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Chapter 1

Introduction

Particle physics endeavors to provide a description of dumehtal particles and their interactions in
the quantum realm. Intense experimental investigatiodshirvoyant theoretical innovations in the
last century culminated in the formulation of ti¢andard Modebf particle physics. It bloomed
from the ideas originally put forward by S. L. Glashow, S. Wherg and A. Salam [2] in the 1960’s.
Decades of increasingly intense experimental scrutinyplidshis theory on strong footing. Today
it is believed that the Gauge Field Theoretic [1] languagéhef Standard Model (SM) is the right
path to describe quantum particle interactions. The nadibtheoretic consistancy, cosmological
observations like the detection of dark matter etc. in@ithat the SM only provides a partial picture
of the fundamental particles. Nevertheless, any extessabhis theory must closely resemble the
SM at the energies that have already been explored at aodlidkother laboratory experiments.

1.1 The Standard Model

The particle content of the Standard Model was discovergdeatarious collider experiments. The
last particle to be discovered is the Top quark, discover#uealevatron. The Higgs field which is an
integral part of the theory has evaded discovery till thee aditwriting this thesis. The so callembo
of fundamental particles is summarized in Figure 1.1.

The Standard Model (SM) is a specific form of a gauge field thawsith a gauge group of
SU(3). x SU(2)r, x U(1)y. It provides a unified picture of the strong, weak and electignetic
interactions. Th&'U(3). part of the gauge group exclusively describes the stromgantions and is
independently calle@uantum Chromo Dynami¢QCD). Whereas th6U (2),, x U(1)y part of the
gauge group provides a unified picture of the electromagaeii the weak interactions and is called
the Electroweaksector of the theory.
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Figure 1.1: The particle content of the Standard
Model.

The strong interaction part, or the (QCD) [3] has &fi(3) gauge group. The Lagrangian density
may be written as,

1. N
Lacp = =5GG" + 3 Gi D5, (1.1)

where, ' ' ‘ '
G, = 0,G., — 0,G!, — gs fisr GI, G (1.2)

is the field strength tensor for the gluon fielG%, 1 =1,---,8, gs Is the QCD gauge coupling
constant and the structure constafjis (¢, j, k = 1, - - -, 8) are defined by

NN = 2ifi A, (1.3)

where the) are theSU(3) generator matrices normalized by ¥/ = 25%, so that TiA!, M]A\F =
4i fijg-

The G? term leads to the self-interaction of gluons. The second tarlp is the gauge covariant
derivative for the quarks;, is ther® quark flavoro, 3 = 1,2, 3 are color indices, and

;0;,8 = (Du)aﬁ - au5a6 + 195 GL L;ﬁa (14)

where the quarks transform according to the triplet reprigion matriced.! = \’/2. The color in-
teractions are diagonal in the flavor indices, but in gergrahge the quark colors. These interactions
are purely vector like and thus parity conserving. Thereimm ddition, effective ghost and gauge-
fixing terms which enter into the quantization of both §1€(3) and electroweak parts of the theory.
In the QCD part of the theory, there is the possibility of adpa (unwanted) term which violatésP
invariance. QCD has the property of asymptotic freedomild], the coupling becomes weak at high
energies enabling perturbative study at these energyssoasort distances. At low energies or large



distances it becomes strongly coupled [5] which is sometioadiedinfrared slavery leading to the
confinement of quarks and gluons. The confinement of quartsggarons is still an ill-understood
facet of QCD as it is riddled with the difficulty of being a nperturbative phenomenon. Note that
there are no tree level mass terms for the quarks in the Lggnaigiven in Eqg. 1.1. These would be
allowed by QCD alone, but are forbidden by the chiral symynetthe electroweak part of the theory.
The quark masses are generated by phenomenon of spontateduswveak symmetry breaking.

The theoretical picture of QCD described above was paimsigkverified through various collider
experiments. The scaling of structure functions in the deelastic collisions of nucleons provided
the first glimpse of hadronic substructure, parton modelaafrbns was invoked to explain this phe-
nomenon. The scaling violations that were discovered [atevided indirect verification of pertur-
bative QCD. Though QCD is a vast subject by itself and is aegir#tl part of present quest for a
guantum description of particle interaction, it is not thaimsubject of study in this thesis and it will
not be explored any further in what follows.

The gauge group of the electroweak sector is¥h&2), x U(1)y. The constituents of the SM fall
into valid representation of these groups. An importantuieaof this model is the chiral nature of
the interactions. Unlike QCD, the left and right chiral gadf the fields behave differently under
the electroweak gauge transformation. This phenomenobeaonsistently described by using the
following representations of the field. We represent théodleje sector of the electroweak theory by
the left-handed leptons

() () () s

with weak isospin/ = 1/2 and weak hyperchargg(L;) = —1, corresponding to théU(2) and
U(1) charges respectively. The right-handed weak-isoscakrgel leptons are represented by

E1,2,3 = €R, UR, TR (1-6)

with weak hypercharg& (E;) = —2. The right handed fields are singlets undéf(2). The weak
hypercharges are chosen to reproduce the observed eleatiges, through the connectigh =
I3+1/2Y. The original Glashow-Wienberg-Salam model did not havgla chiral neutrino, leaving
the neutrinos massless.

The hadronic sector consists of the left-handed quarks

le(i;) QQ=<§) ng<,’;), .7
L L L

with weak isospin/ = 1/2 and weak hyperchargg(Q;) = 1/3, and their right-handed weak-
isoscalar counterparts
U 2,3 = ur, cr, tr @aNdD( 2.3) = dg, Sr, bR , (1.8)

with weak hypercharges (/;) = 4/3 andY (D;) = —2/3. According to the basic tenets of quantum
physics, identical quantum numbers can mix with each otltetan be shown that all but one of
these mixing matrices can be absorbed into the redefinifidmedields. As per convention, the weak
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eigenstates in the lower component of the quark doubletg|irlE are considered to be admixtures
of the mass eigenstates. This mixing of the fields may be septed by:

d Via Vs Vb d d
s | = Ve Ves Va s | =Vexm | 5 |, (1.9)
b Vie Vis Vi v b

where thel’, ', I/ are the mass eigenstates. This kind of mixing leads to flaatation i.e., mixing
between different generations of quarks. Experimentaéagions have put strong constraints on
flavor changing neutral currentGlashow-lliopoulos-Maiami [6] demonstrated thavi ,, is con-
strained to be a unitary matrix, such flavor changing praessediated by neutral gauge bosons are
suppressed. Following Cabibbo [7]-Kobayashi—Maskawa @inple parameter counting ofiax n
unitary matrix reveals the existencerdf. — 1) /2 independent real mixing angles apd-1)(n—2)/2
independent complex phases. It is clear thatlithg,, contains three real mixing angles and single
complex phase. The complex phase leads to complex gaugadtites that violates CP symmetry
within the framework of the SM. The unitarity of the CKM-miatimplies various relations between
its elements. In particular, we have

ViaVar + VeaVay + ViV = 0. (1.10)

Phenomenologically this relation is very interesting asviblves simultaneously the elememis, V,
andV;; which are under extensive discussion at present. TheaoplatiEq. 1.10 can be represented

“ H H 4] H H —~ = IVudVJb‘ . =2 =2 ‘Vdv;;zl J—
as a “unitarity” triangle in the compleko, ) plane. Wherem = \Vo*+17 andm =

(1 —-0)2+ 7% Eg. 1.10 is invariant under any phase-transformatiorey; #ie phase convention
independent and are physical observables. Consequestiycdn be measured directly in suitable
experiments. One can construct additional five unitarigngles corresponding to other orthogonality
relations, like the one in Eq. 1.10. They are discussed in$@me of them should be useful when
LHC-B experiment will provide data. The areas of all unitatriangles are equal and related to the
measure of CP violatiod.p [10]:

| Jop |= 2+ Aa, (1.12)

where A denotes the area of the unitarity triangle.

The fact that each left-handed lepton doublet is matched Ibft-handed quark doublet guarantees
that the theory is anomaly free, this is a prerequisite féremty to be renormalizable. It ensures that
the higher order contributions in the perturbation theoity spect the gauge symmetry imposed at
the zeroth (tree) order in the Lagrangian [11].

The electroweak gauge group predicts two sets of gauge:fieldeak isovectolV,, with coupling
constanty, and a weak isoscalds,,, with its own coupling constanf’. In order for the Lagrangian
to be gauge independent, these gauge fields must transfazamtpensate the variation induced in
the mass fields. This specifies the transformation of the@#éalgls to beW, - W, —a x W, —
(1/9)0,cc under an infinitesimal weak-isospin rotation generated-by: 1 + (i/2)c - 7 (Wherer

are the Pauli matrices) aig}, — B,, — (1/¢')0,,« under an infinitesimal hypercharge phase rotation.
The corresponding field-strength tensors are defined as,

Wi, = 0,W) — 0,W, + gejuiWW,) (1.12)

5



where: = 1, 2, 3 for the three components of the weak isovector, and
B, =0,B,—90,B, , (1.13)
for the weak-hypercharge symmetry.

We may summarize the SM electroweak interactions by thedragan,

Lew = Lgauge + Lieptons T Lauarks (1.14)
with ) o .
Lomge = =7 Z W W — 2B, B, (1.15)
Licptons = Y Ejiy" (@ + i%,BuY) E; (1.16)
J

= g g
+ ZL]- ZV”(@M—FZEBMY—FZiT-WM)L]—,
j

wherej is the generational index and runs over, 7, and

Lowrs = Y Unin” <8u+i%BuY)L{n

/
+ SDir (0, +i45,Y)D, (1.17)
+ Y Q.iv"(0 IBY + il W
n 1Y H+z2 L —|—Z2T~ | 9n s

where the generation indexruns overl, 2, 3. The objects in parentheses in Eq. 1.16 and Eq. 1.17
are thegauge-covariant derivatives.

The gauge Lagrangian (Eg. 1.15) contains four massless@lexak gauge bosongz. W;, Wj, Wj,

B,. They are massless because a mass term sutci2asg'5,5" is prohibited by gauge symmetry.
Massless gauge fields manifest in interaction with infingiege. In nature, only electromagnetism
fits this bill and the corresponding gauge field is calledgheton Moreover, the gauge symmetry
forbids fermion mass terms of the formff = m(frfL + fufr) in Eq. 1.16 and Eq. 1.17, because
the left-chiral and right-chiral components of the fieldssform differently under gauge symmetry.

To generate masses of the gauge bosons other than the phdttmeachiral fermions in a gauge in-
variant way, we need to break the gauge symmetry in a veryapeay. We consider that the gauge
symmetries are respected everywhere in the theory butaketby the vacuum state. This procedure
is called thespontaneous breaking of gauge symmietitywas first introduced in the context of super-
conducting phase transition. In particle physics what loasecto be called the Higgs mechanism [12]
is but a relativistic generalization of the Ginzburg-Landlaeory [13] of superconductivity.

Lt is curious to note that this phenomenon of spontaneouskbrg of gauge symmetry is possible only for space
dimensions 2 and above. This is called the Coleman-Mermagi\W'r theorem.

6



In the standard model this is achieved by introducing a cemptalar that transforms as a doublet
under theSU(2) gauge group. Th& (1) charge is represented by itsl hypercharge. The field is a
color singlet. Let us define the scalar doublet as,

ot %(Qﬁ—i@)

The gauge invariant Lagrangian for the fidldnay be written as,

Lo = (D'®)'D,® — V (), (1.19)
where,
1 . 1. (< i
V(®) = §M2 (Z @2) +72 (Z @2) 7 (1.20)
=1 =1
and .
) ,7_2 ) Zg/

D, = <au +ig W + 7Bﬂ) d. (1.21)

The Lagrangian has a glob8iD(4) (= SU(2) x SU(2)) symmetry. Fop? < 0, the Higgs potential

in Eq. 1.20 takes the form shown in Figure 1.2. With this canfidion, clearly(0|¢;|0) # 0. Rather

it lies on a four dimensional circle with radius From the orbit structurg_, [(0]¢;|0)|* = 12,

we note that the vacuum hasS#(4) symmetry as mentioned above and as soon as we select a
direction for the vev it reduces t§0(3). The groupSO(3) is isomorphic toSU(2). Thus the
original SU(2) x SU(2) global symmetry is now reduced to5d/(2). This residual global symmetry
in the Higgs potential is called the custodial symmetry.sTi@imains unbroken even after the vev is
generated, and this unbroken symmetry implies the equaiiél gauge boson masses generated by
spontaneous symmetry breaking, a phenomenon the we deateristlow. Without loss of generality
we can choose the axis in this four-dimensional space s@hat0) = 0, ¢ = 1,2,4 and(0|¢3|0) =

v. This choice of the physical vacuum results in the breakinth® gauge symmetry in the vacuum
state.

To quantize around the classical vacuum, we introduce thisigdl scala®’ defined by the relation,
0

¢ = % o )T o', where(0|®’|0) = 0. To proceed further it will be useful to rewrite the four
components o’ in terms of a new set of variables following Kibble [14] as,
1 i1 0
o iyEtsT
) \/§e 2 (v—i—h)' (1.22)

whereh is a hermitian field which will turn out to be the physical Hegggpalar. Thé® are the massless
pseudoscalars Nambu-Goldstone bosons [15] that are @eitgsssociated with broken symmetry

2t should be noted that in the quantized theory, there anegtoi be quantum corrections to the classical Lagrangian.
It can be shown that the phenomenon of electroweak symmetaking is nonperturbative, i.e even after incorporating
higher order corrections, the vacuum structure of the piatiears depicted in Figure 1.2 will remain identical.



generators. However, thel/(2) gauge invariance of the SM allows us to select a gauge whese th
fields disappear from the physical spectrum. This so caltety gauge is defined as,

= ; iri 1
@%@:eﬂﬂ%:ﬁ(vﬂh), (1.23)

where the Goldstone bosons disappear. In this gauge, ttee koeetic term takes the form

_ . 1 .y E
(D, @) (D"D) ~ 5(0 v) {%TZW; + %Bu} ( 2 ) + h terms

M2
~ MWW, + TZZ”ZM + h terms (1.24)

where the terms involving the physicalfield have been clubbed together as theeérms’. The
third component of the§U(2) gauge fieldiV? and theU (1) gauge fieldB, have identical quantum
numbers after the spontaneous breaking of the electroweaadgeggroup and they get mixed in the
Higgs kinetic term. The mass diagonal fields are relatedesdliields by the following relations,

1

Wi = W T,
Z, = —sinbyB, + cos by W, (1.25)
and the orthogonal combination,
A, = cos by B, + sin QWW5 (1.26)

is the photon field that remains massless. Where the weak éngk defined by

! M2
tan Oy = I = gin? Ow =1 — —Vg (1.27)
9 My

Thus, spontaneous symmetry breaking generates mass tarthe fi” and Z gauge bosons propor-
tional to the Higgs vacuum expectation vatuerhey are given by,

_9v

MW 27

(1.28)

and

M,
My = /g% + g’22 = W (1.29)

2 cosOy

Observe that\/; > My, which is in contradiction to the argument of equal gauge hasass we
gave from the idea of custodial symmetry. In the SM the cuataymmetry associated with the
SU(2) gauge group is broken, and it has been broken by hyperchaxgegmi.e. by expanding the
gauge group t6'U(2) x U(1). If we put the hypercharge gauge coupligigo zero, we recover the
symmetric condition. We will define an important parameter:

2
_ My
MZ cos? Oy,

P (1.30)
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With the SU(2) doublet scalar representation (at tree level), one catyesdsiw from Eq 1.29 that
p = 1, which is a non-trivial prediction of the SM at the tree level

The Goldstone bosorgss, disappear from the theory as physical entities but regenas the longitu-
dinal degrees of freedom of massive vector boson fields.

The gauge boson masses are related to the Fermi constagttgjation:G'/v/2 = g% /8M?2,, where
Gr ~ 1.16637 x 107 GeV 2, as determined from the muon lifetime measurements. Th& sezde
v is therefore

v =2My /g~ (V2Gr)"Y? ~ 246 GeV. (1.31)
Where,g = e/ sin 0y, wheree is the electric charge of the positron. Hence, to lowestrorde
(WQ/\/QGF)I/z

MW = MZ COS QW ~ (132)

sin 9W

wherea ~ 1/137.036 is the fine structure constant. Using the measured valsmdfy, ~ 0.23 as
obtained from from neutral current scattering experimearie expectd/y, ~ 78 GeV, andM; ~ 89
GeV. (These predictions are increasedby 4% by higher order corrections.)

From symmetry considerations we are free to add gaugekmtainteractions between the scalar
fields and the fermions. These are called the Yukawa ternieihagrangian and they are the means
of generating fermion masses within the framework of the’ Sid generalize for all the matter fields,
we can write the Yukawa interaction term as,

Ly ukawa = =Y QiU;® — YIQ,D;® — Y,L;E;® + h.c (1.33)

where,® = —io,®* and Y, Y4, Y! are the up-quark, down-quark and charged lepton Yukawa
coupling constant matrices respectively. Once, the Higdd gets a vew, then the Lagrangian takes
the form f;m  fr with the mass matrices

(mu>ij o Yijv, (md>ij X }/;;'lv7 (ml>ij X Yé—% (1.34)

where,i, j represent the generational index. These mass matricaestheflavor basis, and not in the
mass basis. It should be noted that due to the absence ofitgtgichiral components, the neutrinos
remain massless in the SM.

1.1.1 Experimental status of the Standard Model
One of the striking features of the standard model is thaa# Wwithstood decades of increasingly
intense experimental scrutiny. We briefly summerize thegmeexperimental status of the SM.

Tree level: Historically, the electroweak theory was formulated in domtext of extensive experi-
mental information about the charged-current weak intemas (mainly from study off decay). The

3The Higgs mechanism in the SM not only breaks the gauge symrbat it also drives a breaking of the chiral
symmetry in the fermionic sector.
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Figure 1.3:Cross section for the reactient ¢ —

W + W measured by the four LEP experiments,
together with the full electroweak-theory simula-
tion and cross sections that would result fram
exchange alone and from ¢ ~)-exchange [20]

Figure 1.4: TPull values comparingGfitter
complete fit results with experimental determina-
tions [21].

Fermi Theory of the weak charged current interactions had ldeveloped and tested prior to the con-
struction of the SM. The unitarity argument [19] made it cléwat Fermi’s four-fermion description
could not be valid above c.m. energi ~ 600 GeV. This necessitated the conjecture of heavy inter-
mediate massive charged gauge bosons. The smallest ugiitany which provides an off-diagonal
generator (corresponding to the charged gauge boson) B STHe relevant generators areandr?.

We further need a massless gauge boson to account for thisgeiméinge electromagnetic interaction.
Any association of photon with the neutral generatbwould lead to contradiction with respect to
the charge assignment of particles. The gauge chargesnoioies coupling to}/3 arei%, clearly
different from the electric charges. Moreovér;? couples to neutrino, but photon does not. All in
all, just with SU(2) gauge theory we cannot explain both wesadt electromagnetic interactions. The
next simplest construction is to avoid taking a simple grdut consider SU(2k U(1). Further
analysis of the reaction — W1~ showed that the introduction of intermediate massive vecto
bosons, to make the weak interaction nonlocal, was noramesdzable. However, with the advent
of the Higgs mechanism, it was successfully moulded inta¢hermalizable theory discussed in the
previous section, which allowed the calculation of rad&torrections.

The weak neutral current (WNC), along with thé and Z, have been the primary predictions of
the SM. The WNC was discovered in 1973 by the Gargamelle moi&tion at CERN and by HPW
at Fermilab. The structure of the WNC has been tested in meogepses, including (purely weak)
neutrino scatteringe — ve, vN — vN, vN — vX; weak-electromagnetic interferencecihD —

e X, atomic parity violation, and recently in polarized Malkeattering; and ia*e~ scattering above
and below theZ pole. Thell and”Z were discovered at CERN by the UA1 [16] and UA2 [17] groups
in 1983 and the subsequent measurements of their masseld@ven excellent agreement with the
SM expectations (including the higher-order correctidi®]) discussed in the previous section. The
cynosure of the LEP legacy is the triumphant verificatiorhefgauge sector of the SM which involves
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the spontaneous breaking of the gauge grotip:(2), x U(1)y — U(1)g. Figure 1.3 obtained
primarily from LEP Il runs clearly verifies the SM gauge groupn one hand it clearly shows the
existence of theZIWW W vertex confirming the non-abelian nature of the gauge grdngirectly it
also validates the idea of spontaneous symmetry breakingse& this, note that the intermediate
gauge bosons have to be massive to explainstidecay data. However, explicit breaking leads to
non-renormalizability. But the good behavior of the crossti®n with energy in Figure 1.3, indicates
a renormalizable theory and thus implies spontaneous iniggak the gauge symmetry. In summary,
this plot clearly indicates that the charged and neutrakqits in the particle gauge interaction are in
accordance with the SM prediction. This not only confirms $&2), x U(1)y gauge group but
also demonstrates that it is spontaneously brokén(ig,.

The Z factories LEP and SLC allowed tests of the standard modelpa¢cision of~ 103, much
greater than what had previously been possible at high Esertn particular, the four LEP exper-
iments ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, and OPAL at CERN produced somme 107 Z’s at the Z-pole in the
reactionse™e™ — Z — (¢~ /qq. The SLD experiment at SLAC had a relatively smaller numbier o
events~ 5 x 10°, but had the significant advantage of the high polarizatio@%%) of thee~ beam.
The Z pole observables included the lineshape variablés, ", ando; and the branching ratios
into ete™, utpu~, 77 as well as intayg, c¢, bb, and (less preciselyds. These could be combined
to obtain the stringent constrainf, = 2.9841 4+ 0.0083 on the number of ordinary neutrinos with
m, < Mz/2 (i.e., on the number of families with a light neutrino). Tlgiave the first experimental
indication of the three generation flavor structure of the SM present, all the three pairs of quarks
and leptons have been directly produced at collider exgarisithat give hard evidence for the three
generation conjecture. This also constrained other isi decays.

The Z-pole experiments also measured a number of asymmetradsding forward-backward (FB),
polarization,r polarization, and mixed FB-polarization, which were espgcuseful in determining
the weak anglé,,. The leptonic branching ratios and asymmetries confirmediépton family
universality predicted by the SM. The result of fitting thedservations with the SM predictions are
generally in excellent agreement. Figure 1.4 shows thegbtitle fittings in the SM. There is a hint of
a tension between the lepton and quark asymmetries (moatexgpn theb quark forward-backward
asymmetryA(};f’ and the polarization asymmetry;.). This may well be a statistical fluctuation, but
could possibly be suggesting new physics affecting thel thaimily.

