formation properties of the gauge fields:

Bux) % Bl(x) = Bu(x) - &au/a(x), (3.11)
W, S W= U)W Ul@) + é@HUL(x) Ul (@), (3.12)

where Uy (z) = exp {i % o'(z) }. The transformation aB,, is identical to the one obtained in QED for
the photon, while th&U (2), W, fields transform in a way analogous to the gluon fields of QCBteN
that they; couplings toB,, are completely free as in QED, i.e., the hyperchargesan be arbitrary
parameters. Since thel/(2);, commutation relation is non-linear, this freedom does mxadtdor the
Wﬁ: there is only a uniquéU (2), couplingg.

The Lagrangian

L =" iv;(z)v" Duj(x) (3.13)
j=1
is invariant under localy transformations. In order to build the gauge-invariantkimterm for the gauge

fields, we introduce the corresponding field strengths:

By, = 0,B, —0,B,, (3.14)

W =~ [(Ou+igWa) (0 +igW,)| = W0 — 0 Wy +ig Wy, W], (315)
w = Zigi i i i ijk yi7d 7k

Wi = 5 Wiy, Wi, = 9, W — 8,Wi — ge*wiwk. (3.16)

B,,, remains invariant unde® transformations, whiléV,,,, transforms covariantly:

By -5 B, W — U, WUl (3.17)
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Therefore, the properly normalized kinetic Lagrangianiveg by
1 w1 W 1mv 1 po Lo pv
£Kin - _Z B,uzzB - §TI' |:W,uz/W ] = —Z BHVB — ZW#VVVZ' . (318)

Since the field strengthﬁ/’ﬁ,, contain a quadratic piece, the Lagrangiég;, gives rise to cubic and
guartic self-interactions among the gauge fields. The gtheof these interactions is given by the same
SU(2)r, couplingg which appears in the fermionic piece of the Lagrangian.

The gauge symmetry forbids the writing of a mass term for tiggg bosons. Fermionic masses
are also not possible, because they would communicate fiheatel right-handed fields, which have
different transformation properties, and therefore waarlotduce an explicit breaking of the gauge sym-
metry. Thus, the&dU(2);, ® U(1)y Lagrangian in Eqs[(3.13) and (3]118) only contains massielsts.

3.3 Charged-current interaction

SR-y)

Fig. 8: Charged-current interaction vertices.

The Lagrangian (3.13) contains interactions of the fernfiigids with the gauge bosons,

3
L — =g V" Wutr — ¢ By Yy by (3.19)
j=1

The term containing th8U (2);, matrix

. i w3 2w
-3 ()
V2w, -w}
gives rise to charged-current interactions with the boseld fit,, = (Wﬁ +1 Wﬁ)/\/i and its complex-
conjugateWT = (Wﬁ —1 Wﬁ)/ﬂ (Fig.[8). For a single family of quarks and leptons,
g

Loo = 57 {W; [@y"(1 —75)d + 7™ (1 — y5)e] + h.c.} . (3.21)

The universality of the quark and lepton interactions is rodirect consequence of the assumed gauge
symmetry. Note, however, that Ef. (3.21) cannot describeotiserved dynamics, because the gauge
bosons are massless and, therefore, give rise to long-farggs.

3.4 Neutral-current interaction

Equation [(3.19) contains also interactions with the négfaaige fieldst andB,,. We would like to
identify these bosons with thé and they. However, since the photon has the same interaction with bot
fermion chiralities, the singlet gauge bosBp cannot be equal to the electromagnetic field. That would
require y; = y2 = y3 and g’y; = e Q;, which cannot be simultaneously true.
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Fig. 9: Neutral-current interaction vertices.

Since both fields are neutral, we can try with an arbitrary liation of them:

3 .
W, _ co§ Ow  sin by Z, . (3.22)
B, —sinfy  cos Oy Ay
The physicalZ boson has a mass different from zero, which is forbidden bydbal gauge symmetry.
We will see in the next section how it is possible to generate-zero boson masses, through the SSB
mechanism. For the moment, we just assume that somethiadsbtbe symmetry, generating tie

mass, and that the neutral mass eigenstates are a mixtune tiglet and singleSU (2), fields. In
terms of the fieldsZ and~, the neutral-current Lagrangian is given by

Ly = —Z%fy“ {AM {g% sin Oy + g’ y; cosew] + Z, [g% cos Oy — g y; Sin@w” (I
J

(3.23)
In order to get QED from thel,, piece, one needs to impose the conditions:
g sinfy = g’ cosby = e, Y =Q—1Ts, (3.24)
where T3 = 03/2 and ) denotes the electromagnetic charge operator
Qu/u 0 )
_ : = Qu/v = .- 3.25
Q1 ( 0 Qu Q2 = Qy Qs = Qq/ (3.25)

The first equality relates thel/ (2);, andU (1)y couplings to the electromagnetic coupling, providing the
wanted unification of the electroweak interactions. Thesdddentity fixes the fermion hypercharges
in terms of their electric charge and weak isospin quantumbmers:

Quarks: 1 = Qu—3 = Qat3 =g, v2 = Qu =3, ys = Qi = —3,
Leptons:  y1 = Qu— 3 = Qc+3 = —3, v = Q, = 0, y3 = Q. = —1.

A hypothetical right-handed neutrino would have both eleatharge and weak hypercharge equal to
zero. Since it would not couple either to thié* bosons, such a particle would not have any kind of
interaction (sterile neutrino). For aesthetic reasonsskal then not consider right-handed neutrinos
any longer.

Using the relationd (3.24), the neutral-current Lagramgan be written as
Lxc = Lqep + Lic, (3.26)

where B
Lopp = —e Ay Y U Qi = —e Ay Jh, (3.27)
J
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Table 1: Neutral-current couplings.

U d Ve e
20 1—8sin?y —1+43sin®0y 1 —1+4sin®Oy
2af 1 -1 1 -1

is the usual QED Lagrangian and

VA - e
Lxc =

e qn
2 sin Oy cos Oy T2 2u (3.28)

contains the interaction of thg boson with the neutral fermionic current
Th =) " (o5 — 2sin® 0w Q) by = JY — 2sin® Oy T, (3.29)
J

In terms of the more usual fermion fieldsﬁC has the form (Fid.19)

‘ Zy > Fr'vp —aps) f (3.30)
f

L = ———
NC 2 sin Oy cos Oy

where ay = Ty and v; = Ty (1 — 4|Qy|sin® Gy ). Table[l shows the neutral-current couplings of the
different fermions.

3.5 Gauge self-interactions

Y,Z

w W w w Y, Z

Fig. 10: Gauge boson self-interaction vertices.

In addition to the usual kinetic terms, the Lagrangian (B d@nerates cubic and quartic self-
interactions among the gauge bosons (Eig). 10):

Ly = iecot Oy {(G“W” — WY Wiz, — (8“W”T - E?VW“T) W, 2, + W, W (912" — 8”2“)}

+ie {((‘WWV — WM WA, - (8“W”T - 8”W“T> W, A, + W, W] (9" A — 8”A“)} :

(3.31)

62

2
Ly= {(WJWM) - WJWWWVW”} — e cot? o {WiWrz, 2" — wizrw,z"}

 2sin? Ow
— e cot Oy {2WIWHZ, A” — WIZI'W, A — WiAMW, 2"}

— e {wiwra,ar - wharw,ar |

Notice that at least a pair of chargdd bosons are always present. T$€ (2), algebra does not generate
any neutral vertex with only photons atdbosons.
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4 Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking

Fig. 11: Although Nicolas likes the symmetric food configtion, he must break the symmetry deciding which carrot isemo
appealing. In three dimensions, there is a continuousyallere Nicolas can move from one carrot to the next withdforie

So far, we have been able to derive charged- and neutragunteractions of the type needed
to describe weak decays; we have nicely incorporated QEDth# same theoretical framework and,
moreover, we have got additional self-interactions of thege bosons, which are generated by the non-
Abelian structure of the&U(2), group. Gauge symmetry also guarantees that we have a viglede
renormalizable Lagrangian. However, this Lagrangian leag ttle to do with reality. Our gauge bosons
are massless particles; while this is fine for the photon fidle physicall’’* and Z bosons should be
quite heavy objects.

In order to generate masses, we need to break the gauge synmsgime way; however, we also
need a fully symmetric Lagrangian to preserve renormailigabThis dilemma may be solved by the
possibility of getting non-symmetric results from an ineat Lagrangian.

Let us consider a Lagrangian, which

1. Isinvariant under a groufs of transformations.

2. Has a degenerate set of states with minimal energy, wiaolsform unde(: as the members of a
given multiplet.

If one of those states is arbitrarily selected as the groteie sf the system, the symmetry is said to be
spontaneously broken.

A well-known physical example is provided by a ferromagrathough the Hamiltonian is in-
variant under rotations, the ground state has the spinsealignto some arbitrary direction; moreover,
any higher-energy state, built from the ground state by gefimimber of excitations, would share this
anisotropy. In a Quantum Field Theory, the ground statedssituum; thus the SSB mechanism will
appear when there is a symmetric Lagrangian, but a non-symeraacuum.

The horse in Fig.11 illustrates in a very simple way the phegon of SSB. Although the left
and right carrots are identical, Nicolas must take a decitfihe wants to get food. What is important
is not whether he goes left or right, which are equivalentomyist, but that the symmetry gets broken. In
two dimensions (discrete left-right symmetry), after egtthe first carrot Nicolas would need to make
an effort to climb the hill in order to reach the carrot on thhev side; however, in three dimensions
(continuous rotation symmetry) there is a marvelous flatutar valley along which Nicolas can move
from one carrot to the next without any effort.

The existence of flat directions connecting the degenetatessof minimal energy is a general
property of the SSB of continuous symmetries. In a QuantugidFiheory it implies the existence of
massless degrees of freedom.

14



4.1 Goldstone theorem

Fig. 12: Shape of the scalar potential fp? > 0 (left) and x> < 0 (right). In the second case there is a continuous set of
degenerate vacua, corresponding to different ph&@sesnnected through a massless field excitatjon

Let us consider a complex scalar fieldr), with Lagrangian

2
L= 0,6'0"6 - V(9), V(o) = wolo+h(s16) . (4.)
L is invariant under global phase transformations of theasdadld
b(x) — ¢/(x) = exp {i0} 6(x). (4.2)

In order to have a ground state the potential should be baufiden below, i.e.h > 0. For the
guadratic piece there are two possibilities, shown in[E. 1

1. u? > 0: The potential has only the trivial minimugh = 0. It describes a massive scalar particle
with massu and quartic coupling.

2. u? < 0: The minimum is obtained for those field configurations $gitig

—p2 v ho,
== = — = ——v". 4.3
|bo 5T 7 >0, V(o) 1V (4.3)
Owing to theU (1) phase-invariance of the Lagrangian, there is an infinitebermof degenerate
states of minimum energyy(z) = % exp {i6}. By choosing a particular solutiofl, = 0 for
example, as the ground state, the symmetry gets spontdpdwoken. If we parametrize the
excitations over the ground state as

1
) = — [v+ z) +1ip2(x) , 4.4
¢(x) \/5[ p1(z) +ipa(w)] (4.4)
wherep; andy- are real fields, the potential takes the form
h 2
V(9) = V(o) —uet + hver (91 +93) + 7 (o1 +8) - (4.5)
Thus,; describes a massive state of mms@1 = —2,2, while ¢, is massless.