The recent activity in charged current interaction is cesttearound the study of the Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix which measures the misméatetween the family structure of
the left-handed:-type andd-type quarks. For 3 familied/-x,, involves three angles and on&P-
violating phase after removing the unobservaplephases as discussed before. There have been
extensive recent studies, especiallydrand K decays, to test the unitarity and consistency@f 1,

as a probe of new physics and to test the origin of CP violatfoglobal fit [23], within the frame-
work of the three-generation standard model, yields thieehg magnitudegV;;| for the CKM
matrix elements:

0.97419 4 0.00022  0.2257 4+ 0.0010  0.00359 4 0.00016
0.2256 4+ 0.0010  0.97334 +0.00023  0.041573991° : (1.35)
0.0087470:00026  (0.0407 + 0.0010  0.99913370:000044

The present experimental status of the unitarity triangEhiown in Figure 1.5.
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Higher order: The experimental probing of the SM has scrutinized it beythredtree level. The
present accuracy of experimental observations have aehabl® probe the quantum corrections of the
theory. A brief discussion of this is in order, not only besait allows quantum verification of the SM,
but also because it puts stringent constraints on any fuetkiension of the theory. The discussion
below closely follows the arguments laid out in [25]. Expeental measurements on thepole at
LEP has verified the radiative corrections to the gauge bpsopagators to high precision. There
are four two-point functionsilog(¢?), gs(q?), Is3(q?), 11 (¢) where@Q = B, and(1,2,3) =
(W, W2, W2). Measurements have been made at two energy segles), /7. So there are eight
two-point correlators. Of these eiglfif,, (0) = IL,(0) = 0 due to QED Ward identify Three linear
combinations can be absorbed in the redefinition of the petenst«, G, and M ;. The remaining
three independent combinations are called the Peskind€akeblique electroweak parametefs {
andU). The parameters andU capture the effects of custodial symmetry and weak isosplation,
while S is a measure of weak isospin breaking alone [26]. Note thebver all electroweak results,
one needs to expand the number of such parameters, seef[ATither details. The definition of the
parameters are given by,

yw(0)  Izz(0)
Mg, M3

ol =

4These identities ensure that the gauge invariance of tissick Lagrangian is preserved after the quantizationef th
theory.

12



e? 1
— < (Sm(QW)COS(9W))2) M2 (1111 (0) — TI33(0)) (1.36)
and y
§ = 37 (Hs(M3) = Ty (0) — Mg (M3)) (1.37)

wherell,,(¢) is the vacuum polarization amplitude with gauge bosoasdb in the external legs and
the energy scale associated with the amplitudge & generic fermion-induced vacuum polarization
diagram with gauge bosons in the two external lines has tfl@wimg structure:

at Tr S (g )y s X%(%me?)}

P (my, mg, A\, X)) = (—)/

2n) a+ b7 = w12 = ]
i ! —¢*x(1 — x) + miz + m3(1 — ) 9
= 152 /0 dx [A — ln{ 2 H (1+ 2Nz (1 — 2)(9u90 — ¢ gw)
+ (L+2N)(miz +m3(1 — ) g — (1 — M )mimagu] (1.38)

In the above equatiomy; andm, are the masses of the fermions in the loop, ane: 2/(4 — d) —

v + Indm) is regularization scheme dependent divergent quantity. ai¥einterested in the terms
proportional tog,,, the Il-functions are defined as: times these factors. By putting = 1 and
A =1, we will get the left-left (LL)II-function, given by

Mg mimd) = /0 o |84 — | |- 0 - 5| s
where, M?*(z) = miz +m3(1 — z).
Thus we find,
Ma3(¢*) = 3.Mee(e? m?* m?) (1.40)
Ma(?) = Tus(a,md md). (1.41)

Now, supposingn; andm, are the masses of the two fermion states appearing in an Slo{®@)et,
it immediately follows that

1

s3(q) = 1 [p(¢®,m3, mi) +pL(q®, m3,m3)]
1
My (¢*) = §HLL(C]27 mi, m3). (1.42)

One can now, in general, derive the SM prediction of the aigigarameters by using the above
general scheme. For example thigparameter is given by,
4

T = I111(0) — II33(0)]. 1.43
sin? @y cos? GWM%[ 1(0) 3 (0)] ( )

The dominant effect of isospin violation indeed comes froprbottom mass splitting, given by

b A7 N, mf + mg mfmg mt2 1 mt2
= D 2392 il el ey (1.44)
sin” Oy cos? Oy M7 327 2 my —my  mj M7
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vanish. Plot courtesy Gfitter group [21].

In the last step, we have assumed thgt<< m?. Note that in the limitn, = m,, the contribution
to T' vanishes, as expected. The contribution of the Higgs boseasafromZZh and W W ~h
interactions. It turns out that

_ 3Gr
872/2

Figure 1.6 shows the presently allowed region in$h& plane. Note that the SM contributions have
been subtracted from the parameter, e~ S — SSM andT — T — T The SM point on
this plane would be the origif®, 0) . Clearly this is in good agreement with experimental bolards
thus puts strong constraints on any further extension e

aTh =

2
(M2 — M2)In (%) ~ o L (1.45)
Z

1.1.2 Problems with the Standard Model

The SM is a mathematically-consistent renormalizable gdiedd theory which is consistent with

all experimental facts. It successfully predicted the texise and form of the weak neutral current,
the existence and masses of ffreand Z bosons, and the fermion family structure, as necessitated
by the GIM mechanism. The charged current weak interac@oksquantum electrodynamics are
successfully incorporated into its folds. The consistelbetween theory and experiment indirectly
tested the higher order corrections which establisheddéasi of renormalization in the context of
the SM. When combined with quantum chromodynamics for thengtinteractions, the standard
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model is almost certainly the approximately correct desion of the elementary particles and their
interactions down to at leasd—'°cm~ 1 TeV.

Despite its successes, the SM has a great deal of arbisararal fine-tuning [28], as is illustrated
by the fact that it has 27 free parameters (29 if we considerMijorana neutrinos), and that is
not including electric charges. The parameters of the SMudec 3 gauge couplings; thg and
Higgs masses; the QCBDparameter; 12 fermion masses; 6 mixing and 2 CP phases (@oawddifor
Majoranav’s); and the cosmological constant. The Planck scale (Newtmstant) is not included
because only the ratios of mass parameters are observabie.bdlieved that this is a little too
much for a fundamental theory of nature. The status of ther&tbry/collider experiments in particle
physics can best be summarized as: they are in good agreantierihe SM predictions but there
is still room for New Physics (NP) at the TeV or higher scald. pfesent there seems to b&.ao
discrepancy in the measurement of the anomalous magnetitentcof the muon(g — 2),,) [30].
There are some tension in the field of b-physics as well. Tisea@o discrepancy in the branching
fraction of DI — [*v and a2.5¢0 tension in the branching ratio @& — 7v. There are several
other unexpected observations in b-physics that hint agxistence of NP at the TeV scale. In this
regard the tension between the measured valugsio?),x, and(sin 23),x, , the large difference
in the direct CP asymmetfcp(B~ — K- 7°) and Acp(BY — K~71) etc are worth a mention.
See [31] for a recent review of flavor physics.

The first hint of beyond SM physics came from the observedrimeubscillations in solar neutrinos.
This implied a non-zero mass for the neutrinos. Althoughatfiginal Glashow-Wienberg-Salam for-
mulation did not provide for massive neutrinos, they are éx@v easily incorporated by the addition
of right-handed states; (Dirac mass) or as higher-dimensional operators, perhapsrgted by an
underlying seesaw (Majorana mass). The successful exfara light neutrino masses is consid-
ered as a major outstanding issue with the SM. There arerteitzer severe deficiencies in the SM.
Some of them are enumerated below.

1. Cosmological consideration:The observed matter density of galaxies falls short of tha-me
sured matter as measured by the rotation curves. It is ttegbthat the baryon matter density
is ~ 4%. The rest of the universe is made up~0f24% dark matter and- 72% dark energy.

In the last decade, the direct observation of gravitatiberading and observations in galactic
collision [32] (in the 'Bullet’ cluster) events have proed hard evidence for the existence of
Dark Matter (DM). The WMAP probe has measured the dark matter densityetbdiween
(0.087 < Qpuh? < 0.138) [33] at 30 range. SM neither provides any explanation for dark
energy nor does it have a suitable dark matter candid&imilarly, the observed asymmetry
between matter and anti-matter in the universe quantifieflgy-==2 ~ (G. 1t3)x 1071, can-
not be explained within the framework of the SM. The minimuonditions needed to explaln
this asymmetry is enshrined in tisakharov conditionsot fulfilled by the SM. For example,
the baryon number (B), which should be broken to meet the &akitonditions, is an unbro-
ken global symmetry of the SM. Further, the magnitude of tRevidlation generated by the
CKM picture in the SM is not sufficient to explain the baryoy@msnetry in the universe.

STechnically the QCD part of the SM Lagrangian can have aeffialds called theAxions theoretically to be con-
sidered as a DM candidate. The simplest version of this thieas however failed to reconcile the observed dark matter
density of the universe with these axion fields.
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to obtain the offset-correctefl 2 [21].

2. Gauge Hierarchy problem: Quantum theories involving interacting elementary schédas
are not natural. This has to do with the fact that the mass @lementary scalar field is not
associated with any approximate symmetry. Let us considetfanteracting theory of a real
scalar field: . ) \

LI 4
£scalar = 5 a#¢aﬂ¢ - 7 ¢ - E
and consider that it is coupled to a fermion by the followiaation. We can write the Yukawa
interaction Lagrangian as

(1.46)

Ly = —hsofLfr+ h.c. (1.47)
wheref;, r are the left and right chiral projection of the fermignAfter spontaneous symmetry
breaking,

hy , # hy =z
Ly =——=h - — + h.c. 1.48
Y \/§ foR ﬂvafR ( )

The fermion mass is therefore given by = 1.

At the classical level, the limit mass — 0 does lead to scale invariance; but at quantum
level scale symmetry is broken. Thus smallness of the so@as can not be protected against
perturbative quantum corrections. In fact such correst@ppear with quadratic divergences.
Let us compute the two-point function with the zero momenkligys as the two external lines
and fermions inside the loop. The corresponding diagram isgure 1.9[a].

iy, (0) = (—)/%Tr K_Z\h/—%) k%mf <_Z%) %—imf}
- /(d% [ L ] (1.49)

21)4 | k2 — mfe (k2 — mfc)2
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Figure 1.9: One-loop quantum corrections to the Higgs mass, due to & Béranion f [a], and scalarg‘:L,R

([b] & [c]).

The correctionAm? is proportional toH{lh(O). The first term in the RHS is quadratically
divergent. The divergent correctiona; looks like

AQ
~ 1672

Am2(f) (—2h3). (1.50)
Another divergent piece will appear from quartic Higgs ezrfi.e., h*). The corresponding
diagram is similar to what is displayed in Figure 1.9[c],

2 A2
We neglect the gauge boson contributions to the scalar seifjg. Combining the above two
divergent pieces, we obtain

—— (=2h} 4+ A). (1.52)

This illustrates the typical quantum correction to scalaldB generated at one loop, that is
guadratically divergent. The scalar sector of the SM facasdar predicament. In this regard
let us note the following points:

¢ In the SM, the fermion masses are protected by the inexacalckymmetry and the
gauge boson masses are protected by the remnant gauge symafteetspontaneous elec-
troweak symmetry breaking, whereas, the Higgs field masseain unprotected and re-
ceive quantum corrections that are quadratically depdnaiethe cut off. As discussed
above, this is related to the inherent scale dependencéfahdamental scalar theories.

e By itself, this is not a catastrophe, as one can envisageteotamms that will cancel such
divergent quantum corrections. Unfortunately, the cutobffhe SM is believed to be of
the order of the Planck scaldf, ~ 10'). Thus, to obtain a weak scale Higgs mass,
one needs an unnatural cancellation between two uncadetatmbers, i.e. the quantum
correction and the counter term contribution. The situatets uglier when it is noted
that such cancellation has to take place order by order ipeh@rbation theory and there
is no hope of convergence at any finite order.

e Itis also worthwhile to know that radiative correctionshe fermions or the gauge bosons
are always proportional to their masses. Thus one canna@rgtenthe masses of these
fields purely from radiative contributions. This can be pbgly explained by noting that
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there is a mismatch in the degrees of freedom of a massive asdl@ss gauge boson
or fermion. The situation is completely different for theseaof the fundamental scalars.
Here one can generate the masses radiatively even if attreldlhey are massless, as can
be seen in Eq. 1.52. This is related to the fact thatthef. of a massive scalar field is
identical to that of a massless scalar field.

Thus we find the lack of symmetry protecting the Higgs massthedarge hierarchy between
the weak scale and the Planck scale makes it difficult to exfight Higgs mass within the
SM. This is known as the gauge hierarchy problem which isdadlgia naturalness issue with
the SM.

On the other hand, the other parameter of this theory, nathely* coupling A is natural.
This is so because, in the limit — 0, we have a free scalar theory, which indeed has higher
symmetry.

3. Gravity is not included: Gravity is not put on the same footing as other interactionthe
SM. The vacuum energ{y’) from electroweak symmetry breaking leads to an effective co
mological constantAgsg = 87G (V) which is somel0%° times larger than the value of the
cosmological constant, observed from the acceleratioheotihiverse. Reconciliation with the
observed value leads to extremely fine-tuned cancellagbrnden the primordial value and the
one generated dynamically by the electroweak symmetrkbrgaThere is no known accepted
solution to the cosmological constant problem, but seefi@4dn anthropically motivated fine-
tuning associated with the string landscape.

Other than these severe shortcomings there are certainasifieism related to the SM viz(a) The
strong CP problemThe strong CP problem [46] refers to the fact that one can lagel@®t T, and CP-
violating term32 -g2F F to the QCD Lagrangian, Wheriéu,, = €,uapF*? /2 is the dual field and is

an arbitrary dimensionless parameter. The experimentaidon the neutron electric dipole moment
impliesd < 10~?. One cannot simply sékto zero because weak interaction corrections shify
50|wear ~ 1073, again requiring a fine-tuned cancellation between thearekweak contributions.
(b) The fermion mass hierarchy probleiBeyond the ordinarily observed matter content that can be
constituted by the following fermions., e, u, d), the first family laboratory studies have confirmed
the existence of 3 families: (v, u~, ¢, s) and(v,,77,t,b) are heavier copies of the first family
with no obvious explanation in the SM. The SM gives no predicfor the number of fermion gen-
erations. Furthermore, there is no explanation or preshotif their masses, which are observed to
have hierarchical pattern spanning over 6 orders of magaipetween the top quark and the electron.
Even more mysterious are the neutrinos, which are lightkbgtmany orders of magnitude. And
(C) The Gauge issuéfhe SM gauge group is complicated: it involves 3 distinctggacouplings, of
which only the electroweak part is parity-violating, andugfe quantization (e.glg.| = |g,|) is put

in by hand (anomaly cancellation by itself is not sufficiemtietermine all of the hypercharge assign-
ments). The issue of charge quantization is important secadiacilitates the electrical neutrality of
atoms(|¢,| = |¢.|). The complicated gauge structure suggests that theresexisierlying unity in
the interactions. This indicates the existence of supegsfB5—37] or grand unified theory [38—42].
Charge quantization can also be explained in such clasgbsaies. Charge quantization may also
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be explained, at least in part, by the existence of magnetivapoles [43] or the absence of anoma-
liesP.

It is worthwhile to note that the complete experimental figgition of the SM has to wait the discov-
ery of the hitherto elusive Higgs boson. Non-observatiothefHiggs fields at the LEP Il directly
excludes Higgs mass below4.4 GeV, whereas the precision electroweak observables @élaygs
mass below~ 160 GeV [29]. The major uncertainty in the electroweak fit of thigdt mass comes
from the uncertainty in the top quark mass. A plot of the valakthe Higgs mass as a function of
the top quark mass can be found in Figure 1.7. Thé plot for the global fitting of the Higgs mass
can be found in Figure 1.8. The LHC is expected to discoveHiggs field though accurate mea-
surement of its mass has to wait for future experimentsargytthe proposed International Linear
Collider (ILC) will be able to do a better job in this regard.

1.2 Beyond the Standard Model

The above criticism of the SM provides a strong motivationgdvocating theoretical constructions
that extends the SM and solves some of it shortcomings. MasteoBeyond the Standard Model
(BSM) physics [47] have been constructed to solve the gaiggarchy problem. The models that
have been discussed in the literarture may be categorizet@ss:

1. Models with no fundamental scalargossibility to eliminate the elementary Higgs fields in
favor of some dynamical symmetry breaking mechanism basedne@w strong dynamics [48],
e.g.technicolor, higher dimensional Higgs-less models. lintémolor, for example, the SSB is
associated with the expectation value of a fermion bilin@aalogous to the breaking of chiral
symmetry in QCD. Extended technicolor, top-color, and cosilg Higgs models all fall into
this class. Higher dimensional Higgs less models [52]) hedbundary conditions in the extra
dimensions to break the electroweak symmetry.

2. Models that invoke symmetry to protect Higgs mass: esgpersymmetry, gauge-Higgs
unified models, little Higgs. In supersymmetry [54], the dradically-divergent contribu-
tions of fermion and boson loops cancel, leaving only muchleneffects of the order of
supersymmetry-breaking. There are also (non-supersynunettended models in which the
cancellations are between bosons or between fermions.cldss includes Little Higgs mod-
els [49,50], in which the Higgs is forced to be lighter thamnieV scale dynamics because it
is a pseudo-Goldstone boson of an approximate underlywigagjsymmetry, and Twin-Higgs
models [51].

3. Models that try to bridge the gap between the two scales dbtardard Model:
e.g. ADD - large extra dimension, RS - warped extra dimension.hesé models space-time
geometry is used to relat®/,, and a much lower fundamental scale, by providing a cutoff at
the inverse of the extra dimension scale. See [55, 56] fohéurdetails.

5Anomaly cancellation is not sufficient to determine all of thypercharge assignments without additional assump-
tions, such as universality of families.
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Figure 1.11:The renormalization group running of

soft parameters in MSUGRA. Negativey: in low
energy triggers EWSB [54].

Figure 1.10:The running Gauge coupling unifica-
tion within the framework of MSSM [59].

1.3 Supersymmetry

Let us tweak the analysis we did to reach Eq 1.52. Considettteacalar inside the loop in Figure 1.9
[c] is not ¢ but some different scalar fielf}, / fr, where the coupling is- )\gb?ff/R. Note that if there

are two such scalarg( and f), the Eq. 1.52 becomes,

2A2
1672

Amj, = (=h%+ ). (1.53)

We find that the entire quadratic divergence piece in the [gmarorrection to the scalar mass van-
ishes if,
h% =\ (1.54)

There are pairwise cancellations between fermionic doutions and the contributions from a pair
of scalars. Apriori, such relations between the couplingmf fields are unnatural. Supersymmetry
is a space-time symmetry which relates the bosonic degffdesealom to the fermionic degrees of
freedom [54,57,58], and thus can justify relations likedhe expressed in Eq. 1.54.

Supersymmetry (SUSY) is the most popular extension of theoBbause it provides a very aesthetic
way to address the gauge hierarchy problem and ameliorataugaother shortcomings of the SM.

Owing to its overwhelming popularity in the parlays of peliphysics, a brief discussion of SUSY

is now in order. Some of the attractive features of the SUSYetsoare:

1. Supersymmetry solves the gauge hierarchy problemAs discussed, the quantum corrections
to the Higgs mass from a bosonic loop and a fermionic loop lgpmositesigns. So if the
couplings are identical and boson is mass degenerate vatfetimion, the net contribution
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would cancel! Supersymmetry fits this bill very well, as faery particle, supersymmetry
provides a mass degenerapartner differing by spir% and having identical couplings.

2. Supersymmetry leads to unification of gauge couplingsin the SM, when the gauge cou-
plings are extrapolated to high scale from their measurégesaat the weak scale, they come
close to each other but do not meet at a single point. In sypenetry, the running gauge cou-
plings do meet at a poithi{59], at the scaléd/qyr ~ 2 x 10'® GeV, provided the superparticles
weigh around 1 TeV, see Figure 1.10.

3. Supersymmetry triggers EWSB: To drive spontaneous symmetry breaking in SM, one re-
quires to set the scalar mass in the Lagrangian, to a negaiivre by hand. In SUSY theories,
the square of one of the Higgs mas$, , can be made negative by radiative correction. In the
Minimal Supersymmetric Standards Model (MSSM) that we Isthacuss later, one can start
with a positive value of the Higgs mass at the gauge couplmfjcation (Mqyr) scale. The
running of the parameters drives th€,; to a negative value at the weak scale driving elec-
troweak symmetry breaking, see Figure 1.11. In MSSM it ishbavy top quark contribution
to the radiative correction that induces the sign flip.

4. Supersymmetry provides a cold dark matter candidate:Supersymmetry with conservet
parity can provide a dark matter candidate. The lighteseypnmetric particle (LSP) cannot
decay due to thé-parity that forbids vertices with odd number of super-pars of the SM
fields. Thus the LSP is a stable particle and a viable cold aeatter candidate.

5. Supersymmetry provides a framework to turn on gravity: As discussed earlier, SM do not
provide a framework to unify gravity with the other partiaiteractions. But SUSY does better
in this regard. Space-time transformations are naturatijuded in the SUSY transformations.
Local supersymmetry leads to supergravity that gives axgato include gravity in a quantum
field theoretic famework. Most string models invariablylime supersymmetry as an integral
part.

1.3.1 SUSY algebra

Supersymmetry is a general space-time symmetry that iwedldoy the Poincare algebra. Unlike the
Lorentz transformations supersummetric transformatamesmediated by fermionic charges. A su-
persymmetry transformation turns a bosonic state intorait@ric state, and vice versa. The operator
@ that generates such transformations must be an anti-camgrefinor, generating the following
transformations,

(Q)|Boson) = |Fermion), Q|Fermion) = |Boson). (1.55)

"The non observation of the SUSY partners necessitates ¢lading of SUSY in the real world, as we will see later.
But if the breaking occurs through ‘soft’ terms, i.e., in ®@s and not in couplings, the condition for cancellation of
qguadratic divergence given in Eq. 1.54 still remains valiche residual divergence is logarithmically sensitive te th
supersymmetry breaking scale.

8This provides motivation for construction of supersymieegrand unified theories that can unify the electroweak
interactions into a single gauge group. In many of these isate leptons and quarks are incorporated into a single
representation of the gauge group.
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Spinors are intrinsically complex objects, €b (the hermitian conjugate a) is also a symmetry
generator. Note that in general there can be arbitrary nuwfbguch generator pairQQ&QD that
can simultaneously generate SUSY transformations. Thebruwof such generators are going to be
represented byv. Increase inV generally results in more symmetric and therefore moretcaingd
theories. In this chapter we will stick to th€ = 1 version of the theory. The possible forms for
such symmetries in a quantum field theory are highly restlitly the no go theorem put forward by
Haag-Lopuszanski-Sohnius, which is basically an extensfadhe Coleman-Mandula theorem [60].
The basic result of this theorem is, that space-time synymitnsformations by generators of spin
greater than 1 is prohibited.

Generic supersymmetric charges satisfy the algebra otantmutation and commutation relations
with the schematic form

{Q.Q"} = P, (1.56)
{Q.Q} ={Q",Q"} =0, (1.57)
[P, Q] = [P", Q] =0, (1.58)

where P* is the four-momentum generator of space-time translatiblese we have suppressed the
spinorial index. Note that the appearancesfon the right-hand side of Eq. 1.56 is understandable,
since it transforms under Lorentz boosts and rotations gsmalsobject whileQ and Q' on the
left-hand side, each transforms as a spin-1/2 object. Tdigral appearance of the generator for
space-time translation provides a handle to incorporateityrin SUSY theories.

The single-particle states of a supersymmetric theoryrfalirreducible representations of the super-
symmetry algebra, calledupermultipletsEach supermultiplet contains both fermionic and bosonic
states, which are calleduperpartnerof each other. 11Q2) and|(?’) are members of the same su-
permultiplet, then thé&’) can be obtained by operating some combinatio® aind(Q' operators on
|©2), up to a space-time translation or rotation. The squared msrator— P2 commutes with the
operators, @', and with all space-time rotation and translation opegatdirfollows immediately
that members of the same supermultiplet will have equal reggsvalues i.e they will be mass de-
generate. The supersymmetry genera@r®' also commute with all internal symmetry generators
in general and the generators of gauge transformationsriicplar. Therefore particles in the same
supermultiplet must also be in the same representatioreajdlige group, i.e. same electric charges,
weak isospin, color degrees of freedom etc.

Each supermultiplet contains an equal number of fermionit l@osonic degrees of freedom. This
can be demonstrated easily. Consider the opefatby** wheres is the spin angular momentum. By
the spin-statistics theorem, this operator has eigenvaluacting on a bosonic state and eigenvalue
—1 acting on a fermionic state. Any fermionic operator willri bosonic state into a fermionic state
and so on. Therefore-1)?* must anti-commute with every fermionic operator in the tyeand in
particular withQ and@'. Now, within a given supermultiplet, consider the subsptatedi) with

the same eigenvaly# of the four-momentum operatdét”. In view of Eq. 1.58, any combination of

Q or Q' acting on|i) must give another stat&) with the same four-momentum eigenvalue. Therefore
one has a completeness relatjop |¢) (i| = 1 within this subspace of states. Now one can take a trace
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over all such states of the operater1)? P* (including each spin helicity state separately):

DGV = S (-1* Q) +Z ~1)*Q1Qli)

| e +zz Qi
= iﬂ( 1)*QQi) +Z]|Q 1D*Q)
= im(— 1)*QQ"i) —;m(— )2QQ1j)

= 0. (1.59)

The first equality follows from the supersymmetry algebtatren Eq. 1.56; the second and third from
use of the completeness relation; and the fourth from theetfet (—1)2* must anti-commute with
Q. Now >" . (i|(=1)? P*|i) = p* Tr[(—1)*] is just proportional to the number of bosonic degrees of
freedommn g minus the number of fermionic degrees of freedomin the trace, so that

np =nNr (160)

must hold for a givep* # 0 in each supermultiplet.

The simplest possibility for a supermultiplet consisteritnwveq. 1.60 has a single Weyl fermion
(with two spin helicity states, se- = 2) and two real scalars (each with; = 1). It is natural to
assemble the two real scalar degrees of freedom into a carapédar field. This combination of a
two-component Weyl fermion and a complex scalar field isechéichiral supermultiplet.

Another possibility for a supermultiplet contains a spimettor boson. If the theory is to be renor-
malizable, this must be a gauge boson that is masslesssabkfare the gauge symmetry is sponta-
neously broken. A massless spin-1 boson has two helicitgstao the number of bosonic degrees of
freedom isnp = 2. Its superpartner is therefore a massless spin-1/2 Wavylder, again with two he-
licity states, s = 2. Gauge bosons transform in the adjoint representationeoféluige group, so
their fermionic superpartners, callgduginos must also follow suit. Since the adjoint representation
of a gauge group is self conjugate, the gaugino fermions imagt the same gauge transformation
properties for left-handed and for right-handed compane®tich a combination of spin-1/2 gauginos
and spin-1 gauge bosons is calledactorsupermultiplet.

1.3.2 The generic SUSY Lagrangian
Before zooming into the supersymmetric extension of thedsted model we review the generic
features of a SUSY Lagrangian.

Consider a massless and therefore two-component Weyldarmiwhose superpartner is a complex
scalar¢. Both have two real degrees of freedom. However in the offisloadition, the fermion is
a four-component field with four degrees of freedom, and watwapersymmetry to hold for the
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full field theory. So we introduce an additional complex acdl to match the off-shell degrees of
freedom. [ is called an auxiliary field and has no physical particleriptetation. A complete chiral
superfield will thus contain the fields), ¢, F'). The Lagrangian can be written as

—Lchiral = Z(a’%? i + Vi O + FIF). (1.61)

)

The sum is over all chiral supermultiplets in the theory. Nibtat the dimensions df are[F] = m?.
The Euler-Lagrange equations of motion fBrare ' = F* = 0, signifying the fact that they are
not physical fields. The supersymmetry transformationsddfabove are so that,,;..; is invariant.
Next we write the most general set of renormalizable intevas,

| )
'Cint = _iwmwiwj -+ WZF’Z + c.c. (162)

whereWW¥ andW* are functions of only the scalar fields (i.¢;'s in our context), andV¥ is sym-
metric. If they depend on the fermion or auxiliary fields tlss@ciated terms would have dimension
greater than four, and therefore would become non-renaaixé.

The SUSY transformations mix fermions and bosansy ¢ + 1,9 — ¢ + e¢. Heree must be a
spinor so each term behaves the same way in spin space, arahweke: to be a constant spinor in
space-time, and infinitesimal, which corresponds to a ¢l8b&Y transformation. Then the variation
of the Lagrangian (which must vanish or change only by a wealvative if the theory is invariant
under the supersymmetry transformation) contains twogewith four spinors:

1 oW 1 oW
—5 Son (5%)%%’ - 5 5¢Z

8Lt = (et ), + c.c. (1.63)

Neither term can cancel against some other term. For thetérat there is a Fierz identity
(et) (j0n) + (e9;)(Urths) + (evn)(Pind;) = 0, so if and only if6W*% /d¢,. is totally symmetric
under interchange of i, j and k, the first term vanishes idafiti. For the second term, the presence
of the hermitian conjugation allows no similar identity, isanust vanish explicitly, which implies
dW' /§¢r = 0,and thus¥* cannot depend oa*! W% must be an analytic function of the complex
field ¢. Therefore we can write

Wi = M7 + yhe¢,, (1.64)

whereM¥ is a symmetric matrix that will be the fermion mass matrixj gfi* can be called general
SUSY version of the SM Yukawa couplings. Then it is very conegat to define

Wsuper - §Mlj¢i¢j + gyljk¢i¢j¢k (165)

andW = 62W/5¢:00,. Weper IS thesuperpotentiglan analytic function of, and a central function
of the formulation of the theoryi// is by construction, gauge invariant and Lorentz invariant] an
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analytic function ofs (i.e. it cannot depend explicitly asr), so it is highly constrainéd It determines
the most general non-gauge interactions of the chiral §iefos.

A similar argument for the parts @fC;,, which contains a spacetime derivative implies tHat is
determined in terms dfi” as well,

W
0o

. . 1 ..
wi = MY¢; + 5@/”%]@. (1.66)

Because of the interaction terms, the equations of motiorFfbecomes non-trivial, and are now
modified to,
F,=-Wr. (1.67)

7

The potential for the scalar fields of the theory is now given b
V=>|F]. (1.68)

This part of the scalar potential is called the “F-term” cdmition, and is automatically bounded from
below, an important feature of SUSY theories.

Now consider massless gauge bosons, like photdfyswith gauge index:, and two degrees of
freedom. Their superpartners are two-component spiktbrds stated earlier, the off shell fermion
has four degrees of freedom, while the an off shell bosontragt the two transverse polarizations
and a longitudinal polarization. So again it is necessandtban auxiliary field, a real one since only
one degree of freedom is needed, calle¢d Then the complete Lagrangian has additional pieces

1 a % - a a 1 a a
Egauge — _EF/LVF;L — 'L)\-r ’)/MDM)\ -+ §D D s (169)
where, as usual,
F,j”u = 0,A; — 8VAZ —g f“bCAZAf,, (1.70)

and the covariant derivative is
DyX* = 9\ — gf AL (1.71)

It is crucial for gauge invariance that the same coupljrappears in the definition of the tenshy,
and in the covariant derivative.

If we couple the chiral superfield with the vector superfiedds must replace all the derivatives in
Eq. 1.61 by the corresponding covariant derivatives. Thegeadditional gauge invariant term to be
added to the Lagrangian beyond the ones discussed abovelgiye:7¢;) D* and \1¢(1T¢),

and its conjugate, with an arbitrary dimensionless coeffici Requiring the entire Lagrangian to be

9For unbroken supersymmetry there is a very important resailed thenon-renormalization theorem. In gist, the
result implies that superfields can only get a wave functmormalization inV = 1 SUSY, so they have the familiar log
renormalization group running of couplings and masses.s€guently the parameters of the superpoteftiare not
renormalized, in any order of perturbation theory. In maitr, terms that were allowed iV by gauge invariance and
Lorentz invariance are not generated by quantum corrextighey are not present at tree level.
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| Names | spin0 | spin1/2 | SU(3)c, SU(2)., U(1)y |

squarks, quarks| @ | (ur dr) | (up dp) (3,2, %)
u s ul, (3, 1, -2
d | dy iy (3. 1 3)
sleptons, leptons L | (v 1) (v er) (1,2, —3)
e e el (1,1, 1)
Higgs, Higgsinos H, | (H" HY) | (Hf HY) (1,2, +3)
H, | (HY Hy) | (H) Hy) (L2, —3)
spin 1/2 spin 1
gluino, gluon g g (8,1,0)
winos, W-bosons wE,WwWo | Wt wo (1,3,0)
bino, B-boson BY BY (1,1,0)

Table 1.1:Supersymmetric partners with the Standard Model members

invariant under supersymmetry transformations deterstime arbitrary coefficient and gives the final
a resulting Lagrangian

L = Louge + LG 01 + 9u(¢"T0) D" — V24, [(¢"TY)N + A*(TT¢)] (1.72)

where all derivatives in earlier forms are replaced by cewdrones. Note that the requirement of
supersymmetry requires that the couplings in the last twogde gauge couplings, even though they
are not normal gauge interactions! The chiral part of therdagianZ.;;.., can be explicitly written
as,

ﬁchiral = DMQS;kDquZ + @EWMDM%
1 1 ..
+ <§Mm¢ﬂpj + iy”k@ijk + C.C.) + E*E (173)
The equations of motion fab“ give D* = —g(¢*1¢), so the expanded scalar potential is now given

by
*7 1 apa 2 1 2( xa 1\2
V=F Fi+§ Ea DeD* = |oW/d¢;| +§ Ea g, (0*T9)*, (1.74)

the sum is over, = 1,2, 3 for the three gauge couplings. The two terms are caflddrmsand
D-terms Note that even now the scalar potential is bounded fromvb&lo

1.3.3 The Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model

The MSSM is the minimal SUSY extension of the SM. The field eabincludes the SM particles
and their superpartners as can be seen in Table 1.1. All afukhes and leptons are put in chiral

100n one hand this is good since unbounded potentials are deprpbut it also implies that the Higgs mechanism
cannot happen for unbroken supersymmetry since the pateviliibe minimized at the origin.
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superfields with their superpartnessjgarksandsleptongespectively). In Table 1.1 all superpartners
are denoted with a tilde, and there is a superpartner for elaichl state of each SM fermion. This
enables us to treat fermions of different chirality diffetlg. The gauge bosons are put in vector
superfields with their fermionic superpartners (¢faeigino3. SincelV is analytic in the scalar fields,
we cannot include the complex conjugate of the scalar fielt #ise SM to give mass to the down
guarks, so there must be a minimum of two Higgs doublets irmymmetric theories, and each
has its own superpartner (thiBggsinog. The requirement that the trace anomalies vanish so that th
theories stay renormalizablER(Y?) = TR(T%Y) = 0, also implies the existence of even number
of Higgs doublets.

The Kinetic terms of these fields are direct generalizatiolegp 1.72. What remains to be specified
is the superpotential. This is given by,

W = aY,QH, — dY;QH, — éY,LH, + uH,H,. (1.75)

All the fields are chiral superfields. The bars owerl, e are in the sense, that right chiral fields
are written as left conjugates and has nothing to do with awadyticity. The sign convention is
designed to generate positive masses. The generation&m@nidnic indices have been suppressed.
For example the fourth term with the fermionic index woulddeike @,; (Y, )i; Q5. (Hu)scas

The Yukawa coupling¥’, etc. are dimensionless<3 family matrices that determine the masses of
quarks and leptons, and the angles and phase of the CKM rafted¢/? and H) get vevs. They also
contribute to the squark-quark-Higgsino couplings etds Ththe most general superpotential for the
MSSM if we assume baryon and lepton number are conserved.

R parity: Within the SM, B and L are accidental global symmetries oflthgrangian. Thus B and

L violating interactions are absent.These additional tecould be incorporated i keeping it ana-
lytic, gauge invariant, and Lorentz invariant, but viotatibaryon and/or lepton number conservation.
These terms are,

Wgr = \ijpLiLjey + )\;jkLinJk + )\;/jkﬂiczjdk + W'L;H,. (1.76)

The couplings\, \’, \” are matrices in the family space. Combination of the secaddlrd terms in
Eq 1.76 lead to rapid proton decay. This requires extremprsgpion of either or both terms which
again brings in the naturalness problem into the theoryhé&aB and L conservation consistent with
observation should arise naturally from the symmetrieseftheory. This is dealt with by imposing
a symmetry like the R-parity or a variant called the matteitpeon the Lagrangian. The R parity is
defined as,

R= (_1)3(B—L)+2S (1.77)

whereS is the spin. Then SM particles and Higgs fields are even, papirers odd. This is a discrete
Z, symmetry. Equivalently, one can use “matter parity”,

P, = (—1)38-1), (1.78)

It is now conjectured that a term i is only allowed if P,, = +1. Gauge fields and Higgs are
assignedP,, = +1, and quark and lepton supermultipléd®s = —1. P,,, commutes with supersym-
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metry and forbiddVi. Matter parity could be an exact symmetry, and such symnsetitearise in
string theory. If R-parity or matter parity hofdsthere are major phenomenological consequences,

e At colliders, or in loops, superpartners are produced inspai
e Each superpartner decays into one other superpartner @@dnumber).

e The lightest superpartner (LSP) is stable. That deternsopsrsymmetry collider signatures,
and makes the LSP a good candidate for the cold dark mattbe afrtiverse.

The Soft breaking of MSSM: Unfortunately the simple SUSY extension of the standardehdd
not work. Supersymmetry predicts mass degenerate supsgpaof the SM fields, the failure to
observe these in experiments spells the doom for exact supetetric theory. The alternative is to
break supersymmetry in a way that will predict a mass diffeesbetween the SM patrticles and their
superpartners but will preserve the correlation in theupdimg that is crucial for cancellation of the
guadratically divergent quantum correction to the scalasses. This is known asftsupersymmetry
breaking.

Supersymmetry breaking can be driven spontaneously. Tihisdet us write down the general SUSY
Hamiltonian using Eq. 1.56-1.58,

H =P = H(QuQ} + Q11 + Q) + QL) (1.79)

The vacuum not respecting supersymmetry translates ietodhditions:Q|0) # 0 andQ'|0) # 0.
When these conditions are imposed on Eq. 1.79 we find thapiiést (0| 7 |0) > 0. In most general
caseg0|H|0) = (0]V]0). Referring to the definition of the potentidl given in Eq. 1.74, the condi-
tion for spontaneous supersymmetry breaking can be reafisither of the auxiliary fields{orD)
develop a non-zero vev. This simple picture of spontanemesking of supersymmetry cannot be im-
plimented in the MSSM? with the field content defined in Table 1.1. Further, spordasesymmetry
breaking generally implies certain mass sum rules thatlpgpantaneously broken supersymmetric
extension of the SM at variance with experimental obsewnati

Though it is conjectured that supersymmetry is broken spwdusly, possibly in some hidden sector,
the pragmatic approach is to parametrize this ignorancedettain phenomenological parameters.
This constitutes the soft breaking Lagrangian of the theléoy the MSSM we have,

—Laopr = 3(Ms3g + MoWW + My BB + c.c.)

~ ~ " — ~t ~ ~ ~ __
+QImAQ + W' m2i+ d mid + Lim3 L + & m?%e

1R parity violating theories lead to phenomenologicallyirscenarios. However these models will not be explored
further in this thesis. For a review see [53].

2For D fields to develop a veyv, it requires to be the auxiliarjdfieorresponding to an abelian gauge group. The
only abelian gauge group in MSSM corresponds to electroetzgn, association of the corresponding D fields with the
required vev would necessarily lead to breaking of elecagnetism that is phenomenologically unacceptable. Silyila
for an F term to develop a vev one needs it to be the auxilialy ita gauge singlet chiral superfield. Non-existence of
such gauge singlet chiral superfields makes this mechanigabie in the context of the MSSM.
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| Names | Spin| Py | Gauge EigenstatdsMass Eigenstates

Higgsbosons O | +1| H) H} Hf H; | h° H® A" H*
ur up dy, dgp (same)
squarks 0 | -1 S1, Sp CL CR (same)
ty tr by bn t 2 by by
€1, €r U, (same)
sleptons 0 | -1 Lr g Uy (same)
L TR Vr T T2 Vr

neutralinos | 1/2 | —1 B WO ﬁg ﬁg N, Ny N3 N,
charginos | 1/2 | -1 | W=* H} H; CE Cr
gluino 1/2 | -1 g (same)
(iﬁ?gﬁg) (;,/;) —1 G (same)

Table 1.2:The sparticles of the MSSM (sfermion mixing for the first tnengration assumed to be negligible).

+(5au@Hu — ;l:ad@Hd — Za,LH,+ c.c.)
+myy, HiH, +mi H* + (bH,Hy + c.c.). (1.80)

For clarity, a number of the indices are suppresseéfl., ; are the complex gaugino masses, e.qg.
Ms = | Ms]| €2, etc. In the second Iinmé, etc, are squark and slepton hermitian38mass matrices

in family space. The,, 4. are complex 33 family matrices, usually called trilinear couplings. Ad-
ditional parameters come from;; = ue'+; we will usually denote the magnitude pf; as justu.

It is worthwhile to note that most of the parameters of the MISS- 100) actually come from this
part of the Lagrangian.

Physical statesin the MSSM there are 32 distinct masses corresponding tscovered particles.
Assuming only that the mixing of first- and second-family adks and sleptons is negligible, the mass
eigenstates of the MSSM are listed in Table 1.2 A completefsdéeynman rules for the interactions
of these particles with each other and with the Standard Mipgsrks, leptons, and gauge bosons can
be found in Ref. [54].

Electroweak symmetry breaking: The MSSM has two Higgs doublets and the combined potential
term for them has three contributions,

Vo= ey ” (Hul* + [Hal*) F*F (1.81)
1 *
+ gl + ) (1HL* = [Hal")? D*D
+ miy, [H|* +m3, |Ha” — (VH, Hy + c.c.). soft breaking terms

In order for the potential to be bounded from below, we needjtinadratic part of the scalar potential
to be positive along th&-flat directions. This requirement amounts to

2b < 2|p|* +m3, +mi,. (1.82)
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Now driving electroweak symmetry breaking requires onedincombination of/? and A? to have
a negative squared mass nédt = H? = 0, so that a symmetry breaking vev in generated. This
condition translates to,

0° > (|ul? + mig, ) (|l +mi,). (1.83)
We write the vev's agH,, 4) =V, 4. Requiring the Z mass be reconstructed at the weak scale,twe ge
2M?2
vievi=vi= Z_ ~ (174GeV)? (1.84)
¢ gl + ¢ ( )
and it is convenient to introduce
tan § = v, /vq. (1.85)

Then v, =vsin 3, v4 =Vvcos 3, and with our convention8 < 8 < 7 /2. With these definitions the
minimization conditions can be written,

1

> + ME, = btan § — o M cos 2§ (1.86)
1

uf? + M} = bcot5+§M§cos25.

These satisfy the EWSB conditions.

Higgs mass:As mentioned earlier Higgs scalar fields in the MSSM condistvo complexSU(2) .-
doublet, or eight real, scalar degrees of freedom. Whenléotreweak symmetry is broken, three of
them, the would-be Nambu-Goldstone bos6fsG*, become the longitudinal modes of the massive
7Y andW#. The remaining five Higgs scalar mass eigenstates congisbdEP-even neutral scalars
h andH, one CP-odd neutral scaldf, and a charge-1 scalari/ * and its conjugate chargel scalar
H~. (Here we definé&;~ = G™ andH~ = H™*. Also, by convention is lighter thanH .)

The resulting tree level masses are

m%hH = w F %\/(m?4 + M%)Q — 4m?4M§ cos2 203, (1.87)
where,
m?% = 2b/sin23,
and (1.88)
m?q:l: = mi + M[%{/:l:-

A little bit of algebra shows that the lightest Higgs mass &asheoretic upper limit given by,
mi° < |cos 2| M. (1.89)
However, the tree-level formula for the squared mask isf subject to quantum corrections that are

relatively drastic. The largest such contributions tyfjjcaome from top and stop loops. The one
loop radiative correction is approximately given by,

A(m3) ~ o) cos’a yymi In (mg,mg, /my) . (1.90)
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Figure 1.12:The LEP exclusion limit on the lightest CP even neutral Higgson.