The first possibility 1> > 0) is just the usual situation with a single ground state. Tt
case, with SSB, is more interesting. The appearance of alesagsarticle when? < 0 is easy to
understand: the fielgh, describes excitations around a flat direction in the padéniie., into states
with the same energy as the chosen ground state. Since thotgtiens do not cost any energy, they
obviously correspond to a massless state.
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The fact that there are massless excitations associatbdheitSSB mechanism is a completely
general result, known as the Goldstone theorem [25]: if arduagjan is invariant under a continuous
symmetry groug=, but the vacuum is only invariant under a subgrdfipC G, then there must exist as
many massless spin-0 particles (Goldstone bosons) asrbggkeerators (i.e., generators@fwhich do
not belong toH).

4.2 The Higgs—Kibble mechanism

At first sight, the Goldstone theorem has very little to ddwatir mass problem; in fact, it makes it worse
since we want massive states and not massless ones. Hos@wething very interesting happens when
there is a local gauge symmetry [26, 27].

Let us consider [3] awU (2), doublet of complex scalar fields

A )
The gauged scalar Lagrangian of the Goldstone model i ETj), (4
Ls = (Du0) D6 — p2to — h (o6)" (h>0,42<0), @7
Dio = [0 +ig W +igiuy B 6. vo=Qu-Ts=5, (48

is invariant under locabU (2), ® U(1)y transformations. The value of the scalar hypercharge id fixe
by the requirement of having the correct couplings betwg@n and A#(x); i.e., the photon does not
couple tog(®, and¢(t) has the right electric charge.

The potential is very similar to the one considered beforberg is a infinite set of degenerate
states with minimum energy, satisfying

— 2
(01610} = /55 = 75 (4.9)

Note that we have made explicit the association of the dakground state with the quantum vacuum.
Since the electric charge is a conserved quantity, only thdral scalar field can acquire a vacuum
expectation value. Once we choose a particular ground, steeSU (2);, ® U(1)y symmetry gets
spontaneously broken to the electromagnetic subgédlipqrp, which by construction still remains a
true symmetry of the vacuum. According to the Goldstone rirmmothree massless states should then
appear.

Now, let us parametrize the scalar doublet in the generai for

¢(x) = exp {z%@’(w)} % < U+OH($) > , (4.10)

with four real fields9?(x) and H (). The crucial point is that the loc#lU (2),, invariance of the La-
grangian allows us to rotate away any dependend# an. These three fields are precisely the would-be
massless Goldstone bosons associated with the SSB meuhanis

The covariant derivativé (4.8) couples the scalar multifgehe SU(2), ® U(1)y gauge bosons.
If one takes the physical (unitary) gaugé(z) = 0, the kinetic piece of the scalar Lagrangi&n(4.7)
takes the form:
2

=0 1 g’ g
Do) Dty U=V Z o HorH H? ! wtwry 9 7 gn 411
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The vacuum expectation value of the neutral scalar has geea quadratic term for tH&* and the
Z, i.e., those gauge bosons have acquired masses:

1
My cosby = My = 3v9- (4.12)

Therefore, we have found a clever way of giving masses toriteemediate carriers of the weak
force. We just addCs to our SU(2);, ® U(1)y model. The total Lagrangian is invariant under gauge
transformations, which guarantees the renormalizabiftthe associated Quantum Field Theory [28].
However, SSB occurs. The three broken generators giveaigede massless Goldstone bosons which,
owing to the underlying local gauge symmetry, can be eliteididrom the Lagrangian. Going to the
unitary gauge, we discover that thE* and theZ (but not they, becausd/(1)qrp is an unbroken
symmetry) have acquired masses, which are moreover redatéadicated in Eq[(4.12). Notice that
Eqg. (3.22) has now the meaning of writing the gauge fields rims$eof the physical boson fields with
definite mass.

It is instructive to count the number of degrees of freedorn.{d. Before the SSB mechanism,
the Lagrangian contains massld$st and Z bosons, i.e.3 x 2 = 6 d.o.f., due to the two possible
polarizations of a massless spin-1 field, and four real sfiglds. After SSB, the three Goldstone modes
are ‘eaten’ by the weak gauge bosons, which become massivetterefore, acquire one additional
longitudinal polarization. We have thénx 3 = 9 d.o.f. in the gauge sector, plus the remaining scalar
particle H, which is called the Higgs boson. The total number of d.@mains of course the same.

4.3 Predictions

We have now all the needed ingredients to describe the eleetik interaction within a well-defined
Quantum Field Theory. Our theoretical framework implies ¢#xistence of massive intermediate gauge
bosonsJV+ andZ. Moreover, the Higgs-Kibble mechanism has produced amqmiedictiolﬂ for the
W* andZ masses, relating them to the vacuum expectation value sictilar field through Eq_(4.1.2).
Thus, M7 is predicted to be bigger thalfy, in agreement with the measured masses [29, 30]:

Mz =91.1875 £ 0.0021 GeV, My = 80.398 £ 0.025 GeV . (4.13)

From these experimental numbers, one obtains the eleckoméing angle

2

M,
sin® Oy = 1— —° = 0.223. (4.14)
M2

We can easily get and independent estimateinf 6y, from the decayu™ — e 7. v,. The

momentum transferg® = (p, — py,)? = (pe + pv.)? S m is much smaller thad/j,. Therefore,

the W propagator in Fid.l6 shrinks to a point and can be well appnaxed through a local four-fermion

interaction, i.e.,

2 2
g g 4o
~ = = 4V2Gp. 4.15
MZ =@ T MZ T sin?0y M3 F (4-19)

The measured muon lifetime, = (2.197019 £ 0.000021) - 10~ s [31], provides a very precise deter-
mination of the Fermi coupling consta@y:
1 G%mz

— =T, =754 fm2/m2) (1+6rc),  f(z) =1-8x+8z" —a* — 122 logz. (4.16)
1]

! Note, however, that the relatidi; cos 6w = My has a more general validity. Itis a direct consequence cfyttremetry
properties ofC s and does not depend on its detailed dynamics.
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Taking into account the radiative correctiofig:, which are known ta@(a?) [32, 33], one gets [31]:

Gr = (1.166371 4 0.000006) - 107> GeV 2. (4.17)
The measured values of ! = 137.035999710 (96), My, andG r imply
sin? @y, = 0.215, (4.18)

in very good agreement with Ed. (4114). We shall see latdartheasmall difference between these two
numbers can be understood in terms of higher-order quantareations. The Fermi coupling gives also
a direct determination of the electroweak scale, i.e., tiadas vacuum expectation value:

v = (\/5 GF> 2 g6 Gev. (4.19)
4.4 The Higgs boson
Z W
Z W
2 M2 2 My

\' H \' H
Z H A H

M2 _ My
Z V2 H W v2 H

Fig. 13: Higgs couplings to the gauge bosons.

The scalar Lagrangian in Ed. (#.7) has introduced a newrspatéicle into the model: the Higgs
H. In terms of the physical fields (unitary gaug€); takes the form

1
Ls = Zhv‘l + Ly + Ly, (4.20)
where
1 1 M?2 M?2
_* pwrr Ltz g2 MH g3 ME
L 28uH8 H QMHH 5 H o2 H*, (4.21)
H2 2

2 1 2 H
Lyg: = My Wiw* {1+;H+F}+§M§ZMZ“ {1+;H+U—2} (4.22)

and the Higgs mass is given by
My = /—2u% = V2hv. (4.23)

The Higgs interactions (Fif.13) have a very characterfstim: they are always proportional to the mass
(squared) of the coupled boson. All Higgs couplings arerd@teed by, My, M, and the vacuum
expectation value.

So far the experimental searches for the Higgs have onlyigedva lower bound on its mass,
corresponding to the exclusion of the kinematical rangessible at LEP and the Tevatron [7]:

My > 1144GeV  (95% C.L.). (4.24)
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45 Fermion masses

<13

f

Fig. 14: Fermionic coupling of the Higgs boson.

A fermionic mass termg,, = —m Y1) = —m (ELQ,Z)R + ERzﬁL) is not allowed, because it breaks
the gauge symmetry. However, since we have introduced aticadd scalar doublet into the model, we
can write the following gauge-invariant fermion-scalaupting:

(+) (0)% (+)
EY = —C1 (U,CZ)L< f;(o) > dR — C9 (u,d)L< —QS(ZS(_) > UR — C3 (V87€)L< 2(0) > €R + hC,
(4.25)
where the second term involves tieconjugate scalar field® = i o5 ¢*. In the unitary gauge (after
SSB), this Yukawa-type Lagrangian takes the simpler form

1 _
Ly = ——=(+H) {c1dd + coiu+ c3ée} . (4.26)
V2
Therefore, the SSB mechanism generates also fermion masses
v v v
myg = ¢ — My = Co— , Me = C3 — . 4.27

Since we do not know the parametess the values of the fermion masses are arbitrary. Note,
however, that all Yukawa couplings are fixed in terms of thesea (Fig._14):

H -
Ly = — <1 + —> {mddd—kmuau—i—m8 ée} ) (4.28)
v

5 Electroweak Phenomenology

In the gauge and scalar sectors, the SM Lagrangian contaipgour parametersy, g/, 4> andh. One
could trade them by, 0y, My andMy. Alternatively, we can choose as free parameters:

Gr = (1.166371 +0.000006) - 1075 GeV~2 [31],
a~t = 137.035999710 + 0.000000096 [15], (5.1)
My = (91.1875 +0.0021) GeV  [29,30]

and the Higgs mash/;. This has the advantage of using the three most preciseimqeal determi-
nations to fix the interaction. The relations
My,
M2’

M3, sin? 0y = \/% (5.2)
F

determine thensin? Ay, = 0.212 and My = 80.94 GeV. The predicted\/yy is in good agreement
with the measured value in(4]13).

sin?fpy = 1—
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Fig. 15: Tree-level Feynman diagrams contributing toli& and Z decays.

At tree level (Fig[1b), the decay widths of the weak gaugeohssan be easily computed. The
W partial widths,

GFMSV GFMS’V
67mv2 ’ 672 ’

are equal for all leptonic decay modes (up to small kinemahticass corrections). The quark modes
involve also the colour quantum numb&y = 3 and the mixing factoiV;; relating weak and mass
eigenstates{’ = V;; d;. The Z partial widths are different for each decay mode, sinceatgptings
depend on the fermion charge:

Fr(W™—=pl) = ' (W™ = wd;) = No Vi (5.3)

. GrM3
T (Z—ff) = Ny 65\/52

whereN; = 1 and N, = Nc. Summing over all possible final fermion pairs, one predibts total
widths T'yy = 2.09 GeV and I'; = 2.48 GeV, in excellent agreement with the experimental values
Iy = (2.147 £0.060) GeV andT'z = (2.4952 + 0.0023) GeV [29, 30].

The universality of théV couplings implies

(lof? + lag]?) (5.4)

Be(W~ — 717 = ﬁ —111%, (5.5)
where we have taken into account that the decay into the tagkgsikinematically forbidden. Similarly,
the leptonic decay widths of thg are predicted to b, = T'(Z — [*]7) = 84.85 MeV. As shown
in Table[2, these predictions are in good agreement with thasored leptonic widths, confirming the
universality of thelV and Z leptonic couplings. There is, however, an excess of thechiag ratio
W — 7 v, with respect toW — ev, and W — v, , which represents 48 o effect [29, 30].

The universality of the leptoni€l’ couplings can also be tested indirectly, through weak decay
mediated by charged-current interactions. Comparing tb&sured decay widths of leptonic or semilep-
tonic decays which only differ by the lepton flavour, one cast experimentally that thé” interaction
is indeed the same, i.e., that. = g, = g = g. As shown in Tabl&I3, the present data verify the
universality of the leptonic charged-current couplingshi® 0.2% level.