Including these and other important corrections, uppentdan the Higgs mass given by,
my, < 135 GeV (1.91)

in the MSSM. This assumes that all the sparticle masses & lieTeV. However by adding extra
supermultiplets to the MSSM, this bound can be stretcheduiing that none of the MSSM sparti-
cles have masses exceeding 1 TeV and that all of the couphirthe theory remain perturbative up
to the unification scale, one still has, Ref. [61]

my, < 150 GeV. (1.92)

1.3.4 The experimental status of the MSSM

Notwithstanding the theoretic soundness and the phendoggoal advantages, discovery of super-
symmetry has not yet been made, after decades of experitiogstaNo superpartners have yet been
discovered at collider experiments. The general limitgnfrdirect experiments that could produce
superpartners are not even very strong. They are also akidegendent, with varying significance.
Limits from LEP on charged superpartners are near the kitiermaits except for models having
near degeneracy of the charged sparticle and the LSP, irhwhge the decay products are very soft
and hard to observe, giving weaker limits. So in most casesgaios and charged sleptons have
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limits of about 94 GeV. Gluinos and squarks have typicalténoif about 308 GeV and 379 GeV re-
spectively, except that if one or two squarks are lightelithés on them are much weaker. For stops
and sbottoms the limits are about 85 GeV.

There are no clear limits on neutralinos at the LEP. This isestause one can easily construct mod-
els where production of LSP’s are unobservable at the LEEXe€rare no general relations between
neutralino masses and chargino or gluino masses, so limitiseolatter do not imply limits on neu-
tralinos. In typical models the limits afe ;s 2 46 GeV, My, 2 62.4 GeV. Superpartners get mass
from both the Higgs mechanism and from supersymmetry bngalso one would expect them to
typically be heavier than SM particles.

The direct searches have also put constraints on the Higgs.mihe combined constraint on the
lightest CP even neutral Higgs field is shown in Figure 1.12.

Theoretically if MSSM explains electroweak symmetry biiegkhen one needs to reproduce Z mass
in terms of soft-breaking masses, given by the relation,

M, — i, |

m2 = —m?2, —m% =2l (2.93)
VA 1 —sin2(25) Hy, H, 1]

so if the soft-breaking masses are too large, it would leddrge finetuning. The parameters that
are most sensitive to this issue arg (basically the gluino mass) andwhich strongly affects the
chargino and neutralino masses. Qualitatively one thezefgpects rather light gluino, chargino, and
neutralino masses. Argument in this direction leads to dfiewing upper mass limitsi; < 500
GeV; My,, Mz < 250 GeV; andMy, < 100 GeV. These are upper limits, seldom saturated in
models. There are no associated limits on sfermions.

It is however expected that the LHC will finally sit on judgnméor the existence of the MSSM [62].
At the LHC, production of gluinos and squarks by gluon-glama gluon-quark fusion usually dom-
inate, unless the gluinos and squarks are heavier than 1 Ted.oOne can also have associated
production of a chargino or neutralino together with a siu@rgluino. Slepton pair production
might be observable at the LHC [63] . Cross-sections fortgpaproduction at hadron colliders can
be found in Refs. [64].

The decays of the produced sparticles result in final statébstwo neutralino LSPs, which escape
the detector. The LSPs carry away at leasty, of missing energy, but at hadron colliders only
the component of the missing energy that is manifest in moaneansverse to the colliding beams
(denoted byf;) is observable. So, in general the observable signals fagrsymmetry at hadron
colliders aren leptons +m jets + f'.. There are important Standard Model backgrounds to many
of these signals, especially from processes involving pectidn of I/ and Z bosons that decay to
neutrinos, which provide thé .. One must choose thg; cut high enough to reduce backgrounds
from detector mismeasurements of jet energies. The-jBissignature is one of the main signals
currently being searched at LHC.
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1.4 Conclusion and Outlook

The Standard Model (SM) of elementary particle physics ieva correct description of virtually all
known microphysical nongravitational phenomena. Howeteare are a number of theoretical and
phenomenological issues that the SM fails to address atiyguthe gauge hierarchy problem, trig-
gering electroweak symmetry breaking, gauge coupling eaatibn, explanation of family structure
and fermion masses, cosmological challenges includingsue of dark matter etc.

All these indicate the existence of new physics at aroundltAeV mark, which can be probed
by collider experiments and astrophysical observationsw Energy supersymmetry (SUSY) and
compactified extra dimensions (EDs) provide theoreticatiynd and phenomenologically exciting
frameworks to extend the SM and strengthen its foundations.

Supersymmetry, which is included in the most general segrohsetries of local relativistic field the-
ories, has the virtue of solving the gauge hierarchy prol@dathis a popular choice of physics beyond
the standard model. In the simplest supersymmetric wa¥ld= 1), each particle has a superpart-
ner which differs in spin byl /2, and is related to the original particle by SUSY transfoiioreg, as
discussed above. Since SUSY relates the scalar and feargeaiors, the chiral symmetries which
protect the masses of the fermions, also protect the mas#es scalars from quadratic divergences,
leading to an elegant resolution of the hierarchy problere. 9&iv that apart from this, SUSY leads
to unification of gauge couplings, triggers electroweak isyatry breaking radiatively, provides cold
dark matter candidate and provides a framework to turn ovitgra

On the other hand, theories with extra dimenstdhave recently attracted enormous attention. The
study of TeV scale extra dimensions that has taken placetbggrast few years has its origin in the
ground breaking work of Arkani-Hamed, Dimopoulos and DYAIDD) [55]. Since that time, the
extra dimensions have evolved from a single idea to a newdaraof employing EDs as a tool to
address a large number of outstanding issues that remansweeable in SM context. This in turn
leads to phenomenological implications that can be tedtedlkders and elsewhere. Various vari-
ants of EDs have been used in addressing various issueslimglbierarchy problem, electroweak
symmetry breaking without Higgs boson, the generation dinary fermion and neutrino mass hi-
erarchy, the CKM matrix, new sources of CP violation, grandication while suppressing proton
decay, new dark matter candidates, new cosmological petrépg, black hole productions at future
colliders as a window on quantum gravity, novel mechanish®sY breaking etc. Technical details
of extra-dimensional theories will be given in Chapter 2.

For some time now, it is believed that string theory is a stiglattempt to provide an unified quantum
picture of all known interactions in physics. Consisternitgttheories indicate the existence of super
symmetry and compactified extra dimensions in their lowgnehenomenology. Though a rigorous
connection between string theory and low energy phenorogital models with extra dimensions
has not yet been possible, it provides enough motivatiotutbyshigher dimensional supersymmetric
theories. From a purely phenomenological point of viewhshigher dimensional supersymmetric
theories have various virtues to their credit, including éxplanation of fermion mass hierarchy from

13All extra dimensions are considered to be spatial in natsrénae like EDs lead to tachyonic fields that violate
causality.
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a different angle, providing a cosmologically viable daratter candidate, interpretation of the Higgs
as a quark composite leading to a successful electroweamksymybreaking without the necessity of

a fundamental Yukawa interaction, and lowering the unificascale down to a few TeV. Supersym-

metrization provides a natural mechanism to stabilize tigggimass in extra dimensional scenarios.
It is also worthwhile to note that all supersymmetric modefur dimensions necessarily introduce

the paradigm of further new physics that controls SUSY bregia this class of models. Embedding

supersymmetric models in extra dimension provides varawesnues to realize soft breaking of su-
persymmetry. The rest of this thesis will focus on the phemooiogy of extra dimensions and their

interface with supersymmetry.
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Chapter 2

Probing Warped Extra dimension at the LHC

2.1 Extra dimensions

It is generally believed that some form of New Physics (NP}tmxist beyond the Standard Model
(SM) to explainits deficiencies. Though there are many aatds for NP, as discussed in Section 1.2,
it will be up to experiments at future colliders, the Largedran Collider (LHC) and the proposed
International Linear Collider (ILC), to reveal its true oes.

One possibility is that extra spatial dimensions will beishow themselves at or near the TeV scale.
The discovery of extra dimensions (ED) would produce a fomelatal change in how we view the
universe. The study of the physics of TeV-scale EDs thatdieentplace over the past few years has
its origins in the ground breaking work of Arkani-Hamed, @ipoulos and Dvali (ADD) [55]. Since
that time EDs has evolved from a single idea to a new paradigin warious applications. Extra
dimensions have been used as a tool to address the large nafriagstanding issues that remain
unanswerable in the SM context. This in turn has lead to ggthenomenological implications which
should be testable at colliders and elsewhere. A tentasiveflsome of these applications includes,

1. Addressing the hierarchy problem [55, 56].

2. Triggering electroweak symmetry breaking without a Kiggson [65].

3. The generation of the ordinary fermion and neutrino massichy, the CKM matrix and new
sources of CP violation [66].

4. TeV scale grand unification or unification without SUSY lglguppressing proton decay [67].
5. New Dark Matter candidates and a new cosmological petispd68, 69].

6. Black hole production at future colliders as a window oamfum gravity [70].

An amplified discussion of all these issues is beyond theesobphe present thesis. However it is
clear from this list that EDs have found their way into essdiytevery area of interest in high energy
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physics providing strong motivation for exploring the pberenology of ED in present and future
colliders.

The spatial Vs temporal EDs:Consider a massless particle moving in 5d ‘Cartesian’ cbhrates
and assume that 5d Lorentz invariance holds. Then the sqfitie 5d momentum for this particle
is given byp? = 0 = gunp™p™ = —pi+p? £ p? wheregyy = diag(—1,1,1,1,41) is the 5d
metric tensor. As usual, is the particle energy? is the square of the particle 3-momentum agd

is its momentum along the 5th dimension. A positive sign teetbe fifth component of the metric
represents a space like extra dimension whereas a negétivaiinponent corresponds to a time like
extra dimension. The right hand side of the equality is zexcalise of the the assumption of zero
mass in 5d. We can re-write the equation above in a moreiwaditform as—p2+p? = p,p* = Fp?
and we recall, for particles which satisfy 4d Lorentz ineade, thap,p” = —m?, which is just the
square of the particle mass (ngteuns from 0 to 3 where a&/, N runs from O to 4). Notice, that if
we choose a time-like extra dimension, the sign of the sqofttee mass of the particle will appear
to be negative i.e., the particle is aachyon Tachyons are well known to cause severe causality
problems [71] something that is best avoided in any theotyis implies that we should pick the
space-like solution. Thus to avoid tachyons appearing mEd theories we must always choose
EDs to be space-like and therefore we assume there will allwaynly one time like dimension [72].

The brane world scenario: ED models are typically structured to have a extra spatialedision

that is compactified with a suitable orbifolding symmetrjhelcompactification enables this spatial
dimension to evade all observation of its existence at loarggn Only when the probing energy
is of the order of the compactification length scale, doeshmwns to see the manifestation of the
extra dimension. The end points of the compactified extraedsion are the location of four dimen-
sional hyper-surfaces called the 3-branes. The obserwedifmensional structure of the hithertho
discovered space-time geometry corresponds to one of Babsanes, see [75] for further details.

In this chapter we review thé/arped extra dimensioim Section 2.2, detailing the derivation of the
anti-de Sitter metric that originates naturally from thagteins equations with negative cosmological
constant, a review of the particle spectrum and their ictéya is then made in the context of a warped
extra dimension compactified on an orbifold with/Z, symmetry. In Section 2.3 we demonstrate
that the loop contribution of the KK towers of quarks and gabgsons emerging from the compact-
ification would have a sizable numerical impact on the rateggo— h andh — ~~, which are of
paramount importance in the context of Higgs search at th€.LFhis happens because the Higgs
coupling to a pair of KK fermion-antifermion is not suppredsy the zero mode fermion mass and
can easily be order one . The underlying reason is simpléo@fjh the zero mode wave-functions
of different flavors have varying overlap at the TeV braneesejing on the zero mode masses, the
KK profiles of all fermions have a significant presence at te¥ brane where the Higgs resides. As
a result, the KK Yukawa couplings of different flavors are oaoty all large, they are also roughly
universal, see Section 2.2.5. This large universal Yukawgplking in the RS scenario constitutes the
corner-stone of our study. On the contrary, in flat UniveEsdra Dimension (UED) only the KK top
Yukawa coupling is large, others being suppressed by tipectise zero mode fermion masses. We
provide comparative plots to demonstrate how the warpingSnfares against the flatness of UED
for the processes under consideration.
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2.2 Warped Extra Dimension

Taking in account thback-reactiorof gravity to the presence of the branes themselves natleallis
to warped extra dimensions. Careful consideration of tlo&4paaction may be important, since if one
has a 4d theory with only 4d sources, it will necessarily leadn expanding universe with positive
cosmological constant. On the other hand, if one has 4d essunc5d geometry, one cdralance
the effects of the 4d brane sources by a 5d bulk cosmologacedtant thus reducing thedfective4d
cosmological constant to zero, that is the 4d universe westilldappear to be static and flat for an
observer on a brane [74]. Now the 5d background itself isexdirwhich is clear from the fact that
one had to introduce a bulk cosmological constant. In a stese is a transfer of the curvature from
the 4d branes, which are made flat, to the bulk which is nowifsegntly curved [75]. This scenario
was originally proposed by Rubakov and Shaposhnikov [74].

2.2.1 The Randall-Sundrum background

With this motivation, consider a 5d scenario with a non-saimig 5d cosmological constaftin the
bulk. We are interested in solutions where the brane iteeffains static and flat, preserving the 4d
Lorentz invariance, while the extra dimension is curvedsTinplies that the induced metric at every
point along the fifth dimension has to be the ordinary flat 4didivski metric, and the components of
the 5d metric depend only on the fifth coordinatel' he ansatz for the most general metric satisfying
these properties is given by:

ds* = e~ Wdatdz"n,, + dy*. (2.1)

The amount of curvature along the fifth dimension dependsherfunctione=4®), which is there-
fore called the warp-factor. To go into the conformally fledarhe, we need to make a coordinate
transformation of the form = z(y). The coordinate transformation should not depend on the 4d
coordinates:, which might induce off-diagonal terms in the metric. Ona easure that the metric
be conformally flat in the new frame, dfy anddz are related by

e A2, = dy, (2.2)
such that the full metric in terms of the thecoordinate will be:
ds? = e~ & (da"da¥n,, + d2?). (2.3)

Deriving the RS solution now reduces to the task of findingtimetion A(z). To do this we first note
that the above mentioned conformally flat metric leads tddhewing non-vanishing components of
the Einstein tensor:

3
G55 = _514/27
G = —Sp(—A"+ Lan 2.4
o= =S (—AT+ A, @4

WherEG]\/jN = RMN - %gl\/INR-

37



This should agree with the solution of the 5d Einstein-Hillaetion,

S = —/d5x\/§(MfR +A). (2.5)
One can then use the definition of the stress-energy tensiodtthe Einstein equation:
1
Gun = KJQTMN = 2—WA9MN- (2.6)
Comparing thé&5 component of the Einstein equation will then give:
3 2 __ 1 —A
2A = 2.M:?Ae . (2.7)

The first thing that we note is that a solution can only exighd bulk cosmological constant is
negativeA < 0. This means that the important case for us will be consideaimgrde Sitter spaces,
that is spaces with a negative cosmological const&lith a negative value ok one can now solve
for the functionA(z). Itis given by,

1
A - - 2
‘ (kz + const.)?’ (2.8)

where we have introduced

A
2 _ —
k* = DIV (2.9)
To fix the constant in Eq. 2.8 we choose'(®) = 1, giving us,
1
G = 2.10
‘ (kz + 1)2 (2.10)

The metric in the originad coordinates can now be read off by recalling the relatiowbehz andy
given by

dz
“AR20, — 2 (g 2.11
e MOy = =y, (2.11)

we get that (by choosing = 0 to correspond ta = 0):

1
—A(2) — — ¢ 2ky 2.12
and so the RS metric in its more well-known form is finally givey:

ds* = e"*dzrdz¥n,, + dy*. (2.13)

However one still needs to check whether the 4d componéts) of Eq. 2.4 and Eq. 2.6 are in
agreement. In order to fulfill this condition we will find thtite two branes at the two ends of the
compactified extra dimension need to have equal and oppdwsites tension which is related to the
bulk cosmological constant. If we considérandV; are the tensions at two opposite branes, then we
will find that they are related as follows,

VOZ
Thus there is a static flat solution only, if the ab&we fine tuning conditions are satisfied. For details
see for example [75].
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AdS,

Figure 2.1:A slice of AdS;: The Randall-Sundrum scenario.
2.2.2 Compactification and KK Decomposition of Bulk Fields

We are considering a scenario [56, 77] based on a non-faatieé geometry with an extra dimension
as shown in Figure 2.1. In this scenario the fifth dimensjas compactified on &*/Z, orbifold

of radius R, with —7R < y < wR. The orbifolding is needed to obtain chiral fermions in tleeaz
mode of the KK tower, in agreement with the chiral fermionshaf SM. The orbifold fixed points at
y = (0,7R) are also location of two 3-branes. The space-time betwezith branes is simply a
slice of AdS5 geometry. The five dimensional metric is given by [56],

ds? = e 27n,, detdx” + dy? (2.15)

where
o= Hkly|, (2.16)

andl/k is the AdS curvature radius amgl, = diag(—1,1,1,1). The natural mass scale associated
with the brane ay = 0 is the Plank scale)(,,;) and the corresponding 3-brane is called the Planck
brane. The effective mass scale associated witly ther R brane isMpe~™*%, which is of the TeV
order forkR ~ 12. The corresponding 3-brane@at= 7R is called the Weak or TeV brane. This
immediately provides a framework to address the hieraraioplpm associated with fundamental
scalars. Consider the scalar field (for example the Higgsigaaonfined to the TeV/Weak brane. Its
action would be given by

SHiggs — / d'z/ 97 (g, D" D h — V(h)], V(h) = A[(hTh) —v?)?)]. (2.17)
If the size of the extra dimensionigk, then the induced metric at the TeV brane is given by
giy‘ysz = 6_2k7ar;w- (218)

Plugging this in for the above action we get that the actigritie Higgs is given by

gHiggs _ /d4x6—4knR[62k7arw/auhauh _ )\(hTh _ UQ)Z]. (2.19)
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We can see that due to the non-trivial value of the inducediocn@h the TeV brane the Higgs kinetic
term will not be canonically normalized. To get the actiontfee canonically normalized field, one
needs a field redefinitioh — e~*"f1. In terms of this field the action is

gtiass _ / [0 @h0h — A(BTR) = (e o)), (2.20)

This is exactly the action for a normal Higgs scalar, but i vev (which sets the scale of all mass
parameters) “warped down” t@y;,,. = e *"fv thus solving the gauge hierarchy problem.

Till now we have discussed the brane bound fields (e.g Higgbdiein the previous example). But
a natural generalization of the scenario is the one wherédlus are allowed to access the 5d bulk.
This requires a systematic study of the bulk fields. First weerthat even though the space-time
is 5 dimensional, we are confined to a four dimensional hgpeface called the TeV brane. Thus
we need to derive the effective four dimensional versiorhef3d action by integrating out the fifth
spatial component. The general 5 dimensional action of tantkions, scalars and vector bosons, is
given by,

1 .= .=
- / d4x/dy\/ —g L—ngJZVIN + [Om b + UM Dy U+ mi|¢|2 +imgUV |,  (2.21)
5

whereg = det(gMN) FMN = 0 Vv —On Vi and Dy, = 0y + I'y wherel', is the spin connection
given byl',, = 2757% , I's = 0 for the metric given in Eq. 2.15.The bulk masses consistent with
the orbifolding condltlons are given by,

mi = ak®+bo",
my = co, (2.22)
wherea, b andc are arbitrary dimensionless parameters amsldefined in Eq. 2.16.

After integrating out the compactified extra dimension tde_dgrangian can be written in terms of
the zero modes and their KK towers. The fermionic [78], scalal vector [79] fields can in general
be expanded in KK modes as follows,

[e.9]

O(2",y) = M (z#) foly) (2.23)
=0
with
680'/2 my, my,
) =5 [Ja(?ea)jtba(mn)Ya(?ea)], (2.24)

for ® = {¢,e 270, p A,} 2 where

e}

1The gamma matricesas = (v,,7s) are defined in curved space@s = 4,7, wheree$, is the vierbein and,,
are the Dirac matrices in flat space.
2The (L,R) correspond to the left and right chiral fermionsprectively.
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and )
N, ~ : 2.26
R e R (2.26)
with s = (4,1,2),r = (b, F¢,0) anda = (V4 + a,c + %, 1) respectively. The Kaluza Klefrmasses

are determined by imposing boundary conditions on the isolgiven in Eq. 2.24. For even (odd)
fields the boundary conditions a(ég—'y” — ra’fn) T 0) . Thus we find that the KK

S
0,mR s

masses are given by the roots of the equation,

ba(1) = b (™). (2.27)

In the limit thatm,, < k£ ,a > 0 andkR > 1 the Kaluza-Klein mass solutions are

My~ (n+ Ha—1)F 3) whk e ™" (2.28)

forn=1,2,...
It is to be noted that the masses of both even and odd KK fersraomidentical and are given approx-
imately by,

1 1, 1
mf:<n+j@—§)—z)ﬂw”m. (2.29)

This not clear from Eq 2.28 which is only true far> 0. This requires a very careful study of the
fermionic sector of the theory. The 5 dimensional actiortfi@ fermions is given by,

—/dﬁ‘x/dy\/—g {i\IwMDM\If%—imq,‘I/\I/} , (2.30)
where,

my = co', (2.31)

After integrating out the compactified extra dimension,4dd_agrangian can be written in terms of
the zero modes and their KK towers. The fermionic [78] fielda ¢ general be expanded in KK
modes as follows,

o0

~

@) fuly) | (2.32)

\IIL R(xuu Y
n=0

The (L,R) correspond to th®, even andZ, odd fermions respectively ang = e Uy p.

Where we have,
680’/2 My o

Fulw) = = [T

)+ ba(ma) Ya(5e)] (2.33)
with .

N, ~ , 2.34

ViR, e (234

3The KK masses are basically the quantized fifth componentiseobd momenta associated with the fields which
manifest themselves as masses in the effective 4d theory
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ands = (1), = (Fc¢) anda = (c £ 3).
The Kaluza Klein masses are determined by imposing bourtarglitions on the solution given in
Eqg. 2.33. For even (odd) fields the boundary conditions(df; — ra’fn) o 0 (fn o 0).

For the even fields imposing the boundary condition givestoghe two equations
_ 5) J, (M My, J/ (M
by = _( T"‘g) (nf>+n]~f 0;<nf)v (2.35)
(= + Yal5e) + 52 0)
ba(myn) = bo(m,e™™). (2.36)

These two conditions determine the valuespfandm,. Using the values of, s, anda and the
recursion relations for the Bessel functions we get that,

Ja—l(%)

Ya—l(%)

bo(my,) = (2.37)
The KK masses are approximately given by the rootd.of; (=) = 0, but the roots of/, and.J_,
are identical so we can as well call it the root.f. In the limit thatm, < k andkR > 1 the
Kaluza-Klein mass solutions for = 1, 2, . .. are given by

1 1
My, o (n + §|a -1 - Z) Tk e (2.38)
1 1 1
My, = <n + §|(c - 5) - Z) Tk e (2.39)

1

since for even fields = ¢ + § thusa — 1 =c— 3

For the odd fields the continuity gf, at the boundaries implies that

0,mTR
and consequently
Ja(mn)
bo(my,) = ——Fir, (2.41)
K A
ba(mn) = ba(mneﬂkR)' (242)

In this case one can check that the derivativé,ois continuous on the boundaries and does not lead
to further conditions. As in the even case, an approximdteisa for the Kaluza-Klein tower in the
limitthat m,, < kandkR > 1is

my, >~ (n+3|(c—3)| — §) 7k e7™E, (2.43)

Thus the even and odd fields have degenerate KK mass whidiesatnimum at = % when it has
mass equal to the gauge boson. This is the value of ¢ for whifermion is in the conformal limit
i.e when the bulk proffile of the fermions becone independétite fifth dimension.
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Field Profile
Sca|ar¢(0) (y) e(IEV4+a)kly|
fermiony (y) | e(z <)kl
vectorAY (y) 1
gravitonh) (y)|  e*ll

Table 2.1:The zero mode profiles of bulk fields.

2.2.3 The zero mode profile

One of the major features of warped extra dimension is thdikkeithe flat case the zero modes still
havey dependence which is generally exponential. The non-taéeo mode bulk profiles lead to a

possible explanation of the fermion mass hierarchy. Herémefly summerize the general features
of the zero mode fields in Table 2.2.3.

The equation of motion for the zero mode fields can be easiiyettfrom Eq. 2.21 and is given by
(£t0, — v) fo(t) =0 (2.44)

where,t = e™Reklvl andy = =t Themsg's are given in Eq. 2.22. The solution of this equation with
correct normalization is given by,

1+2v 4, 4,
fIER (1) = ,/71 —w etvetvIkl, (2.45)

Only the left mode corresponding to the negative sign in ithiet hand side in Eq. 2.45, gives viable
solution and the right mode does not exist as required byrhiétding conditions.

To get the zero mode profile we need to look at the coefficienthef kinetic term. For ex-
ample the kinetic term of the fermions is given by}, .. = — [d*x [dy/—g[iy" D) V]
~ — [d*z [dyy=g[iYofoy Dym¥ofo] . Now note that,/—g = e * andy, = Ely:
where E4 = ¢l*lv. FurtherW = e 200, 5. Putting everything together we gét, . =
— [d'z [ dye =2kl [;5,7%, DMB,]. Thus the zero mode profile is given by~

The other zero mode profiles can be derived analogously. atgeglfields are kept in the conformal
limit (¢ = 1/2) i.e. they do not have any bulk profile and thus the zero modetisocalized at any
point in the bulk. This is a direct consequence of the 5d gaugeiance. The gauge fields (any field
in the conformal limit) couple to the two branes with equaéesgth whereas the other zero mode
fields are localized near one point in the bulk having diffié@uplings at the two branes.

2.2.4 Gauge Couplings

The generic gauge coupling part of the 5d action may be wréte,
Sgauge - /d4l' / dy\/ —9g 95\171'(1'7 y)l’y”Au(ZE, y)\lll(l', y) . (246)
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One can simply read off the coupling between all the zero nfiettés, which can now be written as,

3
e = [ s [ ar/=a0s (90O 1O B A0 )80 ) x (o) @47

1
V2T R

whereE4 = ¢*¥l is the vierbein. The 4d gauge coupling for the fermion of ftavis given by,

3
ni= [ A/ g0 <¢T17r—3) O W) 1 ), (2.48)

remembering that all the gauge bosons are put in the confdinma(implies f(‘g) (y) = 1) we can
explicitly perform the y integral to get,

g1 = 7= (2.49)

This clearly shows that the zero mode couplings are indegenof the flavor index, thus gauge
invariance of the theory is not compromised by localizing zlero modes at different location in the
bulk. Couplings of the zero mode fermions to the KK modes efghuge bosons may lead to four-
fermion interactions and FCNC processes that are highlgtcained. Using the expression for the
zero-mode fermion , the gauge coupling of a gauge boson E&flgin moden to the zero-mode
fermions is

(n) = — (1-20)0’ n o n o
A (e(l—zc)ka_ 1) Nn/o dye Jl(—k: e )+bl(mn)Y1(—k e )] : (2.50)

Whenc takes a large negative value, the fermion is localized rreaffeV-brane and the ratig? /g
approaches the asymptotic limit" /¢ ~ v27kR ~ 8.4, which corresponds to a fermion localized
near the TeV-brane. This leads to a restrictive lower bounthe first excited Kaluza-Klein mass
scale. At the conformal limit = 1/2, the coupling vanishes due to the conservation of the 5-
momentum at this limit. For > 1/2, the coupling quickly becomes universal for all fermion sess
Nevertheless, the FCNC and other constraints will dissappa KK parity is induced into the theory.

In what follows we will see that various other considerasionll also lead us to introduce a KK parity
into the theory. Thus we will restrict the rest of this dissiogis to models where KK parity is a good
symmetry of the theory.

2.2.5 Yukawa Structure

We note that the fermions and their superpartners haveiad¢obupling to the Higgs. Thus in what
follows, we only consider the Yukawa coupling of the fermidine Higgs boson is localized on the
TeV brane and thus the 5d Higgs field may be written as,

H(z,y) = H(x)o(y — mR) (2.51)
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Figure 2.2:The ratio of the gauge couplingg{™ /g, for n = 1 (dotted line),n = 2 (solid line) andn = 3
(dashed-dotted line), as a function of the dimensionlessife mass parameter{77].

Using Eq. 2.51 and Eqg. 2.23, we find that the 5d Yukawa ternvisrgby,

S, = / diz / dy =g A\ H(x) (@M(m, D)Un(z,y) + h.c.)a(y —7R) (2.52)

where,V; ;. is a chiral fermion with flavor indexandH () is the Higgs boson . This can be written
as?

S, = / diz [)\in(x)<\I’§g)(x)\I/§%($)+h.C.+...) (2.53)

+ S AP H() (@5@ (2) W) (@) + e + .. )]

Considering a left-right symmetric modelve find that the zero mode Yukawa couplings;) are
given by,

(1/2=c)A)k (1-9¢)nkR
>\Z7 = e(l—QCi)ﬂ'kRj_le( CZ)F 9 (254)

If we assum@\g.)k ~ 1 for all i, j we can still generate hierarchal Yukawa structure by tutiveg:
parameter. This is the explanation of the fermion hieraprioplem in warped extra dimension where
the warping factor is used to generate the variation in the me@de fermion masses. The Yukawa
couplings of the KK modes can be read off by inserting Eq. 202Bqg. 2.52 and comparing with
Eg. 2.53 and are given by,

4Such highly constrained couplings can be evaded (atle#tst &tee level) by simply imposing KK number conserva-
tion [90].

SWe impose KK parity to keep the theory calculable. It is adisnalogue of the R parity in SUSY.

5We consider that the left and right chiral fermions of the edlavor are identically localized in the bulk.
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Figure 2.3:The variation of the Yukawa couplings with.

4rkR

3= Ve (1))

= V=g N, [Ja(”Z" “kR) + ba(m )Ya<%e”kR)]2 (2.55)

With the approximations:, < k, kR > 1 andAEf.)k = 1, we can expand the Bessel function in the

asymptotic limit as,
2 m
Jn(x) =1/ — cos(x — (2|n| + 1)1 (2.56)

Using this form we find that the KK Yukawa couplings are given b

le—gl=letsl 1

A\~ cos?( {n + =25 — 5| 7). (2.57)

This clearly shows that all the even KK modes have Yukawa lboge equal to unity independent
of their zero mode Yukawa couplings fai > 0.5. The odd KK modes do not couple to the brane
bound Higgs at all. The important observation is that thepings are nearly independent of the
parameter, the radius of compactification (R) and the KK nemn(b). The actual numerical values of
the Yukawa couplings are plotted as a function,ah Figure 2.3.
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fi e 1 T u d c S t b
¢ | 061|052 040 0.62| 057 | 052| 0.52|-0.50| 0.26

m | 1073 1013] 1066| 1080| 1047| 1013| 1013| 1667 1160

1

An 1 1 9 1 1 1 1 1 5

Table 2.2:Thec; parameters anmgl) (in GeV) for different flavors are shown férk = 12.06 andtan 5 =
(HY)/(HY) = 10. For this choice, the mass gap between the consecutive Késstan ("1 — m () = 1333
GeV, irrespective of;. The corresponding = 1 KK mass for gauge boson isTeV.

2.2.6 Radius stabilization

The radius of the model so far has been treated as a giveraooyesind it was found that radidshas

to beR ~ 12/k in order for the hierarchy problem to be resolved. This m&veral important issues,
that needs to be addressed: Since the radius idymatmicallyfixed at the moment, but rather just set
to its desirable value, there will be a correspondimagsslesscalar field in the effective theory, which
corresponds to the fluctuations of the radius of the extradsions, called theadion [80—83]. The
masslessness of this field is related to the fact that the R8@odiscussed until now did not make
any reference to the size of the extra dimension. This mémm &t the effective theory this parameter
is also arbitrary, and thus has no non-trivial potential.uglit can have no mass. This massless
radion would contribute to Newton’s law and result in viadas of the equivalence principle (would
cause a fifth force), which is phenomenologically unacdapteaand therefore the radilmsto be
stabilized (making the radions massive). Even then theausadas to be stabilized at a somewhat
larger than natural value (we negé® ~ 12, while one would expecRk ~ 1/k). This reintroduces
the hierarchy/finetuning problem. We have seen that oneauk®eb fine tunings to obtain the static
RS solution, one of which was equivalent to the vanishindief4d cosmological constant.

A mechanism for radius stabilization should address theealeentioned issues. The solution for
stabilization of the size of the extra dimension was progdsg Goldberger and Wise [80], and
is known as the Goldberger-Wise (GW) mechanism. Radiusligition at non-trivial values of
the radius occurs dynamically, where different forces, esahwhich would like to drive the extra
dimension very large, and some very small, are brought ite&tp. frhen there is a chance that these
forces may balance each other at some value and a stableiviahrminimum for the radius could
be found. A possible way to find such a tension between lardesarall radii is if there is a tension
between a kinetic and a potential term of a field, one whichld/aant derivatives to be small (and
thus large radii) and the other which would want small ramintinimize the potential. The Goldberger
and Wise mechanism uses exactly this scenario. A bulk sttaldiis introduced into the model, and
a bulk mass term is added. This will result in a non-triviatguaial for the radius, due to the bulk
mass the radius would want to be as small as possible to nsaithe potential. If there is also a
non-trivial profile (a vev that is changing with the extra @insional coordinate) for this scalar, then
the kinetic term would want the radius to be as large as plessib as to minimize the kinetic energy
in the 5th direction. Then there would be a non-trivial miaoimfor the radius. The non-trivial profile
for the scalar is generated by addinigrane potential$or this scalar on both fixed points, which have
minima at different values from each other. Tiack-reactionof the metric to the presence of the
scalar field in the bulk will be important. Simultaneous s$io of the Einstein and the bulk scalar
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equations are required, to have the back-reaction exantlgrucontrol [84—87]. Denote the scalar
field in the bulk by®, and consider the action

/ d59:\/_[ M3R++ (Vcb) V((I))} - / d*r\/gAp(®) — / d*o /g (®), (2.58)

where the first term is the usual 5d Einstein-Hilbert actiad ¢&he bulk action for the scalar field,

while the next two terms are the brane induced potentialshi@iscalar field on the Planck and the
TeV branes. We will denote the 5d Newton constankby= 1/2M2, and look for an ansatz of the

background metric again of the generic form as in the RS @as®intain 4d Lorentz invariance:

ds* = e 24 Wy, datdz” + dy?. (2.59)

The Einstein equations are given by:

2
AA? A — %V@O_—Z)\ (0)d(y — i)
1=PT
2 2
A? = 07~ %V(%)- (2.60)

And the bulk scalar equation of motion in the warped spaceyetdfrom the generic scalar equation
is given by,

/5900 = 0 /g (2.61)
By substituting the scalar and metric ansatz into this eqnate get
" F Y oV a)‘l(q)o)
Of —4A' Dy = — — ;). 2.62

We can separate these equations into the bulk equationddhait contain the delta functions, and
the boundary conditions are obtained by matching the caaftis of the delta functions at the fixed
points. The boundary conditions derived this way are samesialso called theimp equations
which in our case will be given by

(A = (@),

OAi (Do)
0P

The bulk equations, Eg. 2.60-2.62, together with these @aynconditions form the equations of the
coupled gravity-scalar system. These are coupled secaled differential equations. Let us assume
that the solution to the system of equations above are giyef(h), ®,(y). Where the superpotential
functionW(®) is defined via the equations

[®p]; = (2.63)

2
’ R
A = €W<(I)O)7
10W
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If we use these expressions férand®;, in the Einstein and scalar equations consistancy will deman
the following relation:

0D 6
and the corresponding jump conditions are,

V(®) = % (W/) — K—QW@)Q, (2.65)

1
5 W (o)l = Ai(®0),
LOW.  0A(Do)
§[a<1> Ji = oo (2.66)
Itis somewhat difficult to derive a superpotential for a spepotential. Generically the bulk potential
should include a cosmological constant term (independehj and a mass term (quadraticdr), but

for simplicity we neglect them. So we choose [85],

W(®) = ok _ ud?. (2.67)

K2

The first term is just what one needs for a cosmological consiile the second term will provide
the mass term when taking the derivative. The jump conditame satisfied if,

A@)s = W (Ps) £ W(DL) (P — Du) + 74(P — P)?, (2.68)

whered.. are the values of the scalar field at the two branes, which Welso denote byb, = ¢,
at the Planck brane, arel. = ®4 at the TeV brane. Then the solution is given by,

Do (y) = Ppe™. (2.69)
From this, the value of the scalar field at the TeV brane isrdeted to be
Op = Gpe v, (2.70)
This means that the radius is no longer arbitrary, but giwen b

R= B In %. (2.71)
Uu (I)T
The value of the radius is determined by the equations ofanptvhich is exactly what we were after.
This is the GW mechanism.

The metric background will then be obtained from the equmatio

2 2
A= %W(CDO) — %qﬁ)e—?uy (2.72)

given by the solution
K’zq)%? €—2uy.

Ay) = ky + 3

(2.73)
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The first term is the usual RS warp factor (remember thdtas to be exponentiated to obtain the
metric), while the second term is the back-reaction of th&rimeo the non-vanishing scalar field in
the bulk. We will assume that the back-reaction is small, thod thatx2®%, x?®2 < 1, and that

v > 0. The values ofb  and® are determined by the bulk and brane potential® spd is a fixed
value. Since we want to generate the right hierarchy betwe=Rlanck and weak scales we need to
ensure that

kR ~ 12, (2.74)
from which we get that
k In (%) ~ 12, (2.75)
u (I>T

which implies that:/k does not need to be exponentially small. This ratio sets igrarchy in the
RS model, and we can see that indeed one can generate tlaschieusing the GW stabilization
mechanism by a very modest tuning of the input parameteiseahieory.

Once the radius is stabilized using a non-trivial potentie know that the radion is no longer mass-
less. Next we find the radion mass [87,89], see also [81, 828 this, we need to find the scalar
excitations of the coupled gravity-scalar system. Thislmaparameterized in the following way:

ds® = e 2472y, detde + (14 G(x,y))*dy?,

At this moment it looks like there would be three differendlse fluctuationsF, G andy. However,
if we plug this ansatz into the Einstein equation the 4d cdfgdnalur components are satisfied only
if

G = 2F, (2.77)
while theu5 components imply the following further relation among thestuations:

1 3

¥

This means, that in the end there is just a single indepesdalar fluctuation in the coupled equation,
which we can choose to k€. Consistency of the Einstein equations lead to the follgvwéquation:

(I)/l (I)/l
F" —2A'F' —4A"F — 259}7’ + 4A/59F = A0F (2.79)
0 0

in the bulk and the following boundary condition:
(F' —2A'F); = 0. (2.80)

Let us first assume that there is no stabilization mecharttsan js the background exactlythe RS
background given byl = k|y|, and®, = 0. In this case most of the terms in the above equation
disappear, and we are left with

F'—2kF = *m?F, (F' —2kF); = 0. (2.81)
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The only solution is forn? = 0, and the wave function of the un-stabilized radion will beegi by
F(y) = e, (2.82)
The metric corresponding to radion fluctuations in the wibred RS model corresponds to
ds* = 6_2"”‘9'_Zek‘y‘f(“")nw,dx”dx” + (1 4 2e2M90 f () dy?. (2.83)

This is a single scalar mode, that is exponentially peakédealeV brane, just like all the graviton
KK modes.

To find the radion mass for the case with GW stabilization, g/ need to plug into Eq. 2.79 the
full background forA and®, with stabilization:

F" —2A'F' —4A"F + 2uF" — 4uA'F + m?e*' F = 0. (2.84)

To find the leading term for the radion mass we expand in teffrtteedback-reaction of the metric in
the parametelr = n(bp/\/?, and obtain the mass of the radion

A2(2k + u)u?
2 = K 3,—; U 2t (2.85)

The radions coupling to the SM particles offers a rich phesootogy which is beyond the scope of
this discussion.

2.3 Probing warped extra dimension viagg — h and h — ~~ at
LHC

This section closely follow the work published in the paper:G. Bhattacharyya and T. S. Ray,
“Probing warped extra dimension via gg— h and h — ~~ at LHC,” Phys. Lett. B 675 (2009)
222 [arXiv:0902.1893 [hep-ph]].

For an intermediate mass: (150 GeV) Higgs boson, the relevance of its production at tB&K
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) via gluon fusio{ — h) and its subsequent decay into two photons
(h — ~~) cannot be over-emphasized. Since these are loop inducedgses, a natural question
arises as how sensitive these processes are to the existene® physics. In this chapter, we ex-
plore such a possibility by embedding the Standard Model)(fBM Randall-Sundrum (RS) warped
geometry [56], where the bulk is a slice of Anti-de Sitter&pgAdS;) accessible to some or all SM
particles [77,91]. The virtues of such a scenario includesolution of the gauge hierarchy prob-
lem caused by the warp factor [56], and an explanation of teeatchy of fermion masses by their
respective localizations in the bulk keeping the Higgs cwtiat the TeV brane [92]. Besides, the
smallness of the neutrino masses could be explained [78]igint KK states would lead to interesting
signals at LHC [93]. We demonstrate that the loop contrdyutf the KK towers of quarks and gauge
bosons emerging from the compactification would have a Bzabmerical impact on theg — h
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andh — v+ rates. This happens because the Higgs coupling to a pair dekKion-antifermion is
not suppressed by the zero mode fermion mass and can easitgidreone. The underlying reason is
simple. Although the zero mode wave-functions of differéators have varying overlap at the TeV
brane depending on the zero mode masses, the KK profilesfef@ilons have a significant presence
at the TeV brane where the Higgs resides. As a result, the KitaWa couplings of different flavors
are not only all large, they are also roughly universal. Témge universal Yukawa coupling in the RS
scenario constitutes the corner-stone of our study. Ondgheary, in flat Universal Extra Dimension
(UED) only the KK top Yukawa coupling is large, others beinggressed by the respective zero
mode fermion masses. We provide comparative plots to detrad@how the warping in RS fares
against the flatness of UED for the processes under consatera

2.3.1 Contribution of KK statestoo(gg — h)

The procesgg — h proceeds through fermion triangle loops. The SM expressitime cross section
is given by ¢, = 4m/m7)

2
, where Ay (7))|qy = 2741+ (1 = 7,) f(7,)] . (2.86)

2

oM _ O
L=

99— 576mv?

Z Aqy(1g)

with f(7) = arcsin? (\%) forT > 1,and f(7) = —; [ln (%) - mrfor 7 < 1. Above,a,

is the QCD coupling at the Higgs mass scalés the Higgs vacuum expectation value afidis the
loop amplitude from thegth quark. In the SM, the dominant contribution comes fromttieequark
loop. Now, there will be additional contributions from th&Kjuarks. Importantly, due to the large
universal KK Yukawa couplings, not only the KK top but alse tiK modes of other quarks would
have sizable contribution. Indeed, the lightest modes-(1) would have dominant contributions.
Setting the KK Yukawa couplings to unity, as suggested byZsj7, we derive the amplitude of the

nth KK mediation of thejth flavor, with the same normalization of Eq. 2.86, as

AQ(T%)‘KK = % 1+ (1 —7g,) f(74,)]- (2.87)

In 5d the sum over yields a finite result. Eq. 2.87 is different from the UED rie§@4] in two ways:

(i) we have set the KK Yukawa coupling to unity irrespectiveoark flavors, while in UED the KK
Yukawa coupling is controlled by zero mode masses; (ii) irDUBere is an additional factor of 2
because botli, even and odd KK modes contribute, while in RS the odd modestoauple to the
brane-localized Higgs. In Figure 2.4, we have plotted theatian with m,, of the deviation of the
production cross sectiarks(gg — h) from its SM expectatiomsy (g9 — h) normalized by the SM
value. The dominant QCD correction cancels in this normaéibn. We have chosen four reference
values ofmkyk (= 1.0,1.5,2.0 and3.0 TeV), wheremyy is the KK mass of the. = 1 gauge bosons,
which also happens to be the lightest KK mass in the bulk ésponding to the conformal limit,
¢ = 1/2 for fermions). Form,, below 150 GeV, the deviation is quite substantial (close5%for
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mgk = 1 TeV. For largemgk = 1.5 (3.0) TeV, the effect is still recognizable, around 1&%f. In
the inset, we exhibit a comparison between RS and UED cartiitis to the same observable, where
the KK mass scales of the two scenarios, namely for RS andl/ R for UED, have been assumed
to be identical £ 1 TeV). Form,; < 150 GeV, the RS contribution is about 2.5 times larger than th
UED contribution, while the margin slightly goes down witicreasingn,. This factor 2.5 can be
understood in the following way: In RS, five= 1 KK flavors (except the KK top) have mass around
myyk With order one Yukawa coupling. So naively we would expeetadr of 5 enhancement relative
to UED. But in UED bothZ, even and odd modes contribute. This reduces the overalheehsnt
factor in RS over UED to about 2.5.