Table 2: Measured values of 8%~ — 7, 17) and I'(Z — 1717) [29,30]. The average of the three leptonic modes is shown
in the last column (for a massless charged lepjon

e I T l
Br(W— — l™) (%) 10.65 £0.17 10.59+0.15 11.44+0.22 10.84 £0.09
I(Z —1t7) (MeV) 83.92+£0.12 83.99+£0.18 84.08£0.22 83.985 +£ 0.086
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Table 3: Experimental determinations of the rating g;- [18, 34]

FT—)VTE Ve /Fu—wﬂe Ve PT—)I/TT(/PW%M Uy PT—)VTK/FK—);,L vy PW—)T Ur /FW—>u vy
l9+/9ul 1.0004 £ 0.0022 0.996 + 0.005 0.979 £ 0.017 1.039 £+ 0.013
FT—)VTpDu/FT—)VTeDe F7r—>,uz7u/r7r—>ez7E FK%MD‘L/FK—)BPQ FK—)W“E,’L/FK—)WGZ_IE
|gu/ge| 1.0000 £ 0.0020 1.0017 £ 0.0015 1.012 £ 0.009 1.0002 £ 0.0026
FW—)u Uy /FW—)G Ve FT—)VTM Uy /Pu—wue Ve I‘W—H' Ur /PW—>8 Ve
19,1/ 9| 0.997 £ 0.010 \9+/ge 1.0004 =+ 0.0023 1.036 & 0.014

Another interesting quantity is thé decay width into invisible modes,

Tiw N, T(Z — 0v) 2N,
_ _ 21 , (5.6)
I, I (1 —4sin® 0y )% +1

which is usually normalized to the charged leptonic widtthe Tomparison with the measured value,
Iiny /T = 5.942 4+ 0.016 [29, 30], provides very strong experimental evidence ferakistence of three
different light neutrinos.

5.1 Fermion-pair production at the Z peak
e f f

yi Z e +

f

et f
Fig. 16: Tree-level contributions te*e~ — ff and kinematical configuration in the centre-of-mass system

Additional information can be obtained from the study of firecess eTe™ — v,Z — ff
(Fig.[18). For unpolarized™ and e~ beams, the differential cross-section can be written, \@esb
order, as

do a? 9 9
= 8—Nf {A(1+4cos?6) + B cost — hy [C (14 cos’6) + Dcosb]}, (5.7)
S
where hy = £1 denotes the sign of the helicity of the produced fermfpand® is the scattering angle
betweere~ andj in the centre-of-mass system. Here,

A = 14 2v.vyRe(x)+ (v§+a§) (’szv-i-a?v) \X\Za

B = 4acarRe(x) +8veacvras |X|2 )

C = 2vearRe(x)+2 (v§+a§) Ufaf|X|2>

D = 4acvyRe(x) +4veae (UJ% + afc) IXI?, (5.8)

andy contains theZ propagator

_ GpM} 5
X = 9Vara s — M2 +isTz /My

(5.9)
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The coefficientsA, B, C' and D can be experimentally determined by measuring the totalsero
section, the forward—-backward asymmetry, the polarinasisymmetry, and the forward—backward po-
larization asymmetry, respectively:

47‘(’6!2 . NF — NB 3B
7o) = T3 N4 Al = N TN T 54
(hy=+1) _ H(hy=—1) C
g g
APO](S) = o(hr=+1) —|-O'(hf:_1) = _Zv (5.10)
A ( ) Nf(;‘hf:—i_l) . N}(;vhf:_l) . Néhfz-i-l) + Néhf:—l) 3D
FB,Pol(S) = — p— — ——1 — o1
Néhf_+1) _I_NI(Vhf_ 1) +NJ(Bhf_Jrl) +NJ(Bhf_ ) S A

Here,Nr and Ny denote the number gfs emerging in the forward and backward hemispheres, respec
tively, with respect to the electron direction. The measwant of the final fermion polarization can be
done forf = 7 by measuring the distribution of the finaldecay products.

Fors = M%, the real part of theZ propagator vanishes and the photon-exchange terms can be
neglected in comparison with thg-exchange contributiond'§ /M2 << 1). Equations[(5.10) become
then,

o = o(M2) = }\;—Z Pligf, A%’é = App(M3) = %Pepf,
Z Z
AV = Apa(M3) = Py A p = Aropa(M3) = 5P, (51D)
wherel; is the Z partial decay width into the f final state, and
Py = Ay = 2UY (5.12)
v¥ + ay

is the average longitudinal polarization of the fermifinwhich only depends on the ratio of the vector
and axial-vector couplings.

With polarizede™e~ beams, which have been available at SLC, one can also stadgfthright
asymmetry between the cross-sections for initial left- aglt-handed electrons, and the corresponding
forward—backward left-right asymmetry:

M) — or(M3) 3
Alr = Arr(M?2 _ (M7 Z. = _P,, A%L = A M2) = —ZP;.
LR LR( Z) O'L(M%) n O'R(M%) FB,LR FB,LR( Z) 4 f
(5.13)
At the Z peak, ABR measures the average initial lepton polarizati®y, without any need for final
particle identification, whileél%]{;LR provides a direct determination of the final fermion polafian.

Py is a very sensitive function ofin? 6. Small higher-order corrections can produce large
variations on the predicted lepton polarization becduge= 1 |1 — 4 sin66y/| < 1. Therefore,P,
provides an interesting window to search for electroweantum effects.

5.2 QED and QCD corrections

Before trying to analyse the relevance of higher-ordertedaeak contributions, it is instructive to con-
sider the numerical impact of the well-known QED and QCD ections. The photon propagator gets
vacuum polarization corrections, induced by virtual fevmiantifermion pairs. This kind of QED loop
corrections can be taken into account through a redefinitidhe QED coupling, which depends on the
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Fig. 17: The photon vacuum polarization (left) generatelSaage screening effect, makiags) smaller at larger distances.

energy scale. The resulting QED running couplin@) decreases at large distances. This can be intu-
itively understood as the charge screening generated hyirtheal fermion pairs (Fig_17). The physical
QED vacuum behaves as a polarized dielectric medium. The Hifigrence between the electron and
Z mass scales makes this quantum correction relevant at L&Bies [15, 29, 30]:

a(m?)™t = 137.035999710(96) > a(MZ)™' = 128.9340.05. (5.14)

e

The running effect generates an important change in [Eq).(55thce G is measured at low
energies, whileMy, is a high-energy parameter, the relation between both tigsnits modified by
vacuum-polarization contributions. Changindy (M%), one gets the corrected predictions:

sin? 0y = 0.231, My = 79.96GeV . (5.15)

The experimental value dffyy is in the range between the two results obtained with eithera(12),
showing its sensitivity to quantum corrections. The effechore spectacular in the leptonic asymmetries
at the Z peak. The small variation afin? Ay, from 0.212 to 0.231 induces a large shift on the vector
Z coupling to charged leptons fromy; = —0.076 to —0.038, changing the predicted average lepton
polarizationP; by a factor of two.

So far, we have treated quarks and leptons on an equal footitayvever, quarks are strong-
interacting particles. The gluonic corrections to the geca — gg andW~ — u;d; can be directly
incorporated into the formulae given before by taking afe®tfve’ number of colours:

Ne — No {1+%+...} ~ 3.115, (5.16)

where we have used the valuewfats = M%, a,(M2) = 0.119 +0.002 [7,35].

Note that the strong coupling also ‘runs’. However, the glgelf-interactions generate an anti-
screening effect, through gluon-loop corrections to theoglpropagator, which spread out the QCD
charge [6]. Since this correction is larger than the scregwif the colour charge induced by virtual
guark—antiquark pairs, the net result is that the stronglauy decreases at short distances. Thus, QCD
has the required property of asymptotic freedom: quarkaveehs free particles wh&¥ — oo [36,37].

QCD corrections increase the probabilities of thend thel/’* to decay into hadronic modes.
Therefore, their leptonic branching fractions become Bnalhe effect can be easily estimated from
Eq. (5.5). The probability of the decdy — — 7. e~ gets reduced from 11.1% to 10.8%, improving the
agreement with the measured value in Table 2.

5.3 Higher-order electroweak corrections

Quantum corrections offer the possibility to be sensitvda¢avy particles, which cannot be kinemati-
cally accessed, through their virtual loop effects. In QB @CD the vacuum polarization contribution
of a heavy fermion pair is suppressed by inverse powers dfetimeion mass. At low energies, the in-
formation on the heavy fermions is then lost. This ‘decaugliof the heavy fields happens in theories
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Fig. 18: Self-energy corrections to the gauge boson prdapega

with only vector couplings and an exact gauge symmetry [88gre the effects generated by the heavy
particles can always be reabsorbed into a redefinition dittiveenergy parameters.

The SM involves, however, a broken chiral gauge symmetnys Ths the very interesting im-
plication of avoiding the decoupling theorem [38]. The vatupolarization contributions induced by
a heavy top generate corrections to fiie and Z propagators (Fig._18), which increase quadratically
with the top mass [39]. Therefore, a heavy top does not ddeodfor instance, witm; = 171 GeV,
the leading quadratic correction to the second relationgn{E£2) amounts to a sizeal3é; effect. The
guadratic mass contribution originates in the strong brnep&f weak isospin generated by the top and
bottom quark masses, i.e., the effect is actually propeatitom? — m?.

Owing to an accidentad U (2)~ symmetry of the scalar sector (the so-called custodial sgtry)
the virtual production of Higgs particles does not geneaaig quadratic dependence on the Higgs mass
at one loop [39]. The dependence bfy; is only logarithmic. The numerical size of the correspondin
correction in Eq.[(5]2) varies from a 0.1% to a 1% effectféy; in the range from 100 to 1000 GeV.

W t

b b
t

b b W
Z Z

Fig. 19: One-loop corrections to tH#bb vertex, involving a virtual top.

Higher-order corrections to the different electroweak ptmgs are non-universal and usually
smaller than the self-energy contributions. There is oterésting exception, th&bb vertex (Fig[19),
which is sensitive to the top quark mass [40]. Théf vertex gets one-loop corrections where a vir-
tual W* is exchanged between the two fermionic legs. Sinceltfie coupling changes the fermion
flavour, the decayg — dd, 5s,bb get contributions with a top quark in the internal fermioles, i.e.,

Z — tt — d;d;. Notice that this mechanism can also induce the flavourgihgmeutral-current decays
Z — d;d; with i # j. These amplitudes are suppressed by the small CKM mixirtgrmwtjvt’g\?
However, for theZ — bb vertex, there is no suppression becadgg| ~ 1.

The explicit calculation [40-43] shows the presence of hafctorrections to theZ — bb vertex.
This effect can be easily understood [40] in non-unitaryggsuwhere the unphysical charged scalar
#F) is present. The fermionic couplings of the charged scakpesportional to the fermion masses;
therefore the exchange of a virtual®™ gives rise to an? factor. In the unitary gauge, the charged
scalar has been ‘eaten’ by thEé* field; thus the effect comes now from the exchange of a lodgial
W=, with terms proportional tg*¢” in the propagator that generate fermion masses. Sinc8the
couples only to left-handed fermions, the induced coroecis the same for the vector and axial-vector
Zbb couplings and, forn; = 171 GeV, amounts to a 1.6% reduction of the— bb decay width [40].