2.3.2 Contribution of KK states to I'(h — )

The h — ~~ process proceeds through fermion triangles as well as vigegbops along with the
associated ghosts. The decay width in the SM can be written as

2
3
amy,

= > N/QA(ry) + Aw(mw)]| (2.88)
f

wherea is the electromagnetic coupling at the Higgs mass scale. ekpeession ford is given
in Eq. 2.86, and the dominant SM contribution4g comes from the top quark loop. Th&-loop
amplitude in the SM is given by

AW(TW)|SM = - [2 + 3w + 31w (2 — Tw)f(TW)] . (2.89)

We derive the KK contribution of the gauge sector as

AW(TWn)‘KK = — [2 + 3w + 3Tw(2 — TWn)f(TWn) — 2(7’Wn — Tw)f(TWn)] .
(2.90)
Again, the sum over. yields finite result and in the limit of large KK mass the KK ¢obution
decouples. Our Eg. 2.90 is very different from the corresigon UED expression [94], primarily
because the Higgs is confined at the brane in the presentreceimde it resides in the bulk in UED.
In Figure 2.5, we have plotted the decay widtth — ~+) in RS relative (and normalized as well) to
the SM. Again, the four choices afxk are 1.0, 1.5, 2.0 and 3.0 TeV. There is a partial cancellation
between quark and gauge boson loops, both in real and intggiaas, not only for the zero mode
but also for each KK mode. The meeting of the four curves jbsvva them; = 2m; threshold is a
consequence of the above cancellation and at the meetingtheiSM contribution overwhelms the
KK contribution. Unlike in Figure 2.4, we witness both supgsion and enhancement with respect
to the SM contribution. The inset carries an illustrationvii®S fares against UED for identical KK
masses.

Next we construct a variablg = o,,_,, I';_,,,. In Figure 2.6, we have studied variation(dtzs —
Rsn)/Rsv with my,. Formgkx = 1.0, 1.5, 2.0 and 3.0 TeV, the fractional changesiare 30%,
14%, 8% and 4%, respectively, for, < 150 GeV. The comparison shown in the inset shows that RS
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Figure 2.4:The fractional deviation (from the SM)  Figure 2.5:Same as in Figure 2.4, except that the
of the gg — h production cross section in RS is fractional deviation im. — ~~ decay width is plot-
plotted against the Higgs mass. The four curves ted.

correspond to four different choices aikk. In

the inset, we have compared the UED contribution

for 1/R = 1 TeV with the RS contribution for

mgg = 1 TeV.

wins over UED roughly by a factor of 2 for identical KK scale fa, < 150 GeV. Incidentally, our
UED plots in the insets of all the three figures are in comphgieement with [94]. See also [95] for
a numerical simulation of the Higgs signal at LHC in the UED&xt.

2.4 Conclusions

In conclusion, we highlight the core issues: In the RS sgenéne brane-bound Higgs can have
order one Yukawa coupling with the KK fermions of all flavoiSuch large KK Yukawa couplings
can sizably enhance the Higgs production via gluon fusiahadter the Higgs decay width into two
photons, provided the KK masses are in a regime accessilthetbHC. Because of the proactive
involvement of more flavors inside the loop, the effect in RSignificantly stronger (typically, by a
factor of 2 to 2.5) than in UED for similar KK masses. Admittgdhis advantage in RS is somewhat
offset by the fact that the lightest KK mass in UED can be asdew00 GeV thanks to the KK-parity,
while in RS a KK mass below 1.5 TeV would be difficult to accontate (see below). However,
attempts have been made to impose KK parity in warped cases|g®0].

Electroweak precision tests put a severe lower boundngir (~ 10 TeV) [96]. To suppress
excessive contribution td@’ and S parameters, the gauge symmetry in the bulk is extended to
SU(2), x SU(2)r x U(1)g_L, and thenmkyk as low as 3 TeV can be allowed [97,98]. A further
discrete symmetry. — R helps to suppresgb, b, vertex correction and admits an even lower
mgg ~ 1.5 TeV [99]. If some other new physics (e.g. supersymmetiozadif RS) can create further
room in7 and S by partial cancellatiomnkix ~ 1 TeV can also be accommodated. In our analy-
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Figure 2.6:Same as in Figure 2.4, except that the fractional deviatid += o 4,_,, I's—,,-, has been plotted.

sis, values ofnky in the range of 1-3 TeV chosen for illustration may arise ia lackdrop of such
extended symmetries. Furthermore, if theuark, present in the case of left-right gauge symmetry,
weighs around 1 TeV, one obtains atditional ~ 10% contribution tar(gg — h) [100].

A recent paper [101] lists the relative contribution of diffnt scenarios (supersymmetry, flat and
warped extra dimension, little Higgs, gauge-Higgs unifaatfourth generation, etc.) tgg — h
andh — ~~ for some benchmark values. A comparison between their wodkaaurs is in order.
As regards the RS scenario, the authors of [101] consideretien of parameters where the zero
mode quarks mix with their KK partners. Additionally, theinoice ofc;, is substantially different
from ci, where they observe large destructive interference in tleetere ggh coupling. On the
other hand, our working hypothesis is based or= ¢;, = ci (see Eq. 2.54), and we assume KK
number conservation at the Higgs vertex. We observe thatlidngs coupling to KK quarks is large
for any flavor (see Eq. 2.57), and the (direct) loop effectthefKK quarks (which carry the same
guantum numbers as their zero modes) do enhance the effegtivwertex (like theenhancement
observed for the fourth family contribution [101], or thequark contribution [100], or the UED
contribution [94, 101]), and the magnitude is rather ing@msto the value of: as long asc| = 0.5.
The authors of [102] also calculate the KK-induced effextiyh vertex, but they rely on the gauge-
Higgs unification set-up, and hence an efficient numericalgarison of their work with ours is not
possible.
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Chapter 3

Extra-dimensional relaxation of the upper
limit of the lightest supersymmetric neutral
Higgs mass

3.1 Introduction

Minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM) with supdrplas in the 1 TeV range, primarily
for its ability to settle the gauge hierarchy problem anddmviding a cold dark matter candidate,
has emerged as a leading candidate of physics beyond tittaetanodel (SM). A key prediction of
MSSM is the existence of a light Higgsy, < 135 GeV). If such a light scalar exists, the CERN Large
Hadron Collider (LHC) will find it hard to miss. Moreover, ifguantum picture for all interactions
including gravity has to be woven, we have to rely on thedr@sthe string theory, which invariably
includes supersymmetry (SUSY). Since string theory is &umentally a higher dimensional theory,
a re-analysis of the four-dimensional (4d) MSSM Higgs sf@elsy embedding the theory in an extra-
dimensional set-up is a worthwhile phenomenological @gerc

In Randall-Sundrum (RS) type models [56] with a warped sfisce geometry, the bulk is a slice of
Anti-deSitter (AdS) space in which the SM particles werecdssed in the previous chapter. Super-
symmetrization of such a scenario [77,91], leads to impbypdaenomenological consequences: (i)
gauge hierarchy problem is solved thanks to the warp fa@tpmass hierarchy of fermions can be
explained by their relative localizations in the bulk [9¢i) the smallness of neutrino masses can be
explained [78], (iv) gauge coupling unification is achied®3], (v) SUSY breaking can be realized
with a geometrical interpretation [104], (vi) light Kaludein (KK) gauge boson and fermion states
can be captured at the LHC, and some other specific signegdp flavor-violating decays, can be
detected as well [93] and (v) the so called problem that plague 4d MSSM can be ameliorated by
embedding it in warped extra dimensional scenario.

Since Higgs is thenost-wanteentity at the LHC, our intention is to calculate how the uppait on
the lightest supersymmetric neutral Higgs mass changdsimvarped extra-dimensional backdrop
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due to radiative corrections induced by the KK towers of fiems and sfermions. Before we perch
on extra-dimensional details, we mention that even withim 4d set-up the Higgs mass receives
additional contribution, beyond the MSSM limit of 135 GeW,the next-to-minimal MSSM [105]
and in the left-right MSSM [106], to the tune of a few tens of @dn each case.

In this chapter we briefly review the salient features of thfgessymmetric warped extra dimensional
scenario. The radiative correction to the Higgs field is tdetussed using the effective potential
technique. Finally we calculate the contribution of theraxdimension to the Higgs mass quantum
correction. We finally compare and contrast the resultsiobtbwvith the flat extra dimension scenario.

3.2 Supersymmetric warped extradimension

A 5d N = 1 SUSY theory becomes aN = 2 theory when looked at from an effective 4d perspec-
tive [108]. All the fields should now arrange themselves waiid representations of a 44 = 2
supersymmetric theory. The structure of fie= 2 supermultiplets which arises from the KK excita-
tions of theN = 1 supermultiplets is well known. Here we will briefly reviewetimultiplet structure
and mass spectrum for an = 2 supersymmetric scenario.

3.2.1 Supergravity multiplet

The on-shell supergravity multiplet consists of the viémbe;,, the graviphoton3,, and two

symplectic-Majorana gravitinog’, (: = 1,2). The index: labels the fundamental representation

of the SU(2) automorphism group of thé = 1 supersymmetry algebra in five dimensions. In a slice

of AdS;, the supergravity Lagrangian has extra terms proportimdde cosmological constant:

1 - , . o A

S5 =3 / d'x / dy~/—g {M?{RH\IJMMNRDN% —iga'%a””v(ag)”\p;v} +2A — ﬁa"] :
(3.1)

where MV = 57 (=1)PyMANy /3 and oMY = [y 4] /2. In Eq. 3.1 we do not show the

dependence oB,,, since in the Ad§$background we sdB,, = 0. In order to respect supersymmetry

in AdS;, the supersymmetric transformation of the gravitino mestibanged in the following way,

. . o'/ L
SWhy = Do’ + (o) P (3.2)
whereos = diag(1, —1) and the symplectic-Majorana spingf is the supersymmetric parameter.
Without loss of generality, we have defined thetransformation of the symplectic-Majorana spinor
as

n'(—y) = (o3)7 s’ (y) - (3.3)

The condition that the AdSbackground does not break supersymmetry¥$, = 0, and using
Eq. 3.2 this leads to the Killing spinor equation

/

. o L
D]\/[’r]l = —E’yM(Ug)ZJT]J . (34)
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In a non-compact five-dimensional AdS space this conditooalways fulfilled. However in the
orbifold compactification, the boundary terms require amaegondition to be satisfied, namely

7577i = (Us)ijﬁj . (3-5)

This condition implies that only half of the 5d supersymnuatharges are preserved. Therefore after
compactification, one has in 4d &h= 1 supersymmetric theory instead df= 2.

3.2.2 Vector supermultiplet

The field content of the vector supermultiplefiis= (V3,, A, ) whereV), is the gauge field)\’ is
a symplectic-Majorana spinor, andis a real scalar in the adjoint representation. For sinmylive
will consider a U(1) gauge group. The action has the form

1 1 - . . o
S= g [ fan/s {z—ngﬁm - (O0S) + XM Dy N+ mdSE + iy Xi(oy) 90| . (3.6)
5
Supersymmetric invariance on a sliceAS5 requires,
1
a:—4,b:2,andc:§. (3.7)

Using Eq. 2.28, we find that = 1 for V, and\}, while « = 0 for X and)3 . If we assume thdt), and
Al are even, whil& and)\? are odd, then the Kaluza-Klein masses are determined bygtiegien

(3.8)

() _ Jo(He™ )

Yo%)~ Yo(fre™R)
Thus, even though the fields have differenvalues they still have identical Kaluza-Klein masses.
The approximate mass of the Kaluza-Klein modes with 1,2, ... is given by [109]

my, ~ (n— §)wke” ™8 (3.9)

compare this above equation with Eq. 2.28.

The even fields/, and A} will have a massless mode while the odd fieldsind A7 do not have
massless modes because this is not consistent with theldricidndition. Therefore, the massless
sector fromV/,, and\; forms anN = 1 supersymmetric vector multiplet.

3.2.3 Hypermultiplets

The hypermultiplet consists b = (¢, ¥) where ¢’ are two complex scalars anBl is a Dirac
fermion. The action has the form

S5 = — / d*z / dy\/—g [\aﬂmi\z + UMDy W+ mi ¢ + img U | (3.10)
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Invariance under supersymmetric transformation reladtesmasses of the fermions)( with their
superpartners| by the following relation, see Eq. 2.22,

15 3
mi. = (C+c— Z)k2 + (5 F c) a’,

my = co’, (3.11)
wherec is an arbitrary dimensionless parameter.

Breaking up the Dirac fermio® into two chiral Weyl fermions«;, v'z), and comparing Eq. 3.11
with Eq. 2.22 we find that all the particles of the hypermudipave identical KK mass given by,

JC M JC mp TkR
| +1/2\(n]f ) _ Y +1/2|(Wl: € kR) . (3.12)
Yierro)(52)  Yierajo (Brem™F)
approximately given by,
mn =~ (0 + £ — Dyke (3.13)

3.2.4 Yukawa Couplings

The Yukawa interaction of the hypermultiplets are of impade in our calculations. The couplings
are a direct super-symmetrization of the non-supersynicnaties derived in Section 2.2.5. As was
done earlier, we assume that the Higgs boson is localizée &tV brane, i.eH (z,y) = H(z)0(y —

7 R) [this immediately solves thg problem, ag: ~ O (TeV)]. Recall that each 5d fermion field has
a bulk mass term, characterized &y or ¢;z. For simplicity, we assume that = ¢;;, = ¢;z. We now
expand the 5d fermion fields in zero modes and higher KK moddatain the corresponding 4d
Yukawa couplings, see Eqgs. 2.54 and 2.57. For simplicitycaresider only the diagonal couplings,
i.e. ignore quark mixings as their numerical effects areligdge for our calculation. This is how
the fermion mass hierarchy problem is addressed. We notethat the choice of; > 1/2 for the
first two families helps evade tight constraints'{’ > a few TeV) from FCNC processes [91]. For
the third generation, FCNC constraints are not so stringeptway. We now turn our attention to
the Yukawa couplings of KK fermions. WaessumeKK number conservation at the tree level Higgs
coupling with the KK fermions Following arguments similar to the ones leading to Eq. 2v6&
find the KK Yukawa coupling is given by,

A"~ cos?( [n—3F1]7), (3.14)

LAlthough, unlike in UED, KK-parity is not automatic in the weed scenario, it is still possible to implement it in a
slice of AdS [90]. We assume this parity for simplicity of our analyticnaputation. This also helps in evading some
FCNC constraints.
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where= correspond t&, even/odd KK modes. We recall two important feature of theagbngs:
(i) all KK Yukawa couplings, regardless of their flavors (icgvalues) and KK numbers, are roughly
equal, being close to unity (more precisely;sq k), and (ii) the KK Yukawa couplings df, odd
modes are vanishing (since the Higgs is brane-bound).

3.3 Radiative Correction to the Higgs mass

This section closely follow the work published in the paper:G. Bhattacharyya, S. K. Majee and
T. S. Ray, “Radiative correction to the lightest neutral Higgs mass in warped supersymmetry,”
Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 071701 [arXiv:0806.3672 [hep-ph]].

3.3.1 Tree level relations in 4d MSSM

We briefly summerize the scalar sector of the MSSM, discuss&ection 1.3.3. Within the frame-
work of the MSSM there are two Higgs doublets which may beasgnted as,

B H2+ B Hlo
(e ) = (3.15)

whose SU(2x U(1) quantum numbers are 62%) and (2,—%) respectively.H? couples with up-type
quarks , whileH? couples with down-type quarks and charged leptons. Outeoéthht degrees of
freedom contained in the two Higgs doublets, three are aksoas the longitudinal modes of the
massive gauge bosons, while the remaining five modes app@ayaical states. Of these five states,
two are chargedH*) and three are neutrab(H, A). The tree level potential involving the neutral
fields is given by

1
Vo = mi HY[* + my [ Hy " — miy (HYHy +hec) + 2(g + 9*) (| HYP = [Hg*)*. (3.16)

After spontaneous symmetry breaking, the minimum invotbhesfollowing two vev's: (H?) = v,
and(H9) = vy where,v = \/v2 + v2 = (v/2G)~/? ~ 246 GeV, the Fermiscale. This gives us the
mass matrix for the CP-even and CP-odd neutral Higgs bosams of the eigenvalues of the CP odd
mass matrix is zero and corresponds to the neutral goldstode that is absorbed as the longitudinal
mode of theZ boson. The other eigenvalue is given by

2 here tan 8 = 2% (3.17)
sin 23 Ud

The2 x 2 mass matrix for the CP-even neutral Higgs is given by,

M } _ M2 cos? B4+ mAsin® 3 —(m? + M%) sin 3 cos 3 (3.18)
(even) [¢ree _<m,24 + M%) sin ﬁ COs B M% Sinz B + m?A cos? 5 .
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whose eigenvalues are given by,

1
my = 3 [mQA + Mz F \/(m?4 + M2)? — 4m?* M2 cos? 23 (3.19)

resulting in an upper mass bound on the lightest neutralv@R-Eiggs given by the inequality,

myp, < min (ma, Mz)|cos28| < min (my, My) (3.20)

3.3.2 Radiative corrections from the zero mode

The zero mode of the model considered exactly represerdslithESSM particle spectrum. Therefore
the correction to the lightest neutral Higgs boson massastidal to the correction coming from 4d
MSSM. Radiative corrections tm, [110,111] are dominated by the zero mode top quark Yukawa
coupling (\;) and the masses of the zero mode stop squéﬁ?sﬂé@). For large values ofan 3, the
contributions from thé-quark sector also assume significance. We shall ignore doafributions
mediated by lighter zero mode quarks or the gauge bosons, ershall follow the effective poten-
tial approach as it allows the inclusion of the new physiésat$ in a fairly simple way. We start with

an RG-improved tree level potentigl(()) which contains running masses and gauge couplings. The
full one-loop effective potential is now given by

Vi(Q) = W(Q) + AVi(Q), (3.21)
where, in terms of the field dependent maskgd7),

1

= o0 (3.22)

AV1(Q)

Q? 2

The scale dependenceAl/; () cancels against that f (@) makingV; (@) scale independent upto
higher loop orders. The supertrace in Eq. 3.22, defined girou

Strf(m?) =Y (=1)*1(2J; + 1) f(m}), (3.23)

i

Ser M (H) {m MC(H) 3} |

has to be taken over all members of a supermultiplet, whére= m?(H) is the field-dependent mass
eigenvalue of the particlewith spin.J;. The contribution from the chiral multiplet containing thp
type quark (lepton) and squarks (sleptons) is given by

2 2 2
_ ¢ 4 My 3 4 my, 3 4 m: 3
AVU = 3271’2 {'n’ld1 (ln Q2 — 5) -+ mu~2 <1I1 Q; — 5) — 2mu <ln @ — 5 s (324)

wherec is the color factor. The contribution from the down type dusafleptons) and squarks (slep-
tons) can be written analogously by replacements of up tygeses by the corresponding down type
masses.

The field dependent zero mode quark (lepton) masses arelgpven

me, (H) = N, [Hy* 5 mg (H) = N, | Hy|*. (3.25)

Us
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wherei is the flavor index. The up and down type squark (slepton) eses® given by the eigenvalues
of the corresponding mass matrix written as,

2 2 0]2 0 0*
uzn = (08 iy i) (3.26)
and
9 mQ+)\ |[’[0|2 )\d(AdH0+uHO*)
M (H) ( )\d(AdHO +UHO) mD+)‘ |H0|2 (327)

In Egs. 3.26 and 3.27,¢, my andm, are soft supersymmetry breaking massgsandA, are trilin-
ear soft supersymmetry breaking mass dimensional couplangl. is the supersymmetry preserving
mass dimensional parameter connectifigand H,; in the superpotential. We take both trilinear and
the ;. couplings to be real. We have neglected therm contributions which are small, being pro-
portional to gauge couplings.

We shall treat the radiatively corrected, as an input parameter. Now we are all set to calculate the
radiative corrections in the neutral CP-even mass eigaasdiom the zero mode MSSM particles.
Here only the top and the bottom sectors are important dueetcelative dominance of their Yukawa
couplings. The one-loop corrected mass matrix square &radad by taking double derivatives of the
full potential with respect to the scalar excitations angiven by

3 Ay A
2 11 12
M(evcn - M(OVOH)‘tree + 47292 < A12 A22 ) ) (328)

is given in Eq. 3.18. The individuah;;'s are explicitly

tree

whereA;; = A}, + Ay and M7,
written below:

2
4
m p(As + peot ) 9 o
Aﬁl = ; ( g(msz ,mz )
) 2 2 i i)
sin“f3 mg —mg 17t
4 2
m As + pcot m Ay (A + pcot
= o HA [T AR ).
St { £2 £2 £1 {2
4 [ m2m? m2
m 2A4;(A; + pcot A (A + pcot
Ag2 = - ;B ln 1;1n4 to —|— t7/(n2t_:7‘12 5)1nm—1;1 _|_ ( ( 2t _Il’:’nz 5)) g(m%17 %2) 5
St | t L 2 mi —m,
b mp [ mEmd oy 4 ptang), ™ (A4 ptand))
All - COS2ﬁ 1n m4 + mg —mg lnmg T mg _mg (mgl’mi)g) )
i b by b b by bo
4 'rn~
sy my (A + ptanf3) b Ap(Ap +ptanB) 4
A, = w28 mZ — 2 lnmg + e — g(mgl,mim) , (3.29)
b1 b2 b2 b1 b2
2
4
o my [ p(Ap + ptanB) 2 9
A22 - COSQB < ml% — ml% g(mgl,min).
1 2
where

2 2 2
ml—l—m21 mj
m2 — m?2 m2’

1 2 2

2 2

g(my,m3) =2 — (3.30)
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A point that deserves mention at this stage is that the tnesd l¢iggs mass is protected by super-
symmetry. In the limit of exact supersymmetry, the entiramum correction vanishes. So radiative
corrections ton,, will be controlled by the supersymmetry breaking scalg;).