The ‘non-decoupling’ present in thébb vertex is quite different from the one happening in the
boson self-energies. The vertex correction is not depdnatethe Higgs mass. Moreover, while any
kind of new heavy particle coupling to the gauge bosons woatdribute to thél andZ self-energies,
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the possible new physics contributions to théb vertex are much more restricted and, in any case,
different. Therefore, the independent experimental nreasent of the two effects is very valuable in
order to disentangle possible new physics contributiooshfthe SM corrections. In addition, since the
‘non-decoupling’ vertex effect is related Wy -exchange, it is sensitive to the SSB mechanism.

5.4 SM electroweak fit

0.233 T T \ T ‘ -0.032 1 — T
_Im=170.9+1.8 GeV [[Imgz172.7+2.9 Gev
my= 114..1000 GeV A ~my=114...1000 GeV -
B my \ 1 -0.0351 N -
3 £0.232+ . ¢ ]
D = ,
('\IC i C% |
» ]
il -0.038 1 A
Aa
0231 4 aa mo 1
68% CL 9
T T T - -0.041 T T T 68% (|:L
83.6 83.8 84 84.2 -0.503 -0.502 -0.501 -0.5
r, [MeVv] O

Fig. 20: Combined LEP and SLD measurementsiof 915;" andI’; (left) and the corresponding effective vector and axial-
vector couplings; anda, (right). The shaded region shows the SM prediction. Theasmoint in the direction of increasing
values ofm: and M. The point shows the predicted values if, among the eleeaswadiative corrections, only the photon
vacuum polarization is included. Its arrow indicates theataon induced by the uncertainty (M%) [29, 30].

The leptonic asymmetry measurements from LEP and SLD cdealbmbined to determine the
ratiosv;/a; of the vector and axial-vector couplings of the three chaigptons, or equivalently the
effective electroweak mixing angle

2 plept __ 1 (%
sin“0 g = 1 (1— CL_l) . (5.17)
The sum(vl2 + alz) is derived from the leptonic decay widths of thei.e., from Eq.[(5.4) corrected with

a multiplicative factor (1 + 2 2) to account for final-state QED corrections. The signs;afnda, are
fixed by requiringa. < 0.

The resulting 68% probability contours are shown in Eid. @@jch provides strong evidence
of the electroweak radiative corrections. The good agre¢mith the SM predictions, obtained for
low values of the Higgs mass, is lost if only the QED vacuumappétion contribution is taken into
account, as indicated by the point with an arrow. Notice thatuncertainty induced by the input value
of a(M%)~! = 128.93 £ 0.05 is sizeable. The measured couplings of the three chargesheponfirm
lepton universality in the neutral-current sector. Thddsobntour combines the three measurements
assuming universality.

The neutrino couplings can also be determined from theibleisZ decay width, by assuming
three identical neutrino generations with left-handedptiogs, and fixing the sign from neutrino scat-
tering data. Alternatively, one can use the SM predictianitg, to get a determination of the number
of light neutrino flavours [29, 30]:

N, = 2.9840 4 0.0082. (5.18)

Figure[21 shows the measured valuesApfand A4;, together with the joint constraint obtained
from A%’g (diagonal band). The direct measurementgfat SLD agrees well with the SM prediction;
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Fig. 21: Measurements of;, A, (SLD) andA%’f;. The Fig. 22: The SM prediction of the ratiod?, and Ry
arrows pointing to the left (right) show the variations oé th [Rq = T(Z — Gq)/T(Z — hadrons)], as a function of
SM prediction withM = 300 7792 GeV (m; = 172.7+ the top mass. The measured valueRyf (vertical band)
2.9 GeV). The small arrow oriented to the left shows the provides a determination of [29, 30].

additional uncertainty fromx(M3%) [29, 30].

however, a much lower value is obtained from the rdtid):, /4;. This is the most significant discrep-

ancy observed in th&-pole data. Heavy quark% (A%E/Ab) seem to prefer a high value of the Higgs
mass, while leptons4;) favour a light Higgs. The combined analysis prefers lowealofM;;, because
of the influence of4;.

The strong sensitivity of the rati®, = I'(Z — bb)/T'(Z — hadrons) to the top quark mass is
shown in Figl2R. Owing to th§/;4|? suppression, such a dependence is not present in the ansalogo
ratio R;. Combined with all other electroweak precision measurésantheZ peak, R, provides a
determination ofn; in good agreement with the direct and most precise measuieghéhe Tevatron.
This is shown in Fig._23, which compares the informationidy, andm; obtained at LEP1 and SLD,
with the direct measurements performed at LEP2 and the rbevaf similar comparison forn; and
My is also shown. The lower bound ddy obtained from direct searches excludes a large portion of
the 68% C.L. allowed domain from precision measurements.

oo T T T 200 ; 3
—LEP1 and SLD — High Q° except m,
80.5- -~ LEP2 and Tevatron (prel.) 68% CL
68% CL
>
]
O, 180 g
EH
m, (Tevatron)
160 Excluded = .
200 10 10

10
m,, [GeV]
Fig. 23: Comparison (left) of the direct measurementd®f andm: (LEP2 and Tevatron data) with the indirect determination

through electroweak radiative corrections (LEP1 and SlA§o shown in the SM relationship for the masses as functfon o
Mg . The figure on the right makes the analogous comparisomfaand My [29, 30].
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Fig. 24: Ax? = x? — x2,;, versusMy, from the global Fig. 25: Comparison between the measurements included
fit to the electroweak data. The vertical band indicates the in the combined analysis of the SM and the results from
95% exclusion limit from direct searches [29, 30]. the global electroweak fit [29, 30].

Taking all direct and indirect data into account, one olstdéie best constraints ddy. The global
electroweak fit results in thA y? = x? — x2;,, curve shown in Fid.24. The lower limit al/;; obtained
from direct searches is close to the point of minimyfm At 95% C.L., one gets [29, 30]

114.4 GeV < My < 144 GeV. (5.19)

The fit provides also a very accurate value of the strong @ogigbnstanto (M%) = 0.1186 + 0.0027,
in very good agreement with the world average valyéM2) = 0.119 =+ 0.002 [7, 35]. The largest
discrepancy between theory and experiment occurSll‘@c@', with the fitted value being nearB/o larger
than the measurement. As shown in Fig. 25, a good agreemeiniaimed for all other observables.

5.5 Gauge self-interactions
e” W e W- e z

Yy, Z

e w e W et Z

Fig. 26: Feynman diagrams contributingéde™ — WTW ™~ and ete™ — ZZ.

At tree level, thé¥ -pair production process™e™ — W~ involves three different contribu-
tions (Fig[26), corresponding to the exchangeofy andZ. The cross-section measured at LEP2 agrees
very well with the SM predictions. As shown in Fig.127, theexchange contribution alone would lead
to an unphysical growing of the cross-section at large éesm@nd, therefore, would imply a violation of
unitarity. Adding they-exchange contribution softens this behaviour, but a adesgreement with the
data persists. Th&-exchange mechanism, which involves th&/' W vertex, appears to be crucial in
order to explain the data.
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Fig. 27: Measured energy dependenceafee™ — WTW ™) (left) and o(ete”™ — ZZ) (right). The three curves
shown for thelV-pair production cross-section correspond to only:ithexchange contribution (upper curve), exchange
plus photon exchange (middle curve) and all contributioctiding also th&Z1W W vertex (lower curve). Only the-exchange
mechanism contributes t6—pair production [29, 30].

Since theZ is electrically neutral, it does not interact with the photMoreover, the SM does not
include any locall Z Z vertex. Therefore, thete~ — ZZ cross-section only involves the contribution
from e exchange. The agreement of the SM predictions with the arpatal measurements in both
production channelsy *W~ and Z Z, provides a test of the gauge self-interactions. There igar ¢
signal of the presence ofalW W vertex, with the predicted strength, and no evidence forany or
ZZ Z interactions. The gauge structure of th& (2);, @ U(1)y theory is nicely confirmed by the data.

5.6 Higgs decays
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Fig. 28: Branching fractions of the different Higgs decayde® (left) and total decay width of the Higgs boson (right) as
function of My [44].

The couplings of the Higgs boson are always proportionabtoesmass scale. ThE f f inter-
action grows linearly with the fermion mass, while theV W and H ZZ vertices are proportional to
MV%, and M2, respectively. Therefore, the most probable decay modeeofiggs will be the one into
the heaviest possible final state. This is clearly illustiain Fig.[28. Thef/ — bb decay channel is
by far the dominant one below tH& *W ~ production threshold. When/y is large enough to al-
low the production of a pair of gauge bosois,— W*W ™~ and H — ZZ become dominant. For
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My > 2my, the H — tt decay width is also sizeable, although smaller thanithid” and ZZ ones
because of the different dependence of the correspondiggsHioupling with the mass scale (linear
instead of quadratic).

The total decay width of the Higgs grows with increasing ealof M. The effect is very strong
above théV W~ production threshold. A heavy Higgs becomes then very braad/y ~ 600 GeV,
the width is around 00 GeV; while for My ~ 1 TeV, I'y is already of the same size as the Higgs mass
itself.

The design of the LHC detectors has taken into account aktlrery characteristic properties in
order to optimize the future search for the Higgs boson.

6 Flavour Dynamics

We have learnt experimentally that there are six differesatrl flavoursu, d, s, ¢, b, t, three different
charged leptonse, n, 7 and their corresponding neutrinos. , v, v>. We can nicely include all
these particles into the SM framework, by organizing theto three families of quarks and leptons, as
indicated in Eqs.[(1]1) and_(1.2). Thus, we have three nedegtical copies of the sam&U(2); ®
U(1)y structure, with masses as the only difference.

Let us consider the general case/d; generations of fermions, and deneté, I, v}, d; the
members of the weak family (7 = 1, ..., Ng), with definite transformation properties under the gauge
group. Owing to the fermion replication, a large variety efhion-scalar couplings are allowed by the
gauge symmetry. The most general Yukawa Lagrangian hasitime f

) ) . © \
- o (5 Y (4 )
_ (+)
+ (750, ¢ gl]z < ‘Z(O) ) ZZR} + h.c., (6.1)

wherecg‘,?, (u) andc(l) are arbitrary coupling constants.
After SSB, the Yukawa Lagrangian can be written as

ayz_<1+§>{agmg o T Mg+ M & he ) 6.2)

Here,d’, u’ andl’ denote vectors in thé&/;-dimensional flavour space, and the corresponding mass
matrices are given by

iy ()Y / (u) Y o= Y

(Mg)y; = ¢ Nk (My)i; = ¢j Nk (M) = ¢ Nk (6.3)

The diagonalization of these mass matrices determines #ss eigenstates;, u; and/;, which are
linear combinations of the corresponding weak eigensti@tes} andl;, respectively.

The matrixM/, can be decomposedﬁaMél =H,U, = SLMd S,U, whereH, = \/M&MQ
is an Hermitian positive-definite matrix, whilJ, is unitary. H, can be diagonalized by a unitary
matrix S;; the resulting matrixM ; is diagonal, Hermitian and positive definite. Similarly,eohas

M/, = H,U, = S/ M,S,U, and M, = H,U, = S/ M,S, U,. In terms of the diagonal mass

? The conditiondet M # 0 (f = d,u, ) guarantees that the decompositiH; = H; Uy is unique:U; = H;lM}.
The matricesS; are completely determined (up to phases) only if all diagefements ofM ; are different. If there is some
degeneracy, the arbitrarinessSf reflects the freedom to define the physical fieldsldf M’; = 0, the matricedU s andS
are not uniquely determined, unless their unitarity is iy imposed.
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Fig. 29: Flavour-changing transitions through the chargeuent couplings of thé)’* bosons.

matrices

M, = diag(mg, mg, myp, ...), M, = diag(my, me,my,...), M; = diag(me,my, mr,...),

(6.4)
the Yukawa Lagrangian takes the simpler form
H — _ -
£y=—<1+?> {dMyud + aM,u + IM;1}, (6.5)
where the mass eigenstates are defined by
d,=8,d}, u, =S, uj, 1, =817,

Note, that the Higgs couplings are proportional to the gpoading fermions masses.

Since,f) £} =, f, andf), £’y = £ £, (f = d,u, 1), the form of the neutral-current part of the
SU(2)p ® U(1)y Lagrangian does not change when expressed in terms of nggsstites. Therefore,
there are no flavour-changing neutral currents in the SM (@i&thanism [5]). This is a consequence
of treating all equal-charge fermions on the same footing.

However@) d/ =1, S,S!d, =@, Vd,. IngeneralS, # S, ; thus, if one writes the weak
eigenstates in terms of mass eigenstatedzax N unitary mixing matrixV, called the Cabibbo—
Kobayashi—-Maskawa (CKM) matrix [45, 46], appears in therljuharged-current sector:

Loc = —2’% WA a1 =) Vigd; + > m* (1 —5)1| + hep . (6.7)
i I

The matrixV couples any ‘up-type’ quark with all ‘down-type’ quarks ¢HE9).

If neutrinos are assumed to be massless, we can always edeéimeutrino flavours, in such
a way as to eliminate the analogous mixing in the lepton seat¢ 1, = ¥, S'1, = ¥, 1,. Thus,
we have lepton-flavour conservation in the minimal SM withoght-handed neutrinos. If sterile,
fields are included in the model, one would have an additidébwa term in Eq.[(6]1), giving rise to
a neutrino mass matriXM,,);; = cg.’) v/+/2. Thus, the model could accommodate non-zero neutrino
masses and lepton-flavour violation through a lepton mixagrix V; analogous to the one present
in the quark sector. Note, however, that the total leptonvermZ = L. + L, + L, would still be
conserved. We know experimentally that neutrino massetigrand there are strong bounds on lepton-
flavour violating decays:Br(u* — efete™) < 1.0 - 10712 [47], Br(u™ — ety) < 1.2- 1071 [48],
Br(t* — p*v) < 4.5-107%[49,50] ... However, we do have a clear evidence of neutrswillation
phenomena.

The fermion masses and the quark mixing maWiare all determined by the Yukawa couplings
in Eg. (6.1). However, the coefficientg ) are not known; therefore we have a bunch of arbitrary
parameters. A generdl; x N unitary matrix is characterized by? real parametersNg (Ng —1)/2
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moduli and N¢(N¢ + 1)/2 phases. In the case &f, many of these parameters are irrelevant, because
we can always choose arbitrary quark phases. Under the pidetnitions u; — €% u; and d;j —
el d;, the mixing matrix changes a¥;; — V;; g0i=9i). thus,2Ng — 1 phases are unobservable.
The number of physical free parameters in the quark-mixirgrimnthen gets reduced taVg — 1)
Ng(Ng — 1)/2 moduli and(Ng — 1)(Ng — 2)/2 phases.

In the simpler case of two generationg,is determined by a single parameter. One then recovers
the Cabibbo rotation matrix [45]

V — ( cosfo sinbco ) ' 6.8)

—sinfo  cosfc

With Ng = 3, the CKM matrix is described by three angles and one phaséerént (but equivalent)
representations can be found in the literature. The Partlata Group [7] advocates the use of the
following one as the ‘standard’ CKM parametrization:

iS4
C12 €13 512 €13 513€ 018
_ 51 i1
V = | —s12¢23 — 12523513 €913 12 Ca3 — $12 523 513 €913 523 C13 . (6.9)
i i
512 823 — €12 €23 513 €°13  —c12 523 — 51223 513 €°1%  caz 13

Here c;; = cosf;; and s;; = sin6;;, with 7 andj being ‘generation’ labelsi(j = 1,2,3). The real
anglesss, 623 andfy 3 can all be made to lie in the first quadrant, by an appropredefinition of quark
field phases; theng;; > 0,s;; >0 and 0 < 13 < 27.

Notice thatd, 3 is the only complex phase in the SM Lagrangian. Therefois tite only possible
source ofC’P-violation phenomena. In fact, it was for this reason thattthird generation was assumed
to exist [46], before the discovery of ttheand ther. With two generations, the SM could not explain the
observed’P violation in theK system.

6.1 Quark mixing

s d,s
c (o3
V.,V + u
w er K w
et ut d,s

Fig. 30: Determinations oV;; are done in semileptonic quark decays (left), where a sipgtek current is present. Hadronic
decay modes (right) involve two different quark currentd are more affected by QCD effects (gluons can couple evesayh

Our knowledge of the charged-current parameters is unfatély not so good as in the neutral-
current case. In order to measure the CKM matrix elements needs to study hadronic weak decays
of the type H — H'l"y, or H — H'l%y,, which are associated with the corresponding quark
transitionsd; — u; !~ and u; — d; "y, (Fig.[30). Since quarks are confined within hadrons, the
decay amplitude

Gr
V2
always involves an hadronic matrix element of the weak lafrent. The evaluation of this matrix
element is a non-perturbative QCD problem, which introduagavoidable theoretical uncertainties.

TH — H'I"n] ~ Vij (H'|aiy*(1 = s) dj |H) [T7,(1 =) m ] (6.10)
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One usually looks for a semileptonic transition where thdrin@&lement can be fixed at some
kinematical point by a symmetry principle. This has theuerbf reducing the theoretical uncertainties
to the level of symmetry-breaking corrections and kineozhtxtrapolations. The standard example is a
0~ — 0~ decay such asX — wlv, D — Klv or B — DIv. Only the vector current can contribute
in this case:

(P'(K")|ai " d; |P(k)) = Cppr { (k+K)" fo(t) + (k—K)" f-(t) } - (6.11)

Here, Cpps is a Clebsh—-Gordan factor artd= (k — k') = ¢®. The unknown strong dynamics is
fully contained in the form factorgy(¢). In the limit of equal quark masses;,;, — my, = 0, the
divergence of the vector current is zero; thys(u,~*d;) = 0, which implies f_(t) = 0 and, moreover,
f+(0) = 1 to all orders in the strong coupling because the associageduit charge is a conserved
quantit)E Therefore, one only needs to estimate the corrections @dlbg the quark mass differences.

Since g [Iy,(1 —v5)v] ~ my, the contribution off_(¢) is kinematically suppressed in the
electron and muon modes. The decay width can then be writen a

G2 M3

(P Plv) = <54
s

[Vij|* Chpr 1£+(0))* T (14 6re) (6.12)

wheredgrc is an electroweak radiative correction factor ahdenotes a phase-space integral, which in
them; = 0 limit takes the form

2

(Mp—Mp/)? dt fi(®)
T ~ / N2, MR MR | (6.13)
0 M} (1. Mp. Mp) f+(0)

The usual procedure to determif¥;;| involves three steps:

1. Measure the shape of theistribution. This fixesf (¢)/f+(0)| and therefore determiné&s

2. Measure the total decay widih SinceGp is already known from. decay, one gets then an
experimental value for the produigt; (0)| |Vi;|.

3. Get a theoretical prediction fgi, (0).

It is important to realize that theoretical input is alwageded. Thus, the accuracy of hé;| determi-
nation is limited by our ability to calculate the relevantinanic input.

The conservation of the vector and axial-vector QCD cusrémthe massless quark limit allows
for accurate determinations of the light-quark mixind%,.| and|V,s|. The present values are shown
in Table[4, which takes into account the recent changes irkther me* v, data [7, 34] and the new
|Vus| determinations from Cabibbo suppressed tau decays [52framdthe ratio of decay amplitudes
D(KT — ptu,)/T(rt — ut,) [53-55]. SincegV,,|? is tiny, these two light quark entries provide a
sensible test of the unitarity of the CKM matrix:

[Vial® + [Vus|> + [Vup|? = 0.9980 +0.0012. (6.14)

It is important to notice that at the quoted level of uncetiaradiative corrections play a crucial role.

In the limit of very heavy quark masses, QCD has additionatregtries [56—59] which can be
used to make rather precise determination§Vof|, either from exclusive decays such Bs— D*[y;
[60, 61] or from the inclusive analysis éf— ¢ 7; transitions. The control of theoretical uncertainties
is much more difficult forl V|, | V.| and V.|, because the symmetry arguments associated with the
light and heavy quark limits get corrected by sizeable syiryriareaking effects.

% This is completely analogous to the electromagnetic chawgeervation in QED. The conservation of the electromagnet
current implies that the proton electromagnetic form fadwes not get any QED or QCD correctiongdt= 0 and, therefore,
Q(p) =2Q(u) + Q(d) = |Q(e)|. A detailed proof can be found in Ref. [51].
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Table 4: Direct determinations of the CKM matrix elemeWws. For |Vy,|, 95% C.L. limits are given.

CKM entry Value Source
[Vudl 0.97377 £+ 0.00027 Nuclears decay [7]
0.9746 £ 0.0019 n—pe v [7]
0.9728 £ 0.0030 at = 7%ty [62]
0.97378 + 0.00027 average
|Vas| 0.2234 + 0.0024 K — nlty [7,34,63]
0.2220 £+ 0.0033 7 decays [52]
0.2226 T 00026 K*/mt — uFvyu, Vua [7,53-55]
0.226 + 0.005 Hyperon decays [64—66]
0.2230 £ 0.0015 average
V| 0.213 £ 0.022 D — xly [7]
0.230 % 0.011 vd— cX [7]
0.227 £0.010 average
Ve 0.957 + 0.095 D — Kl [7]
0.94 * 03 W+ — s [7]
0.974 +0.013 W+ — had., Vu;, Vea, Vo [29,30]
Ve 0.0392 4 0.0016 B — D*ly [7,67]
0.0417 £ 0.0007 b— cly [7,67]
0.0413 £ 0.0006 average
A\ 0.0039 + 0.0006 B — iy [7,67]

0.0045 £ 0.0003
0.0044 £ 0.0003

b—uly [7,67]
average

t—bW/qW [68,69]
pp— th+ X [70]

Vil /)22 [ Vigl? > 0.78
Vi | >068 ; <1

The most precise determination |8f,,| is based on neutrino and antineutrino interactions. The
difference of the ratio of double-muon to single-muon picithn by neutrino and antineutrino beams is
proportional to the charm cross-section off valedaguarks and, therefore, 1&/.,4|. A direct determi-
nation of |V,s| can be also obtained from charm-tagdéddecays at LEP2. Moreover, the ratio of the
total hadronic decay width of thid” to the leptonic one provides the sum [29, 30]

> VilP = 1.999+0.025. (6.15)

L =u,c

j=d,s,b
Although much less precise than Eq. (6.14), this resultuesarity at the 1.25% level. From Eq._(6]115)
one can also obtain a tighter determination\f;|, using the experimental knowledge on the other CKM
matrix elements, i.e.|V,4|? + |Vus|? + [Vus|? + [Veal? + | Vep|?> = 1.0512 £ 0.0058 . This gives the
most accurate and final value |8f,.;| quoted in Tablél4.
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The measured entries of the CKM matrix show a hierarchictiepg with the diagonal elements
being very close to one, the ones connecting the two firstrgéoas having a size

A & [Vy,| = 0.2230 4 0.0015 (6.16)

the mixing between the second and third families being oéoid, and the mixing between the first
and third quark generations having a much smaller size afitabb It is then quite practical to use the
approximate parametrization [71]:

)\2
1-— 5 A AX3(p — in)
_ 2 4
V = ) 1_% AN + O (\Y), (6.17)
AN (L —p—in) —AN 1 |
where
- V| _ 2 2~ Vup | _

A S5 = 0831 £0.014, VR +n? = | = 0478 +0.033. (6.18)

cb

Defining to all orders in\ [72] s12 = A, s23 = AX2 andsyjze 13 = AN3(p — in), Eq. [6.17) just
corresponds to a Taylor expansion of Eq.6.9) in powers. of

6.2 CP Violation

While parity and charge conjugation are violated by the wiatdractions in a maximal way, the prod-
uct of the two discrete transformations is still a good syrmnéeft-handed fermions-— right-handed
antifermions). In factCP appears to be a symmetry of nearly all observed phenomenae\do, a
slight violation of theCP symmetry at the level ai.2% is observed in the neutral kaon system and more
sizeable signals af’P violation have been recently established at the B factofiésreover, the huge
matter—antimatter asymmetry present in our Universe i®arahanifestation of P violation and its
important role in the primordial baryogenesis.