3.3.3 Radiative corrections due to extra dimensions

The KK exited states differ from the zero mode in certain mameéntal aspects. The KK states nearly
couple universally)(&’j) ~ AE{Z) ~ 1) to the TeV brane bound Higgs, independent of its zero mode
mass. Thus the 1st and 2nd generation quarks also contsibosgantially to the corrections. We also
need to incorporate the contribution from the leptonicaedle assume that the neutrino masses are
generated by means other than the electro-weak symmetibgg therefore they do not have any
coupling to the Higgs and thus do not contribute to the coioad

And we also note that the field dependent masses of the KK nfod#®e quarks are given by

(m) () = AP + (m) (3.31)

(uvi 3
ORS (M)\2 7702 )\
(i) () = 292 + (i)

n)

where(m,; "’ ) are the KK masses for the flavogiven by Eq. 3.13. The squark masses are given by

diagonalizing the mass matrix given by Eq. 3.32 and Eqg. 3.88 all the Yukawa couplings set to
unity 3. They can be written as,

‘ (n))?
y o mEHOP (A HO 4 uHY) (m™)
Mg (H) = 0* 0 2 02 +
' (Ay,Hy + pHy) mg; + |Hy|

and

. (n)\?

2 012 0 0 N

+ |HY| (Ag, HY + pHO) (m ) 0

M2H_—< Mo T 114 i u + . (3.33
di( ) (Adiﬂg + pHY) sz “13‘2 0 (mE"’)Z ( )

With this in mind we find that the contribution to the CP-eveassmatrix from a single KK mode of
the MSSM may be written as

M2 3 (AH Al?), (3.34)

even ‘ = & i i
(even) | K i 4r2p2 \ AL, A,

wherec is the color factor that is 3 for the quarks and 1 for leptorgas the flavor index that runs
over all the bulk fermions in a given KK mode.

2The contribution from the quark sector always dominates thesleptonic contribution due to the color factor.
3As this is not true for the bottom quark, special care shoeltalien to incorporate it. In our full numerical calcula-
tions we have incorporated all such details.
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The contribution from a single up type KK fermion may be vatittas,

2
4
v p(Ay + peotf3)
(@af)r = = ( 5z | 9(migmi),

\/5511125 ma'{z - m,&g
4 2
v A, + pcot mgn A, (Ay + pcot
Ay = e At ucotD) M Aulu b iOUB) e 2|, (3.39)
V2sin® - mg, —mgn Mg Mign = Man b
2 .2 2
( u )n o ’Uﬁ mu?muz + 2AU(AU + :U’COt 5) ln mﬂf
22 B V/2sin% ma m2, —m?2 m2
2
Ay (Ay + pcot B) 9 9
* ( m%? —m%g g(mag, mag) |
and from the down type fermion as,
2,2 m2
(Ad vl MM g N 2A4(Ag + ptan 3) I v
11 2 1 2 _ .2 2
\/§COS /8 mdn mdn mdn mdn
2
2
Ag(Aq + ptan B)
+ ( 2 2 g(mon?m%n) 9
mczn — mczn 1 2
2
4 m4
v w(Ag+ ptan g ar Ag(Ag+ ptan g
(= M) {m Gy BB oy )| (3360
i o dn dr az
2
4
v p(Ag + ptan B) 2 2
(AL = —=d g(m2,,m?,).
2 2 _ 2 dn? dn
V2cos? 3 MG, — M3,

where we have made the assumption tiat ~ A" ~ 1, v, are the Higgs vev ang(m?, m2) is
given by Eq. 3.30. Itis to be noted thdt = AO)\Z, therefore the trilinear couplings of all the flavors
are identical for a given KK mode. We represent all the tedin couplings for the up (down) type
fermions byA, (Ay).

A comparison with what happens in flat space supersymmetrigdisal Extra Dimension (UED)
[112] is now in order. In UED, the KK states are equispace@ (duspace-time flatness), and the KK
Yukawa couplings are proportional to the corresponding neode masses. In the warped scenario,
the KK states have a sparse spectrum following the zerosed@d#ssel function, and the KK Yukawa
couplings are, to a good approximation, independent of dwoflindices and are all close to unity
for a reasonable choice of extra-dimensional parametaysn $i1e warped case, oniy?, ¢ and
() multiplets contribute ta\m? in a numerically significant way. The contributions from Inég KK
states are negligible. This is in sharp contrast with the BUE&D scenario where the firgew ¢t
(andnotu™ or ¢(™) chiral multiplets provide sizable contributionfom?. The net numerical effects
in the two cases are comparable. Recall that in UED, unlikbenwarped case, the KK spectra are
not linked to fermion mass hierarchy.
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Figure 3.1:The variation ofm}*** with my,, for different choices of\/g. We have usedl,, = A; = V6 Mg
to maximise the radiative effect.

3.3.4 Numerical Results

The scale of the extra dimension is best represented by tlke ofahe lightest KK particle. And
as discussed in Section 3.2, the lightest particles are #malmars of theV = 2 vector super fields
and are given by Eg. 3.9. We denote thisrhy,, and all our results are plotted as a function of this
variable.

In Figure 3.1, we have demonstrated that indeed falls with increasing;, eventually attaining
its 4d value. In this plot, we have sdt, = A; = v/6Mg, which maximizes not only the 4d MSSM
radiative correction but also the KK-induced one, which isywve have used the symbol**.
The three lines correspond to three different choices/gf = 500, 750 and 1000 GeV. All in all,
my, increases by a few to several tens of a GeV, depending on thieecbf soft SUSY breaking
parameters, the radiative contribution coming primanitnf all up-type multiplets.

3.4 Conclusions

We have calculated one-loop correction to the lightestnaéttiggs boson mass in a generic MSSM
embedded in a slice of AdS For a reasonable choice of warped space parameters, thepéd u
limit of 135 GeV could be relaxed by as muchag50-100) GeV depending oi/s. A few other
closely related highlights are the following: (i) matter kKdgectra are controlled by the parame-
ters, which, in turn, are determined by the zero mode ferrmasses; (ii) all KK Yukawa couplings
are close to unity to a very good approximation; (iii) thenligst KK states are the members of the
N = 2 vector supermultiplets; (iv) small values ofn 5(< 3), which are otherwise disfavored in
4d MSSM due to nonobservation of Higgs up to 114.5 GeV [1164, reow resurrected thanks to
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an additional KK-induced radiative correction. Admittgdhe stability of the proton would require
further care [77]. Besides, the warped models with fermionthe bulk, in general, pass the elec-
troweak precision tests (EWPT) with some difficulty [96],|ess the KK mass is raised to tens of
a TeV. To suppress excessive contributiorftgor Ap), gauge symmetry in the bulk is enhanced to
SU(2)1, x SU(2)r x U(1)s_y, [97], while, to keep the contributions t6b,b;, vertex and other loop
corrections under control, a further discréte—» R symmetry has been employed [99]. This allows
us to considem,,, as light as 1.5 TeV (i.e. KK gauge boson is of that order). lennore,tan 3
can be tuned to reduce the contributiori’/to Since our primary intention here has been to develop
a simple analytic framework (for the first time) to compute #fi€luced radiative corrections ta,

in a supersymmetric warped space, we pared the scenario @oitsbare minimum. The further
details necessary to overcome the above constraints akelyrtb alter the essential qualitative and
guantitative features.
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Chapter 4

A phenomenological study of 5d
supersymmetry

4.1 Introduction

The CERN Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is all set to search ¢t yet elusive Higgs boson. But,
LHC is also expected to reveal a new ruler of the tera-elaetat (TeV) territories. The standard
model (SM) has so far been remarkably successful in explgiphysics up to a few hundred GeV
energy scale. But theoretical inconsistencies of the Sk& (lgauge hierarchy problem) and exper-
imental requirements (like, a candidate to account for t dnatter of the universe) suggest that
there are good reasons to believe that new physics beyorfeMhis just around the corner crying
out for verification. Among the different possibilities, mrsymmetry and extra dimension stand out
as the two leading candidates for dictating terms in the Texyfnne. These two apparently distinct
classes of scenarios cover a wide variety of more specifieetso@he usual practice from a bottom-
up approach is to attach an ‘either/or’ tag on supersymnagtdyextra dimension, as if the presence
of one excludes the other. A more careful thought would reethesd the relationship between these
two is not necessarilynutually exclusive. In fact, the presence of higher dimensiis a common
feature of any fundamental theory valid at high scale. Weéget back to this issue a little later. For
the moment, to put things into perspective, we recapitutaechronological evolution of the extra
dimensional scenarios without invoking supersymmeatpyiori. We restrict our discussion to the flat
space scenarios, as we are not pursuing the warped patls ichépter.

Flat extra dimensions were first studied [55] in a scenarier@lgravity propagates in a millimeter
(mm) size compact space dimension, with the SM particlefiremto a 4d brane. The motive was to
bring down the fundamental Planck scale to about a TeV. Suiesdly, it was conceived that the brane
where the SM particles live may actually have a very sma#,dike 10~ cm ~ TeV ™!, leading to
the concept of a ‘fat brane’ [114]. In the context of the presshapter, we stick to the fat brane
scenario.What are the experimental bounds on the fatness of such a&prmaare precisely, on the
radius of compactificationf)? For universal extra dimension (UED) models [115], in whadiithe
SM particles access the extra dimensional bulk, a safe awgiim~* = 500 GeV. More specifically,
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the g — 2 of the muon [116], flavor changing neutral currents [1173129— bb decay [120], the
parameter [115,121], and hadron collider studies [122akthatR—! = 300 GeV. Consideration of

b — sv, however, implies a somewhat tighter bourfti { = 600 GeV [123]). Methods to decipher
its signals from the LHC data have recently been discussefl#®]. On the other hand, in the non-
universal scenario where both the SM gauge bosons and tlgs Hmson propagate in the bulk but
the fermions are confined to a 4d brane [128],! cannot be belowl — 2) TeV [126]. The reason
behind the difference in constraints is the following. The garity, defined by(—1)" for thenth KK
label, is conserved in UED, while it is not a good symmetrhi@ hon-universal scenario. As a result,
while in the non-universal models KK states can mediate npaogesses at tree level yielding strong
constraints, in the UED model, thanks to the KK parity, KKtetaappear only inside a loop leading
to milder constraintsln any case, in the presence of supersymmetry, all those/semheed to be
modified with more parameters, which would expectedly le@dset of more relaxed bounds &1'.

The motivation of studying a TeV scale (or, a fat brane) egtraension scenario has been investi-
gated from the perspective of string theory, phenomenoglmggmology/astrophysics and high energy
experiments. Such models provide a cosmologically stadnlle chatter candidate [127], trigger suc-
cessful electroweak symmetry breaking successfully tjnoan composite Higgs [128], address the
fermion mass hierarchy problem from a different point ofw[@29]*, and stimulate power law renor-
malization group (RG) running yielding a lower (few tens dfe/) gauge coupling (near-)unification
scale [131-133] Besides, the running of neutrino mixing angles generatem £ffective Majorana
mass operator in a 5d set-up has been studied in both nonsgupeetric [135] and supersymmet-
ric [136] contexts.

We argue that supersymmetry and extra dimension need naysiloe seen &svo new physics con-
sidered simultaneously. In fact, they may nicely compleineaich other irsome situationshrough
mutual requirements From a top-down approach, string theory provides a ratéoheahind link-
ing supersymmetry and extra dimension. The string modelsnainsically extra dimensional, and
more often than not contain supersymmetry as an integral paat said, we must also admit that
establishing a rigorous connection betweearalistic low energy supersymmetric model with string
theory is still a long shot, though a lot of efforts have aftgheen put in that direction [137]. Even
after embedding the SM in an extra dimensional set-up, tAspotential remains unstable under
guantum correction. Supersymmetrization stabilizes it ameliorates the hierarchy problem. It is
interesting to note that by admitting chiral fermions anelitiscalar partners in the same multiplet
tacitly provides a rationale behind treating the Higgs Imoge an elementary object. An elementary
Higgs can be perfectly accommodated in a flat extra dimeas&et-up. As a corollary, the upper
limit on the lightest supersymmetric neutral Higgs is reldbeyond the 4d upper limit of 135 GeV
due to the presence of the KK towers of top/stop chiral migt§y and thehitherto disfavored low
tan § region can be resurrected [112]. Finally, each 4d supersstnerscenario has its own super-
symmetry breaking mechanism. The origin of this mechanisiy be linked to the existence of extra

1Generation of non-universality in fermion localizationdosesk? —! > 5000 TeV due to large flavor-changing neutral
currents and CP violation [130].

2The power law loop corrections are admittedly ultravioléV] cutoff dominated. It has been argued that if the
higher dimensional theory contains a larger gauge symmiigh is perturbatively broken, then the difference of gaug
couplings of the unbroken subgroups is a calculable queintiependent of UV completion [134].

3For a tentative list of advantages of supersymmetrizingaeditmensional scenarios see Section 3.1.
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dimension. In fact, one of the earliest motivations of a Te¥ls fat brane was to relate the scale of
4d supersymmetry breaking with—* [114, 138].

Keeping these in mind, we outline the formalism of a 5d suparsetric model in ars! /Z, orbifold
which contains the 4d supersymmetric states as zero mauesction 4.2, we state our assumptions
leading to the construction of the 5d model and comment orrsymmetry breaking. Furthermore,
we explicitly write down the particle content and their 5dgkangian and illustrate the KK decom-
positions of the different 5d fields. In section 4.3, we derikie beta functions of the gauge and
Yukawa couplings as well as those of the different soft ssypametry breaking parametetgagram

by diagram pointing out how they are all modified from their 4d value® da the presence of KK
states. In section 4.4, we discuss the numerical effect€oftRning and highlight the reason behind
the differences between the 4d and 5d scenarios. We alsb qutimnder what conditions we can
ensure electroweak symmetry breaking. In section 4.5, \eé@xhe numerical impact of RG run-
ning through plots showing constraints in thg—M, /, plane. We standardize our numerical codes
by reproducing the known 4d plots before encoding the nacgsdterations for producing the new
plots pertaining to 5d supersymmetry. This also enable® usmnpare and contrast the 4d and 5d
allowed regions. Finally, in section 4.6, we showcase tisertsal features we have learnt from this
analysis.

This rest of this chapter closely follows the work publishedin the paper: G. Bhattacharyya
and T. S. Ray, “A phenomenological study of 5d supersymmetf{dHEP 1005 (2010) 040
[arXiv:1003.1276 [hep-ph]].

4.2 5d supersymmetry

4.2.1 A brief summary of our model

We highlight the salient features of supersymmetry in higl@ension and outline below the various
assumptions that lead to a calculable phenomenologicakfnark.

We consider a 5d flat space time metric. The 5th dimensionngpeatified on aS; /7, orbifold.
Orbifolding is necessary to reproduce chiral zero mode if@msas a 5d theory is vector-like. We
embed the minimal supersymmetric standard model (MSSM)ighigher dimensional set-up (sev-
eral consequences of such embedding, mainly the effectawgegand Yukawa couplings’ evolution,
have been studied in [131]). From a 4d point of view, this ¢etada tower of KK states. The massless
sector corresponds to the 4d MSSM states. Since in 5d bulieth@on representation is vectorial,
the two-component spindgp that generates 4d supersymmetry will in 5d be accompaniets loi-

ral conjugate mirroQ¢. Thus aN = 1 supersymmetry in 5d corresponds to two differéht= 1
supersymmetry, or equivalently,/d8 = 2 supersymmetry from a 4d perspective. In fact, all the KK
modes of a given level must fall into a valid representatibivo= 2 supersymmetry. In fact, each 4d
supermultiplet is augmented by new chiral conjugate statestogether they form a hypermultiplet.
Here we are talking about a massive representation of superstry, where the supersymmetry pre-
serving Dirac mass plays the role of central chargeNoe 2 supersymmetry. This charge is not
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renormalized, as a consequence of which the bulk hypenpietdido not receive any wave-function
renormalization [131, 1460] We observe that thi&’ = 2 non-renormalization has serious numerical
consequences in RG evolution of parameters. The most ea#btt is the blowing up of the Yukawa
couplings into the non-perturbative regime around 18 Tehictvwe will take to be the cutoff of our
theory. This is below the scale of perturbative gauge cogplinification, which is around 30 TeV.
Recall that in 5d we encounter power law running which resalearly (compared to 4d) unification.

We allow the gauge and the Higgs multiplets access the 5d QAuikis far what we said is nothing
but a supersymmetrization of UED. Only the matter multipletake the difference. In the UED
framework,all SM particles access the bulk, and thus even though theravaréixed points, there
is no brane. One could as well have kept some or all of the terrgenerations in a brane at a
fixed point; the difference would be that the scenario wowddse to be universal. In the present
supersymmetric context too we have the freedom of keepingesw all of the matter multiplets at an
orbifold fixed point. We note that unless we confine at least g@nerations of matter multiplets on
a brane, the requirement pérturbativegauge coupling unification leads to a constrdint > 10'°
GeV [133], spoiling its relevance for LHC. On the other handless we keep the third family of
matter multiplet in the bulk we cannot ensure electroweaaking. In view of the above, we let the
third generation matter multiplet access the bulk, but fexfirst two generations at = 0. N = 2
supersymmetry forbids Yukawa interaction in the 5d bulkfas interaction involves odd (three)
number ofchiral multiplets. Therefore, we localize Yukawa interactionta brbifold fixed point
where the supersymmetry correspondsvte- 1.

Now we come to the important question as how we break theuakid = 1 supersymmetry. Differ-
ent ideas have been advanced for its realization. One waybietk it by the Scherk-Schwarz mech-
anism [141] in which fermions and bosons satisfy differegrigdic conditions over the compactified
dimension. Explicit realizations towards this using a B&#le orbifold can be found in [142]. An-
other interesting approach was to break the residual sypenstry by a second compactification on
an orbifold with two reflection symmetries, vis!/(Z, x Z}) [143]. This can be viewed as a dis-
crete version of the Scherk-Schwarz mechanism. Both thes®asos yield soft masses which are
UV insensitive due to the non-local nature of supersymmietepaking. From a completely different
viewpoint, supersymmetry breaking may be infused from tla@é-bulk interface [144], or transmit-
ted from a distant brane [150], or arisen from a gaugino ntiggiget-up [145] (possibly with a much
lower cutoff than1 01 GeV), or triggered by some completely unknown brane dynapfic example,
by a spurionF’-term vacuum expectation value (vev). In the context of tles@nt analysis, we keep
the exact mechanism of th€ = 1 brane supersymmetry breakingspecified We assume that the
supersymmetry breaking scale is of the order of the inveremdius of compactification, for example
¢/ R, wherec is anO(1) dimensionless parameter.

4In other words, forN = 2 supersymmetry, it turns out thatr = mp, which is analogous tgr = gp for
N = 4 supersymmetry. Here: is the Dirac mass (central charge) anid gauge coupling, whil& and B are labels for
renormalized and bare quantities. Since the Dirac ma$é ef 2 hypermultiplets appears on the right-hand side of the
anti-commutation relation of the conserved supersymnuettayges, this mass cannot be renormalized. This is inteetivi
with the observation that only those terms are renormali#@dh can be written as integrals over all superspace volume
The kinetic term of N = 2 hypermultiplets cannot be written as any such integral (§eeussions and related earlier
references in [140].
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Our main goal is the followingJust like in the conventional but constrained version ofsdgder-
symmetry one starts with a common scalar and a common gauotass at high scale (e.g. the GUT
scale) and then run them down using the MSSM beta functiofisddhe weak scale spectrum, we do
exactly the same here by assuming a common scalar ma$sugd a common gaugino mask/{,)

at low cutoff scale (18 TeV) and follow the running using thi€ Keta functions through successive
KK thresholds to obtain the weak scale parameters. By adgptiphenomenological approach, we
scanm, and M, , over a set of values/ R, with ¢ varying in the rang®.1 to 1 and R~ fixed at1
TeV.

4.2.2 Multiplet Structures

As mentioned in the introduction, from a 4d perspective,KKetowers of matter and gauge fields
rearrange in the form oV = 2 hypermultiplets. A judicious choice df; parity of the 5d fields
allows us to break th&/ = 2 supersymmetry t&v = 1 supersymmetry. We briefly review below the
multiplet structures of the fields following the prescrigstisuggested in [108].

Vector hypermultiplet

The 5d super Yang-Mills theory contains a 5-vector gaugd,feeh-component Dirac gaugino and a
real scalar. When dimensionally reduced to 4d, the gaugeddlts into a 4-vector and a scalar, the
gaugino splits into 2 Majorana gauginos, and we still haeeréfal scalar previously mentioned. All
these fit into a vector multiplet and a chiral multipletin= 1 language. If we represent tié = 2
vector supermultiplet by, the 4-vector gauge field by, the gauginos by\ and+, and define a
complex scalar field = 1( + iA;), whereX is the 5d real scalar and; is the 5th component of
the 5-vector field, then one can schematically represeridhactor supermultiplet as

(A @
v:(A w)‘ (4.1)

From a 4d perspective (where the compactified 5th coordipagust a label), and in thév = 1
language, one can visualize the vector hypermultiplet bg@or multiplety (first column) and a
chiral multiplet in the adjoint representation fy(second column):

V(z,y) = —00"0A,(z,y)+i 529)\@, y) — i 0%0 Xz, y) + %?ZGQDV(L v),
O(z,y) = d(x,y) +V200(z,y) + 0> Folz,y) . (4.2)
The Z, parity of V' is so chosen that the contains a zero mode, b@tdoes not have any zero mode.

The gauge invariant action may be written gsi{x = [ d*z [ dy)

1 o 1 1 1\
Sgaugc = /d5l’ [4—.92/612‘91/{/ Wa—l—hc—i—/d40 ?(85]}— E ((I)_|_(I)))

where theWW*(z, y) is the field strength superfield correspondindta, y).

: 4.3)
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Higgs hypermultiplets

From theN = 1 perspective, théV = 2 hypermultiplet splits into two chiral multiplets. Thus wavue
a H, hypermultiplet and &, hypermultiplet. We can represent them as (the tilde synméqmiasents
Higgsino)

Hrwa  HRua )
Hypgy = ( 5 H00 ZAwd ) 4.4
el (H L(/d) HRG/a @4

If we denote the two chiral multiplets inside the hypermplét 7 (z, y) ash(z, y) in left column and
h¢(x,y) in right column, then one can expand the chiral superfield as

h/he = Hpp+ V2 0H;, g+ 0°Fpe - (4.5)

We assign evel, parity toh so that it has a zero mode, and oddparity to~¢ which does not have
zero mode. The free action of the hypermultiplets can beevrias

Shiges = / d°x { / d*o (Echc +Eh) + ( / d*0 he (05 +m) h + h.c.)] : (4.6)

Matter hypermultiplets

Matters have hypermultiplet structures similar to Higgs:

_ (9L ¢r
U = <¢L @DR) , 4.7)

where, F;, = (¢1,1r) (Z2 even) andFr = (¢g,¥r) (72 0dd) represent the twd/ = 1 chiral
multiplets. The free matter hypermultiplet action will bengar to Eq. 4.6. There are five matter
representations, two SU(2) doubléisand L and three singlets, d, e, where the symbols have their
standard meaning.