The CPT theorem guarantees that the product of the three discaatseftrmations is an exact
symmetry of any local and Lorentz-invariant quantum fielelaity preserving micro-causality. There-
fore, a violation ofCP requires a corresponding violation of time reversal. Sificis an antiunitary
transformation, this requires the presence of relativeptexnphases between different interfering am-
plitudes.

The electroweak SM Lagrangian only contains a single coxpl@sed s (n). This is the sole
possible source of P violation and, therefore, the SM predictions f6P-violating phenomena are
quite constrained. The CKM mechanism requires severalssacg conditions in order to generate an
observabl&P-violation effect. With only two fermion generations, theagk mixing mechanism cannot
give rise taCP violation; therefore, fo€P violation to occur in a particular process, all three getiena
are required to play an active role. In the kaon system, &taimceCP-violation effects can only appear
at the one-loop level, where the top quark is present. Intaddiall CKM matrix elements must be non-
zero and the quarks of a given charge must be non-degenenatass. If any of these conditions were
not satisfied, the CKM phase could be rotated away by a retlefirof the quark fieldsCP-violation
effects are then necessarily proportional to the produatl@@KM angles, and should vanish in the limit
where any two (equal-charge) quark masses are taken to bk édjuthese necessary conditions can be
summarized in a very elegant way as a single requirementenartginal quark mass matricdd’, and
M/, [73]:

CPviolation <=  Im {det [M;M;j .M, MQ]} £0. (6.19)
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Without performing any detailed calculation, one can mdieefollowing general statements on
the implications of the CKM mechanism 6fP violation:

— Owing to unitarity, for any choice af j, k£, [ (between 1 and 3),

3
Im [V, ViV, V] =T Z €ilmEjkn » (6.20)
m,n=1
J = c12Co3 6%3 $12 823 S13 Sind13 ~ A2>\677 < 1074, (6.21)

Any CP-violation observable involves the produ€t[73]. Thus, violations of th€ P symmetry
are necessarily small.

— In order to have sizeabl&P-violating asymmetriesdA = (I' — T')/(I' + '), one should look for
very suppressed decays, where the decay widths alreadyersimall CKM matrix elements.

— Inthe SM P violation is a low-energy phenomenon, in the sense that #iegteshould disappear
when the quark mass differenee. — m,, becomes negligible.

— B decays are the optimal place f6P-violation signals to show up. They involve small CKM
matrix elements and are the lowest-mass processes whaledkrajuark generations play a direct
(tree-level) role.

The SM mechanism of P violation is based on the unitarity of the CKM matrix. Tesgtithe
constraints implied by unitarity is then a way to test thersewfCP violation. The unitarity tests in
Egs. [6.14) and (6.15) involve only the moduli of the CKM pagders, whileCP violation has to do
with their phases. More interesting are the off-diagonatianity conditions:

VJqus + V:dvcs + Vttlvts = 0’ (622)
VJsVub + Vc*chb + V;;th = 07 (623)
Vit Vua + VaoVea + Vi Vg = 0. (6.24)

These relations can be visualized by triangles in a compglxepwhich, owing to EqL(6.20), have the
same are&7|/2. In the absence @P violation, these triangles would degenerate into segrmedntyy
the real axis.

In the first two triangles, one side is much shorter than therotwo (the Cabibbo suppression
factors of the three sides ake A and \® in the first triangle, and?*, A2 and A2 in the second one). This
is why CP effects are so small fak' mesons (first triangle), and why certain asymmetrieBjrdecays
are predicted to be tiny (second triangle). The third triangoks more interesting, since the three sides
have a similar size of about®. They are small, which means that the relevadecay branching ratios
are small, but once enough mesons have been produced, @fe-violation asymmetries are sizeable.
The present experimental constraints on this triangle laoevs in Fig.[31, where it has been scaled by
dividing its sides by, V_,. This aligns one side of the triangle along the real axis aakasn its length
equal to 1; the coordinates of the 3 vertices are iteft), (1,0) and(p,7) = (1 — A2/2)(p,n).

One side of the unitarity triangle has been already detexehimEq. [(6.1B) from the ratiV,;, / Ve |-
The other side can be obtained from the measured mixing kettre B% and B% mesons (Figi-32),
AM, = 0.507 & 0.004 ps~! [67], which fixes|V;;|. Additional information has been provided by the
recent observation aB’-B? oscillations at CDF, implyingA M, = 17.77 £+ 0.12 ps~! [74]. From the
experimental ratidAM,;/AM, = 0.0286 £ 0.0003, one obtaingVy,|/|Vis|. A more direct constraint
on the parametey is given by the observe@P violation in K — 27 decays. The measured value of
lex| = (2.232 4 0.007) - 1072 [7] determines the parabolic region shown in [Fig. 31.

B decays intaCP self-conjugate final states provide independent ways teraéte the angles
of the unitarity triangle [75, 76]. Th&° (or B) can decay directly to the given final stafe or do

35



= ] T | e W ) (e i
= 7 my . K BEAUTY 2006 -
05 £ g sin2p ¥ —
E g E (esfcl‘l.wa(cc@f 55079%) y E

0.4 — g =
= - g S 3
0.3 :_ 3 SK 3 o _:
02 o
01 o
,ELO : 2 : VR, | B, y
-0.4 0.2 0 0.2 ﬁ 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

q u,c,t b q w b
> > e VAVAVAVAVAVS sy o
w w u,c,ty Au,ct
< —<— < . VAVAVAVAVAVA e S
b uct q b w q

Fig. 32: B°-B° mixing diagrams. Owing to the unitarity of the CKM matrix etimixing vanishes for equal up-type quark
masses (GIM mechanism). The mixing amplitude is then ptapwal to the mass (squared) splittings betweemthe andi
quarks, and is completely dominated by the top contribution

it after the meson has been changed to its antiparticle \@anthxing process.CP-violating effects
can then result from the interference of these two coniobst The time-dependedtP-violating rate
asymmetries contain direct information on the CKM paramset&€he gold-plated decay mode@ —
J/¢¥Kg, which gives a clean measurementt —arg(V,, V3 /V,,V;;), without strong-interaction
uncertainties. Including the information obtained frorhesth — c¢s decays, one gets [67]:

sin28 = 0.68 & 0.03 . (6.25)

Many additional tests of the CKM matrix from differeBtdecay modes are being pursued atfhe
factories. Determinations of the other two angles of theauity triangle,oa = — arg(V,;V;;/V,.. Vi)
andy = —arg(V,, V., / V., V2), have been already obtained [67, 78], and are included igltil fit
shown in Fig[3ll [77,79]. Complementary and very valuabfermation could be also obtained from
the kaon decay modds* — ntvo, K; — 7% andK; — 7% Te™ [80].

6.3 Lepton mixing

The so-called ‘solar neutrino problem’ has been a longestanquestion, since the very first chlorine
experiment at the Homestake mine [81]. The flux of solameutrinos reaching the Earth has been mea-
sured by several experiments to be significantly below #edsird solar model prediction [82]. More re-
cently, the Sudbury Neutrino Observatory has providechgtevidence that neutrinos do change flavour
as they propagate from the core of the Sun [83], independentsolar model flux predictions. SNO
is able to detect neutrinos through three different reastidhe charged-current processi — e pp
which is only sensitive t@., the neutral current transitian.d — v, pn which has equal probability for
all active neutrino flavours, and the elastic scatteripg™ — v,e~ which is also sensitive to,, andv,
although the corresponding cross section is a fa&tts smaller than the, one. The measured neutrino
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Fig. 33: Measured fluxes 8B solar neutrinos of,, or v, type ($,,-) versus the flux of. (¢.) [83].

fluxes, shown in Fig._33, demonstrate the existence of aspa@emponent in the solar neutrino flux
at the5.3 o level. The SNO results are in good agreement with the Supenikande solar measure-
ments [84] and have been further reinforced with the morerreikamLAND data, showing that, from
nuclear reactors disappear over distances of about 180 Em [8

Another evidence of oscillations has been obtained fronogjrieric neutrinos. The known dis-
crepancy between the experimental observations and tliécime ratio of muon to electron neutrinos
has become much stronger with the high precision and laagistets of Super-Kamiokande [86]. The
atmospheric anomaly appears to originate in a reductiomeft flux, and the data strongly favours
thev, — v, hypothesis. This result has been confirmed by K2K [87] and ®8N88], observing the
disappearance of acceleratgy's at distances of 250 and 735 Km, respectively. Super-Kkanide has
recently reported statistical evidencerpfappearance at the4 o level [86]. The direct detection of the
producedv; is the main goal of the ongoing CERN to Gran Sasso neutringramn.

Thus, we have now clear experimental evidence that negtan® massive particles and there is
mixing in the lepton sector. Figuré€s]34 dnd 35 show the ptesésrmation on neutrino oscillations,
from solar, atmospheric, accelerator and reactor neutltata. A global analysis, combining the full set
of data, leads to the following preferred ranges for thellagicin parameters [7]:

Am3 = (8.0703)-107°eV?,  1.9-107° < |Am3,|/eV? < 3.0-107%, (6.26)

sin? (2012) = 0.86 7003, sin?(2093) > 0.92,  sin?(2613) < 0.19, (6.27)

whereAm7; = m7 — m? are the mass squared differences between the neutrino igasstates’; ;
andd;; the corresponding mixing angles in the standard three+lagarametrization [7]. The ranges
indicate 90% C.L. bounds. In the limi3 = 0, solar and atmospheric neutrino oscillations decouple
becauseﬁm% < Am2,,. Thus,Amgl, 012 andé,3 are constrained by solar data, while atmospheric
experiments constraim?,, 623 andfy3. The angled; 5 is strongly constrained by the CHOOZ reactor
experiment [89]. New planned reactor experiments, T2K a@dAare expected to achieve sensitivities

aroundsin? (2613) ~ 0.01.

Non-zero neutrino masses constitute a clear indicationeaf physics beyond the SM. Right-
handed neutrinos are an obvious possibility to incorpdbatac neutrino masses. However, the fields
would beSU (3)c ® SU(2)r, ® U(1)y singlets, without any SM interaction. If such objects dosext
would seem natural to expect that they are able to commenveith the rest of the world through some
still unknown dynamics. Moreover, the SM gauge symmetryldi@liow for a right-handed Majorana
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neutrino mass term,
1
Ly = 3 Vz'CR Mij ViR + h.c., (6.28)

wherevi, = CDZ.TR denotes the charge-conjugated field. The Majorana massxnidfs could have
an arbitrary size, because it is not related to the ordinagg$imechanism. Since both fields, and
v¢, absorbr and creater, the Majorana mass term mixes neutrinos and anti-neutririokting lepton
number by two units. Clearly, new physics is called for.

Adopting a more general effective field theory languagehatit any assumption about the exis-
tence of right-handed neutrinos or any other new partides, can write the most generéilU/ (3)c ®
SU(2)r ® U(1)y invariant Lagrangian, in terms of the known low-energy Se(@ft-handed neutrinos
only). The SM is the unigue answer with dimension four. Thet fiontributions from new physics ap-
pear through dimension-5 operators, and have also a unigoewhich violates lepton number by two
units [90]:

AL = —% Li¢d' LS + hec., (6.29)

whereL; denotes theé-flavouredSU (2), lepton doubletp = i 7 ¢* andL§ = CE?. Similar operators
with quark fields are forbidden, due to their different hygherrges, while higher-dimension operators
would be suppressed by higher powers of the new-physice dcalAfter SSB,(¢(0)> = v/V2, AL
generates a Majorana mass term for the left-handed nesitnmdfl 1/;; = Cl'jUQ/A. Thus, Majorana
neutrino masses should be expected on general symmetmydgrotiakingn,, = 0.05 eV, as suggested
by atmospheric neutrino data, one g&f&:;; < 10% GeV, amazingly close to the expected scale of Gran
Unification.

With non-zero neutrino masses, the leptonic charged4suingéeractions involve a flavour mix-
ing matrix V. The data on neutrino oscillations imply that all elemerftdvg, are large, except for
(VL)es < 0.18; therefore the mixing among leptons appears to be veryrdiftefrom the one in the
quark sector. The number of relevant phases charactetizenmatrixV ;, depends on the Dirac or Ma-
jorana nature of neutrinos, because if one rotates a Maarantrino by a phase, this phase will appear
in its mass term which will no longer be real. With only threajbtana (Dirac) neutrinos, thex 3
matrix Vi, involves six (four) independent parameters: three miximgles and three (one) phases.

“This relation generalizes the well-known see-saw mechagis,, ~ m?/A)[91,92].
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Table 5: Best published limits (90% C.L.) on lepton-flaveiglating decays [7, 49, 50].

Br(p~ — e 7)<12-1071"  Br(p= —e72y)<72-107" Br(p~ —e e et) <1.0-10712
Br(t— = pu7v) <45-1008  Br(r~ —e ) <1.1-1007  Br(r~ —meeput) <1.1-1077
Br(t— - e Kg) <5.6-10°% Br(r— - pu Kg)<49-107% Br(r— — putr 7)< 0.7-1077
Br(t- > Ar7)<72-107%  Br(r~ —e %) <14-1007 Br(r- wentr ) <12-1077
Br(r— = pu~ %) <1.1-1077 r(t7 — puTn) < 1.3-1077 Br(t™ — p~etu™) < 1.3-1077

The smallness of neutrino masses implies a strong suppressineutrinoless lepton-flavour-
violating processes, which can be avoided in models witkragburces of lepton-flavour violation, not
related tom,,. Table[$ shows the best published limits on lepton-flavaolating decays. The B Fac-
tories are pushing the experimental limits on neutrinolesecays beyond th#0~7 level, increasing
in a drastic way the sensitivity to new physics scales. Fuéxperiments could push further some lim-
its to the10~? level, allowing to explore interesting and totally unknopinenomena. Complementary
information will be provided by the MEG experiment, whichliveiearch foru™ — et~ events with a
sensitivity of10~' [93]. There are also ongoing projects at J-PARC aiming tdystu— e conversions
in muonic atoms, at the0~'® level.

At present, we still ignore whether neutrinos are Dirac ofdvina fermions. Another important
guestion to be addressed in the future concerns the pdatysddileptonic CP violation and its relevance
for explaining the baryon asymmetry of our Universe throlggitogenesis.

7 Summary

The SM provides a beautiful theoretical framework whichlikeao accommodate all our present knowl-
edge on electroweak and strong interactions. It is able ptag@xany single experimental fact and, in
some cases, it has successfully passed very precise tabts @tl% to 1% level. In spite of this im-
pressive phenomenological success, the SM leaves too mamgwered questions to be considered as a
complete description of the fundamental forces. We do ndetstand yet why fermions are replicated in
three (and only three) nearly identical copies. Why thegpatof masses and mixings is what it is? Are
the masses the only difference among the three families2 Wttee origin of the SM flavour structure?
Which dynamics is responsible for the obser@ violation?

In the gauge and scalar sectors, the SM Lagrangian contaipdour parametersy, ¢/, 12 and
h. We can trade them by, Mz, Gr and M; this has the advantage of using the three most precise
experimental determinations to fix the interaction. In aage; one describes a lot of physics with only
four inputs. In the fermionic flavour sector, however, theaon is very different. WithVg = 3, we
have 13 additional free parameters in the minimal SM: 9 fermmasses, 3 quark mixing angles and
1 phase. Taking into account non-zero neutrino masses, wetheee more mass parameters plus the
leptonic mixings: three angles and one phase (three phfase3irac (or Majorana) neutrinos.

Clearly, this is not very satisfactory. The source of thiglipgration of parameters is the set of
unknown Yukawa couplings in Eq.(6.1). The origin of masse$mixings, together with the reason for
the existing family replication, constitute at presentien open problem in electroweak physics. The
problem of fermion mass generation is deeply related wighnlechanism responsible for the electroweak
SSB. Thus, the origin of these parameters lies in the mostupbpart of the SM Lagrangian: the scalar
sector. The dynamics of flavour appears to be ‘terra incagwihich deserves a careful investigation.

The SM incorporates a mechanism to gene€geviolation, through the single phase naturally
occurring in the CKM matrix. Although the present laborsit@xperiments are well described, this
mechanism is unable to explain the matter—antimatter astrgraf our Universe. A fundamental expla-
nation of the origin o P-violating phenomena is still lacking.
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The first hints of new physics beyond the SM have emerged tigcarnth convincing evidence
of neutrino oscillations showing that — v, , andv, — v, transitions do occur. The existence of
lepton-flavour violation opens a very interesting windowiitdknown phenomena.

The Higgs patrticle is the main missing block of the SM framgkwadl' he successful tests of the
SM guantum corrections with precision electroweak datdicarthe assumed pattern of SSB, but do
not prove the validity of the minimal Higgs mechanism emlsztioch the SM. The present experimental
bounds [(5.10) put the Higgs hunting within the reach of the generation of detectors. The LHC
should find out whether such scalar field indeed exists, re@tbefirming the SM Higgs mechanism or
discovering completely new phenomena.

Many interesting experimental signals are expected to ée isethe near future. New experiments
will probe the SM to a much deeper level of sensitivity and @#lbplore the frontier of its possible exten-
sions. Large surprises may well be expected, probably legtaty the existence of new physics beyond
the SM and offering clues to the problems of mass generd@omion mixing and family replication.
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A Basic Inputs from Quantum Field Theory
1.1 Wave equations

The classical Hamiltonian of a non-relativistic free paetiis given byH = p2/(2m). In quantum
mechanics, energy and momentum correspond to operatang act the particle wave function. The
substitutions H = ih % and p= —ih V lead then to the Schrodinger equation:

0 h?
h— t) = —— Al
ih e (T,1) = =5 V2 (1) (A1)
We can write the energy and momentum operators in a relkitizievariant way agp* =i o* =i aiu .

where we have adopted the usual natural units convetienc = 1. The relationE? = p? 4+ m?
determines the Klein—Gordon equation for a relativisteefparticle:

82

(O+m?) ¢(z) =0, D=0"0, = 55

—- V2. (A.2)

The Klein—Gordon equation is quadratic on the time dereakiecause relativity puts the space
and time coordinates on an equal footing. Let us investigditether an equation linear in derivatives
could exist. Relativistic covariance and dimensional ysialrestrict its possible form to

(170 —m) (x) = 0. (A3)

Since the r.h.s. is identically zero, we can fix the coefficefithe mass term to be 1; this just deter-
mines the normalization of the four coefficient$. Notice thaty* should transform as a Lorentz four-
vector. The solutions of Ed._(A.3) should also satisfy theiktGordon relation of Eq._(AlL2). Applying
an appropriate differential operator to Eg. (A.3), one casilg obtain the wanted quadratic equation:

— (19"0y +m) (I8, —m)p(z) =0 = (O +m?) ¢(x). (A.4)

Terms linear in derivatives cancel identically, while thenh with two derivatives reproduces the operator
0 = 0*9, provided the coefficients” satisfy the algebraic relation

(") =AM it =29, (A.5)

which defines the so-called Dirac algebra. Eq.[A.3) is knawithe Dirac equation.

Obviously the components of the four-vectgt cannot simply be numbers. The thize 2 Pauli
matrices satisfy {o*, 07} = 246, which is very close to the relatiof (A.5). The lowest-dirsienal
solution to the Dirac algebra is obtained wilh = 4 matrices. An explicit representation is given by:

1 0 ; 0 of
0 _ 2 i )

Thus, the wave functiog(x) is a column vector with four components in the Dirac space fiflesence
of the Pauli matrices strongly suggests that it contains camponents of spir%. A proper physical
analysis of its solutions shows that the Dirac equation ritese simultaneously a fermion of sp%nand
its own antiparticle [94].

It turns useful to define the following combinations of garmmnrices:

v = i

5 |
In the explicit representation (A.6),

JJ:E]k(o O.k>7 UO:Z<O_i 0>7 75:([2 02> (AS)

7 15 =" =iy = 4, eupo V'Y VY’ (A7)



The matrixo™ is then related to the spin operator. Some important priggeate:

Pyl =t Ay = —pT ==, {1} =0, ()’ =1I. (A.9)
Specially relevant for weak interactions are the chirglitgjectors P, + Pr = 1)
Py = 1_275 . Pp= 1275 , P =Py, P!=P,, P.Pp=PrP,=0, (A10)
which allow to decompose the Dirac spinor in its left-handed right-handed chirality parts:
¥(z) = [PL + Pr] ¥(z) = ¢r(x) + ¢r(z) . (A.11)

In the massless limit, the chiralities correspond to thenfen helicities.

1.2 Lagrangian formalism

The Lagrangian formulation of a physical system providesragact dynamical description and makes
it easier to discuss the underlying symmetries. Like ingitag mechanics, the dynamics is encoded in
the action

S = / Az Llgi(x), dudn(x)] (A.12)

The integral over the four space-time coordinates preseaelativistic invariance. The Lagrangian den-
sity £ is a Lorentz-invariant functional of the fields (z) and their derivatives. The space integral
L=[ d3z £ would correspond to the usual non-relativistic Lagrangian

The principle of stationary action requires the variatighof the action to be zero under small
fluctuationsig; of the fields. Assuming that the variatiofig; are differentiable and vanish outside some
bounded region of space-time (which allows an integratippdrts), the conditiodS = 0 determines
the Euler—Lagrange equations of motion for the fields:

oL oL
i au<3(3”¢i)> =0 (A.13)

One can easily find appropriate Lagrangians to generate lsie+Gordon and Dirac equations.
They should be quadratic on the fields and Lorentz invanahich determines their possible form up to
irrelevant total derivatives. The Lagrangian

L = "¢ 0 —m? (A.14)

describes a complex scalar field without interactions. Bbéhfield ¢(x) and its complex conjugate
¢*(x) satisfy the Klein—-Gordon equation; thus(x) describes a particle of mass without spin and
its antiparticle. Particles which are their own antipadesc(i.e., with no internal charges) have only
one degree of freedom and are described through a real $wdthr The appropriate Klein—Gordon
Lagrangian is then

1 1
L = 3 P 0, — 3 m2¢?. (A.15)
The Dirac equation can be derived from the Lagrangian densit
L =19 ("0, —m). (A.16)

The adjoint spinori)(z) = 1T (z)~° closes the Dirac indices. The matriX is included to guarantee
the proper behaviour under Lorentz transformatiang:is a Lorentz scalar, while~*« transforms as
a four-vector [94]. Therefore; is Lorentz invariant as it should.

Using the decompositioi_(A.L1) of the Dirac field in its twoireh components, the fermionic
Lagrangian adopts the form:

L = ELz‘fy“Z?szL + ERi’y“a/ﬂbR - m (ELTZJR—FERT/JL) . (Al?)
Thus, the two chiralities decouple if the fermion is massles
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1.3 Symmetries and conservation laws

Let us assume that the Lagrangian of a physical system igam¢ainder some set of continuous trans-
formations

¢i(z) — ¢j(x) = ¢i(x) + € bedpi(x) + O(€%) (A.18)
i.e., L[gi(z),0u0i(x)] = L[¢)(x), du¢;(x)]. One finds then that
oL oL oL
oo -0 - [ o ()]s v amesl} wo

%
If the fields satisfy the Euler-Lagrange equations of mof&d3), the first term is identically zero;
therefore the system has a conserved current:

oL
J, = z B (0y) dei o*J, =0. (A.20)

This allows us to define a conserved charge
QE/d?’x JO. (A.21)

The condition 9*.J, = 0 guarantees tha = 0, i.e., thatQ is a constant of motion.

This result, known as Noether’'s theorem, can be easily detbto general transformations in-
volving also the space-time coordinates. For every coatisulsymmetry transformation which leaves
the Lagrangian invariant, there is a corresponding divergless Noether’s current and, therefore, a con-
served charge. The selection rules observed in Nature,enthere exist several conserved quantities
(energy, momentum, angular momentum, electric charge, etwrespond to dynamical symmetries of
the Lagrangian.

1.4 Classical electrodynamics
The well-known Maxwell equations,

L . . 0B
V-B=0, VxE+g—t:o, (A.22)
V. B=p wg_f;_f:j, (A.23)

summarize a large amount of experimental and theoretice amd provide a unified description of the
electric and magnetic forces. The first two equation§ inZhde easily solved, writing the electromag-
netic fields in terms of potentials:

q - A Lo
E:—VV—Z—t, B=VxA. (A.24)
It is very useful to rewrite these equations in a Lorentz dave notation. The charge density
and the electromagnetic curresttransform as a four-vectog/# = (p, f). The same is true for the

potentials which combine intol# = (V, ff). The relations[(A.24) between the potentials and the fields
then take a very simple form, which defines the field strengisdr:

0 —E -E, —Ej
Ei, 0 —-B; B
FEs Bg 0 —Bl ’
Es -B, By 0

v v v [y 1 vpo
Fr = gHAY Y AR = PI = 27 Fyy . (A25)

43



In terms of the tensoF*”, the covariant form of the Maxwell equations turns out to be/transparent:
O FH =0, O = Jv. (A.26)

The electromagnetic dynamics is clearly a relativisticrmimaenon, but Lorentz invariance was not very
explicit in the original formulation of Eqs_(A.22) and (AR Once a covariant formulation is adopted,
the equations become much simpler. The conservation ofldcr@magnetic current appears now as a
natural compatibility condition:

0,J" = 0,0,F" =0. (A.27)

In terms of potentials&uﬁﬂ“’ is identically zero while), F*¥ = J* adopts the form:
OAY — 9" (0,A) =J". (A.28)

The same dynamics can be described by many different efeatnoetic four-potentials, which
give the same field strength tendot”. Thus, the Maxwell equations are invariant under gaugestoan
mations:

Al AF = AF 4 OMA. (A.29)

Taking theLorentz gauged, A" = 0, Eq. [A.28) simplifies to
OA” = J¥. (A.30)

In the absence of an external current, i.e., with = 0, the four components ofi* satisfy then a
Klein—Gordon equation witln = 0. The photon is therefore a massless patrticle.

The Lorentz conditiong, A* = 0 still allows for a residual gauge invariance under transor
tions of the type[(A.29), with the restrictiom A = 0. Thus, we can impose a second constraint on
the electromagnetic field*, without changingf’*”. Since A* contains four fields;t = 0,1, 2, 3) and
there are two arbitrary constraints, the number of physlegtees of freedom is just two. Therefore, the
photon has two different physical polarizations

B SU(N) Algebra

SU(N) is the group ofN x N unitary matricesUUT = UTU = 1, with detU = 1. Any SU(N)
matrix can be written in the form

U=exp{iT%,}, a=1,2,...,N> -1, (B.1)
with 7% = \*/2 Hermitian, traceless matrices. Their commutation refegio
(7%, T = i fabeTe (B.2)

define theSU (V) algebra. TheV x N matricesA\“/2 generate the fundamental representation of the
SU(N) algebra. The basis of generator/2 can be chosen so that the structure constgtftsare real
and totally antisymmetric.

For N = 2, \* are the usual Pauli matrices,

(1) s (0) e (3h). e

which satisfy the commutation relation
[O’Z’,O'j] :2i€ijk0k- (B4)

Other useful properties arefo;, o} = 26;; and Tr(o;0;) = 2 ;5.
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For N = 3, the fundamental representation corresponds to the eiglf&ann matrices:

010 0 —i 0 1 0 0 001
M=1100], XN = i 0 0], X=|l0-10], M=|l00o0],
000 0 0 0 0 0 0 100
(B.5)
00 —i ‘ 0 0 0 00 0 L (100
N=100 0 |, X = 001, XN=l00 — |, ¥=—1]101 0
i 0 0 010 0 i 0 AN
They satisfy the anticommutation relation
4
a \bo| _ F gab abc \c
{)\,)\}_Né In + 2d% ), (B.6)

wherel y denotes théV-dimensional unit matrix and the constatité° are totally symmetric in the three
indices.

For SU(3), the only non-zero (up to permutationg)*® andd®* constants are

1 1 1 1
5 F123  pUT 156 _ p246 _ 257 _ g345 367 _ e F8 = £078 =,
JU46 _ JIBT _ _ 24T _ 4256 _ g344 _ g355 _ _ j366 _ _ g377 _ 1 (B.7)
2’ '
JUI8 — 228 _ 338 _ _o qM8 _ _9 558 _ _o g668 _ _o JTT8 _ _ ;888 _ 1

7

The adjoint representation of th{/(N) group is given by thé N2 — 1) x (N? — 1) matrices
(T%)p. = —if%¢, which satisfy the commutation relatiofis (B.2). The foliogrequalities

1
Tr ()\a)\b) — ATr by, Tr=3.
(A*A)5 = 4CF bag Cp = N;; 1 , (B.8)
Te(T4TY) = feedfoed = Cp oy, Cy=N,
define theSU (N) invariantsTr, Cr andC 4. Other useful properties are:
(A (A% 5 = 260503, — %505575 , Tr (XAA) =2 (a4 i),
Te(TSTHTS) =i g fabe, > ath =0, dbedebe = (N - %) ac,  (B.9)
b
fabe pede | gace pdbe | pade ghee _ () fabegede | facegdbe | padegboe _ ()

C Anomalies

Our theoretical framework is based on the local gauge symymédowever, so far we have only discussed
the symmetries of the classical Lagrangian. It happens somae that a symmetry of gets broken
by quantum effects, i.e., it is not a symmetry of the quadtiteeory; one says then that there is an
‘anomaly’. Anomalies appear in those symmetries involMiogh axial (/v*v5v) and vector "))

currents, and reflect the impossibility of regularizing theantum theory (the divergent loops) in a way
which preserves the chiral (left/right) symmetries.
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Y

Fig. 36: Triangular quark loops generating the degy— .

A priori there is nothing wrong with having an anomaly. Intfagometimes they are even wel-
come. A good example is provided by the deedy— ~~. There is a chiral symmetry of the QCD
Lagrangian which forbids this transition; th€ should then be a stable particle, in contradiction with the
experimental evidence. Fortunately, there is an anomalgmgéed by a triangular quark loop (Fig.] 36)
which couples the axial current? = (Uyysu — CZ’YM’Yg)d) to two electromagnetic currents and breaks
the conservation of the axial current at the quantum level:

auAi = % eaﬁap Faﬁ Fap + O (mu + md) . (Cl)

Since ther couples toA?,, (0|A%|n°) = 2i frp,, thex® — ~~ decay does finally occur, with a
predicted rate

P(r0 5 y) = (e * a’my 7.73eV (C.2)
e —= _ _= . .
i 3 ) 64rsS2 ’
where No = 3 denotes the number of quark colours and the so-called pioaydeonstant,f, =
92.4 MeV, is known from ther™ — n~ 1, decay rate (assuming isospin symmetry). The agreement with
the measured valug, = 7.7 + 0.6 eV [7], is excellent.

Anomalies are, however, very dangerous in the case of lcmadjg symmetries, because they
destroy the renormalizability of the Quantum Field The@ince theSU(2); ® U(1)y model is chiral
(i.e., it distinguishes left from right), anomalies areaslg present. The gauge bosons couple to vector
and axial-vector currents; we can then draw triangularrdiag with three arbitrary gauge bosofg T,

Z, ) in the external legs. Any such diagram involving one axiadl &vo vector currents generates a
breaking of the gauge symmetry. Thus, our nice model lookaningless at the quantum level.

We have still one way out. What matters is not the value of glsiReynman diagram, but the sum
of all possible contributions. The anomaly generated bystima of all triangular diagrams connecting
the three gauge bosons,, Gy, andG. is proportional to

A=Tr ({Ta,Tb}TC)L T ({Ta,Tb}TC)R, (C.3)

where the traces sum over all possible left- and right-hdridemions, respectively, running along the
internal lines of the triangle. The matric&$ are the generators associated with the corresponding gauge
bosons; in our cas&€,* = 0,/2, Y.

In order to preserve the gauge symmetry, one needs a cdiwcetddall anomalous contributions,
i.e., A = 0. Since Tfo;) = 0, we have an automatic cancellation in two combinations okggtors:
Tr ({os,0;}or) = 269 Tr(or) = 0 and Tr({Y,Y}or) « Tr(ox) = 0. However, the other two
combinations, Tt{c;,0;}Y) and T(Y3) turn out to be proportional to T®), i.e., to the sum of
fermion electric charges:

S @ = Qe+ Qut N (QutQa) = ~1+3Ne = 0. 4

Equation [[C.4) conveys a very important message: the gaugmetry of theSU (2);, ® U(1)y
model does not have any quantum anomaly, providedN¥aet 3. Fortunately, this is precisely the right
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number of colours to understand strong interactions. TéiLthe quantum level, the electroweak model
seems to know something about QCD. The complete SM gaugeythased on the groufU (3)¢c ®
SU(2)L®U(1)y is free of anomalies and, therefore, renormalizable. Thenaty cancellation involves
one complete generation of leptons and quatkse, u, d. The SM would not make any sense with
only leptons or quarks.
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