Gauge interactions

When the hypermultiplets are charged under gauge symntkéiy,free action can be promoted to
take care of the interaction in the following way:

S5 = / dx [ / d*0 (FreVFr + Fre VFR) + { / d*0Fy, <m + 05 — %@) Fr+ h.c.}] (4.8)

where,)V = V*T* and® = ¢*T* are Lie-algebra-valued gauge and matter superfields.

Yukawa Interactions

Since Yukawa interaction involves three (i.e. odd numbleirat superfields, it is not possible to write
a bulk Yukawa interaction maintaininy = 2 supersymmetry. For this reason, we confine Yukawa
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interaction at the branes. We denote the Yukawa part of therpotential byi/y, which contains the
usual chiral superfield combinatiofgd, u, () H;d and L H,e. Then the action can be written as

Sy = / d’z ( / d*0 Wy) [6(y) +6(y —7R)] . (4.9)

As the 7, odd fields vanish at the fixed points, they do not contributéuicawa interactions.

4.2.3 KK decomposition of fields

In order to obtain the action in terms of 4d component fieldswed to write down the KK decom-
position of the 5d fields in terms of zero modes and higher KKleso[115]. Each 5d field is either
Zy even orZ, odd. Only the even fields have zero modes. The decompositibie dliggs fields will
be exactly like the matter fields.

V2 2 > ny
V(z,y) = VO(z) + yr) -,
(z,9) \/m (x) ek nz:; (x) cos 7
O(x,y) = W Z & (1) sin Y (4.10)
V2 2 O ) ny
Fr(z,y) = \/W%J:L (x) + W;FL (x)cosﬁ,
F - () el
R(xv y) - \/F Z f Sln E

4.3 RG evolution and derivation of the beta functions

The technical meaning of RG evolution in a higher dimendi@oatext has been amply clarified
in [131], and we merely reiterate it in the present contexhe Tultiplicity of KK states renders
any such higher dimensional scenario non-renormalize®de’running’ of couplings or parameters
with the energy scale does not make much of a sense. Ratlecamnestimate the finite quantum
corrections that these couplings/parameters receive evbiae depends on some explicit cutdif
The contribution comes from R number of KK states which lie between the scale of the first KK
state, which isl /R, and the cutoffA. With this interpretation of RG running, we compute the one
loop beta functions of the gauge and Yukawa couplings anwsisoft supersymmetry breaking
masses. We make the following observations:

1. The contribution to the beta function from a given KK moaesinot depend on its KK label.

2. When we consider different KK thresholds we neglect theip mode masses, i.e. we assume
that thenth level KK state is kicked into life when we cross the enercgien/ R.
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3. As we cross different KK thresholds, the beta functios® @hange. The beta function of the
quantity X at an energy scal@, wheren < QR < (n + 1), can be written as (= In(Q/Qo),
where(), is a reference scale, e.g. the electroweak scale)

0X
ot

Here 5y x is the contribution induced by the zero mode (i.e. ordinaty¥5SM) states (which
may be found, for example, in the review [54]) afid arises from a single KK mode. Eq. 4.11
is our master equation, using which we perform a diagram agrdim calculation for the esti-
mation of 5x for various couplings and parameters.

= Bx, where By = fBox +nfx . (4.11)

4.3.1 Gauge couplings and gaugino masses

The running of the gauge couplingg)and gaugino masses/) are controlled by

9> M,
16

By =

[bo + b, ] Bas, = [bo + ni, } (4.12)

16 2
For the gauge groups~U(1) (which correspondg;te= /5/3¢’, which unifies), SU(2) and SU(3),
= (33/5,1,—3), andb; = (26/5, 2, —2) respectively.

4.3.2 Yukawa and scalar trilinear couplings

We recall thatV = 1 non-renormalization relates the beta functions of the W#zkeouplings ;) to
the anomalous dimension matriceé’)(of the superfields. This theorem implies that logarithrityca
divergent contributions can always be written in terms of@vfunction renormalizations. Generi-
cally, y;;x may be written as

Byie = 1y™* + 3y 4 Ay (4.13)

The Feynman diagrams showing the KK contributions to theeafanction renormalizations of the
scalars and fermions are displayed in Figure 4.1. The duarion from the gauge sector cancels
exactly as a consequence of the= 2 non-renormalization theorem mentioned in section 4.2. Di-
agrammatically, the origin of this cancellation may be ¢@¢to a relative sign between thk,- and
¢-propagators - see Eq. 4.1. Only the brane localized Yukateadctions contribute to the Yukawa
evolution. We also keep track of the fact that #hieodd fields have vanishing wave-functions at the
two branes, leaving the even fields alone to contribute taltagrams in Figure 4.1. Here we have
made a tacit assumption that although the Yukawa intemradsibrane localized, only one KK level
(n) states float inside the loop at a time. This is a technicalraption to ensure calculability by
avoiding KK divergence which would have arisen while sumgmmore than one KK index in a loop
calculation.

To appreciate the numerical impact of the bilk= 2 non-renormalization, we first write down the
conventional 4d MSSM beta functions (i.e. those coming fa@rmo mode states in the 5d context)
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Figure 4.1: Feynman diagrams showing the KK contributions to the wavestion renormalizations of the
zero modeus and H,,. Similar diagrams for the other fermions and scalars mayraem analogously. Here
A, is a generic gauge field angis an adjoint scalar, both arising from a vector hypermldtip

which contribute to the evolution of the third generatiorkdwa couplings [54]:

B = 1g;2 :6y?yt +yry — 1—595 — 393 — %gﬂ,
By = 1322 :6yZyb + Yy + iy — 1—3693 — 395 — %9?] : (4.14)
gy = 12;2 :4yiy7 + 3ysys — 395 — ggﬂ :
The corresponding KK contributions are given by
By = BYgi —0) (f=tb,7), (4.15)
where the vanishing gauge contributions are a direct caeser of the bulkV = 2 non-

renormalization.

The effects of the above non-renormalization can also lierféhe evolution of the trilinear scalar
couplings. The relevant Feynman diagrams are displayedjuré4.2. Again, for illustration, we
first write down the contributions to the beta functions fritv@ zero mode (i.e. 4d MSSM) states [54]:

n = g3 [at (18% Ui+ Yyp — 595 — 393 — ng) + 2a5y; 1

32 26
+ Y <§9§M3 + 695 M> + EQ%MI>] ;

o _ 1
@ 1672

[ab (18ybyb + Yy + Yy — 393, — 395 — ng) + 240y, Yo + 20,97 Yp

32 14
+yb<§9§M3 + 695 M> + ngMl)] , (4.16)
0 1 * * 2 9 2 " 9 18 9
a7 1672 [aT 12577 + 3ypbip = 395 = 591 + 6avyyyr + yr | 695 Mo + 391M1 } .

As expected, the beta functions of theft supersymmetry breaking parametars proportionahot
onlyto those parameters but to others as well, since any nommatiaation theorem ceases to work
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Figure 4.2: Feynman diagrams showing the KK loop contribution to thelgian of a trilinear scalar cou-
pling. The diagrams contributing to other trilinear congk may be drawn analogously.

when supersymmetry is broken. For the computatioﬁag)f we need to keep in mind the essence
of Eq. 4.15, i.e. theabsence of gauge contributiomns Bf, while solving the coupled differential
equations. However, that part of the gauge contributionsp@rtional tog?) to the trilinear scalar
couplings which multiply the gaugino masséd;§ in Eq. 4.16 would still remain while computing
the KK contribution. All in all, .

Bay = B2, (argi = 0). (4.17)

4.3.3 Scalar masses

We make three observations regarding the KK contributionthé evolution of scalar masses (see
Figure 4.3):

1. The two diagrams in the lower row of Figure 4.3 depend or¥th@wa couplings. Hence, they
are important only for the third generation matter fields.

2. Recall that in the evolution of the Yukawa couplings the &dftributions from the gauge field
A, and the complex scalarexactly cancelled thanks to the bulk = 2 non-renormalization.
However, their fermionic superpartners contribute to tteda mass evolution and those con-
tributions add up instead of canceling out. This happensusex these contributions yield
gaugino masses which aré = 1 supersymmetry breaking parameters and hence the non-
renormalization theorem ceases to be applicable.
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3. Each KK state in the two diagrams in the top row of Figurecti3tributes twice that of the SM
because of the doubling of the fermions (this factor of 2 ghhghted in bold-face in Egs. 4.18
and 4.19 below). However, each KK state at the lower row diagr contributes the same as
in the SM because the odd fermion modes vanish at the braneeWwlkawa interaction is
confined.

Below we write down the beta functions of the third generasoalars:

- 1o 32 32
Bu = g [2 (207 (i -y, + i, ) + 202 —2(§9§|M3|2+nglMllz+ 915”
B, = 1 9 (202 (m2,, - m2 +m2 ) +242) — 2 322|M|2+82|M|2— 2g
= Ter2 | Yp \Mpq T Mp, T Mg ay 393 3 1—591 1 591 )
~ 1 7
Bor = o | (208 (i +miy, +m2, ) +202) + (27 (miyg +md, +m? ) +2a7)
32
2 (AP + ol + St - 3ot 4.18)

~ 1 3
iy = o | (202 (ot i, +oit) +22) —2 (S + Zais ) |

- 1 6
Bey = 6 [2 (ny <qud + m%g + mé) + 2af> -2 ( g1|M1|2 — —g%S)}

The beta functions for the Higgs scalars are given by

1 6
. = oo [3 (20 (i oy, 402, ) +22) = 2 (0g0mp + Zatian - Sz )|

1
Bu, = 1672 [3 <2y§ (m%rd +mg, + m%g) + 2ag> + <2y3 (mzd +mi, + mi) + 2a3)(4.19)

6 3
—2 (ogganp + Sl + s )]

4.4 Special numerical features of RG running in 5d scenario

In this section, we highlight the special features of RG etioh in the 5d scenario. We also compare
and contrast them with the 4d features. For all our numeesainates we have fixeld R = 1 TeV.

4.4.1 The Gauge and Yukawa couplings

The power law running of the gauge and Yukawa couplings has lkéscussed in [131, 133] for
the non-supersymmetric scenario and in [131] for the sypemsetric case. As far as the Higgs
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Figure 4.3: Feynman diagrams showing the KK contributions to the ruprifithe up-type Higgs mass.
Diagrams contributing to the evolution of the other soflacenasses may be drawn analogously.

multiplets are concerned, there is a crucial differenceveen our model and that considered in [131].
In our scenario there are separate up- and down-type Higoerimultiplets - see Eq. 4.4. Inside each
hypermultiplet only the left column with label j is Z, even and its scalar zero mode receives a
vev, whereas the right column with labeR) is projected out. In other words, the hypermultiplet
H, contains the vew, and, similarly, H,; containsv;. On the other hand, [131] contains a single
hypermultiplet, each column of which has a zero mode, onestméntified with the up-type chiral
multiplet which contains the vew,, and the other to be identified with the down-type containing
While our approach constitutes a straightforward geresatibn of H, and H,; from chiral multiplets

to hypermultiplets, the choice made in [131] requires nonal boundary conditions. These two
different assumptions lead to significant numerical déferes. In our approach, the gauge couplings
converge to one another but actually do not meet at a singh, pehile in [131] the gauge couplings
do meet at a point. The difference in the number of KK scalaitations makes the difference
between the two approaches.

Indeed, both gauge and Yukawa couplings exhibit power laming due to summation over the KK

states as one crosses the energy thresholds. As we haveneehiin section 4.2, keeping the first
two matter generations confined at the brane ensures thedtipings remain perturbative even with
R~ as low as 1 TeV. Starting from their LEP-measured valueseatmbak scale, as we extrapolate
the gauge couplings using the KK beta functions we obseiafetlie three couplings approach very
close to one another near 32 TeV, but they do not actually meaby point, as mentioned in the

previous paragraph.
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A crucial point of immense numerical significance is that oocant of the speciaV = 2 bulk non-
renormalization, the third generation matter hypermldtigept in the bulk does not receive any wave-
function renormalization from the gauge hypermultiplehietr we have illustrated below Eq. 4.13.
As an important consequence of this, the Yukawa couplings bp to large (non-perturbative) values
aroundA ~ 18 TeV, which we therefore take to be the effective cutoff af theory.

4.4.2 The gaugino and scalar masses

We assume that at the highest scale- 18 TeV of our theory, i.e. just before the Yukawa couplings
blow up, all scalar masses unify ta, and all gaugino masses 1d, ;,. Our high scale parameters are
thenmy, M, /o, sgn(p) andtan 3 = v, /vg.

The gaugino mass running is governed by the evolution of g@ogplings. Since gauge couplings
nearlymeet around 32 TeV, the gaugino masses tend to converget éfsd acale. But in the present
context, as mentioned before, we forced the gaugino massesfy at 18 TeV. Recall that in 5d the
running is short but fast (power law), but in 4d it is long atahs(logarithmic). This leads to a general
expectation that, starting from a given high scale value,lthv scale predictions would be similar
in 4d and 5d. But since we forcibly unified the gaugino massesir set-up, earlier than otherwise
expected, we obtain a somewhat different set of low scaleegalThe gaugino mass scaling in 5d is
shown in Figure 4.4, while in the inset, the 4d running is @iged. A rough comparison of the weak
scale ratios of the three gaugino masses is presented below:

My, My, M3~ (04, 0.8, 30) X M1/2 (ln 4d),
My, My, M3~ (07, 0.8, 20) X M1/2 (|n 5d) (420)

If R-parity remains conserved, the lightest neutralino res#ie lightest supersymmetric particle
(LSP), only that its mass is heavier than what is expecteldarstandard 4d scenario - see Eq. 4.20.

Figure 4.5 shows the running of the soft scalar masses. Tope tap quark Yukawa coupling contin-
ues to play a crucial rdle as in 4d. A rough comparison of tkakvscale predictions in 4d and 5d
is:

m, ~ mg+5.5M;, (in 4d),

m%B ~ mg+ 3.5M;, (in 5d). (4.21)

Even for the brane localized scalars, the 5d model predigfistly higher weak scale masses com-
pared to 4d.

During power law running we ensure that radiative breakihglectroweak symmetry does happen
at the desired scaleJust like in 4d, onlyn?, turns negative while all other scalars remain positive.
Again, the large top quark Yukawa coupling drives this phesesition. A point to note is thainless
we keep the third generation matter in the bulk, electrovegakmetry would never break radiatively
in our class of models.

SRadiative electroweak symmetry breaking has been disduissee context of some specific realization of supersym-
metry breaking in an orbifold [143, 146].
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4.5 Them, — M, parameter space

4.5.1 Numerical procedure
For our numerical estimates we go through the following step

1. We scann, and)M, , over a rangg0.1 —1.0]/R. We choosean 5 = 10 and take both positive
and negative values @f. We use one loop RG equations as displayed in section 4.3.

2. For each input combination, we perform a consistency kche@nsure correct electroweak
symmetry breaking, and accept only those inputs which atisipphenomenon.

3. We then feed the weak scale spectrum into the coideOMEGAS [147], and using this soft-
ware package calculate the dark matter denstiy(), Br (b — sv), Aa, = (¢ — 2),/2, and
Ap. Since we consider/R = 1 TeV, which is a bit too high compared to the lighter section of
the zero mode superparticle spectrum, we neglect the daeptcontributions of the KK par-
ticles. In other words, the KK effects feed into the caldolatof low energy spectraia power
law running, but after that we rely on the standard 4d contprta encoded imicrOMEGAS.
This approximation is good enough for our purpose.

4. We compare the predictions of the above observables methéxperimental values/constraints,
and translate the information into the inclusion/exclagiots, given in Figures 4.6 and 4.7 in
themy — M,/ plane. The 4d plots have been reproduced to serve as a guide éyes for
capturing the 5d subtleties. We note that our 4d plots argieeanent with the ones in the
existing literature, e.g. with [148].

4.5.2 Comparison between 4d and 5d models

We highlight only the major differences between the 4d andnbdels that appear in the,—1/;,
plane.

1. We assume thak-parity is conserved. In the 4d scenario the lightest néntras the most
likely candidate for an LSP. In the 5d model the situationasiewhat tricky. Indeed, the 4d
LSP is still an LSP here which is the zero mode neutralino.id&ssif the KK parity remains
conserved, then the = 1 mode of photon tower, namety, and its supersymmetric partrar
are also stable dark matter candidates. However, the KKyparunlikely to be respected by
the brane-bulk interaction. In our numerical analysis, &egtreated the zero mode LSP as the
dark matter candidate.

2. We have taken 8o range of the five year average of WMAP dark matter dens$ifys( <
Qpuvh? < 0.138) [33]. We raise a caution here thitKK parity remains conserved and we
have twomoredark matter candidates, as mentioned above, then the edige allowed band
arising from the lower limit of)p,; would be further stretched. Note further that in the 5d case

80



there is a slight broadening of the WMAP allowed strip coneplatio 4d. This happens because
of a combined effect of Egs. 4.20 and 4.21 leading to a redseedlitivity to)/; ,, variation.

3. As aconsequence of Eg. 4.20, to arrive at a given vallé,; pbne needs to start fromsanaller
M, 5 in 5d compared to 4d. For this reason, the region where tihéels neutralino satisfies
the dark matter constraints extends towaer value of M/, , in 5d compared to 4d.

4. We have takeR.65 x 10~* < Br (b — s7) < 4.45 x 107 [149], and10.6 x 107" < Aal™ =
(9—2),/2 < 43.6 x 1079 [30]. There is nothing much to distinguish between 4d and-&uhf
these two observables.

5. We havenotincluded thedirectloop effects of the virtual KK states for any of the weak scale
observables. FaR~! = 1 TeV or more, for processes like muon anomalous magnetic mbme
or b — sv, such effects are numerically negligible, tartly for the Higgs mass it makes a
difference. In Figures. 4.6 and 4.7, the entire region tddfi®f the line marked withn,, = 114
GeV is disfavored from the non-observation of the Higgs bboddowever, if we include the
KK loop correction to the Higgs mass [112], the entifthertodisfavored region is resurrected.

6. To ensure correct electroweak symmetry breaking, we dvéake a factor 2 to 3 larger (than
4d) value ofi: in 5d at the cutoff scale. Otherwise;, would become negative at a scale higher
than required, thanks again to the biNk= 2 non-renormalization.

4.6 Conclusions and Outlook

We reiterate that the presence of extra dimensions is antegggart of any high scale fundamental
theory, and supersymmetry is quite often an integral corapbof such theories. Furthermore, extra
dimension may trigger supersymmetry breaking. Be it a cBehwarz mechanism, or a breaking
triggered by a spurioi’-term vev, or due to compactification on the orbifdldl/(Z, x Z,), or for
that matter any top-down scenario that contains supersymmeuld find a common ground in our
phenomenological model where we varied and A/, /, in a reasonable rande.1 — 1.0O]R™L.

The logarithmic running in 4d from 100 GeV 1®'°® GeV is replaced in 5d by fast power law run-
ning on a shorter interval from 100 GeV to about 30 TeV in 5chitsato the KK states. This has
nothing to do with supersymmetry. What is special about Guessymmetry is a specidy = 2
non-renormalization that forces us to consider an earlgfE(s# 18 TeV).

The constraints in then,—M, , plane have been placed for thiest timein this work. The ratio
M, /M, s, is higher in 5d compared to 4d. For this reasondlewedregion in the 5d plot extends to
lower values of//, ,, compared to the 4d plot.

Two issues require further studies that is beyond the scopeithesis: (i) Besides the lightest
neutralino (the usual 4d LSP), there are two other candidatdark matter in this model. One-s,
then = 1 level photon, and the other is its superpartierBoth are stable dark matter candidates if
KK parity remains conserved. Tlemmbined effectef all three candidates need to be investigated.
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It will also be interesting to revisit the lower limit oR~! in a supersymmetric scenario, which we
suspect would be relaxed.
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Chapter 5

Summary and Conclusions

We have entered the LHC era with confidence in our belief inetkistence of a theory beyond the
standard model. We already have experimental evidencés fiamvour from the electro-weak sector,
like the exixtance neutrino mass. Expectations are mountingited HC will discover some of these

new physics, turning decades of speculation into experiahegalities. Certainly it will pave the way

for future research in this field.

New physics of different incarnations, especially supensyetry and/or extra dimensions, are crying
out for validation. And the LHC is expected to sit on judgemem them. At this crucial juncture
in the development of particle physics, we consider it ra\to study the phenomenology of these
scenarios that are testable at the collider experimergadyrunderway (like the LHC) or is at the
planning stage (like the ILC). In this thesis we have studledformal and phenomenological aspects
of supersymmetry, extra dimension and their interface.

In the second chapter of this thesis we discuss the impacagded extra dimension on the processes
gg — h andh — v+, that are of paramount importance in the context of Higgsckeat the LHC.
These processes are loop driven and hence could be sersitive presence of any new colored
fermion states having a large coupling with the Higgs. WefioeHiggs field to the TeV brane and
the hierarchy of fermion masses is addressed by localiziagitat different positions in the bulk.
We show that the Yukawa coupling of the Higgs with the fermialuza-Klein (KK) states can be
order one irrespective of their zero mode masses. We obwaatvthegg — h andh — ~+ rates are
substantially altered if the KK states lie within the rea¢lhdC. We found that inspite of completely
different reasons, the numerical impact of the RS modelmsparable to the UED scenario.

In chapter three we compute radiative correction to thetdéighneutral Higgs massn(,) induced
by the Kaluza-Klein (KK) towers of fermions and sfermionsaimminimal supersymmetric scenario
embeded in a 5-dimensional warped space. The Higgs is agafimed to the TeV brane, providing a
handle to address theproblem. The KK spectrum of matter supermultiplets is teethe explanation
of the fermion mass hierarchy . We demonstrate that for soredde choice of extra-dimensional
parameters, the KK-induced radiative correction can ecédne upper limit onn;, by as much as
100 GeV beyond the 4d limit of 135 GeV. Here the impact is sidinificant but more modest as
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compared to UED scenario, considering the more restricowvistraints on the RS scenario comming
from precision electroweak observables.

In the fourth chapter of this thesis we studied the runninthefsoft parameters and the couplings
of the minimal supersymmetric standard model embedded st &ftra dimension compactified on
an Sy /Z, orbifold. In order to keep the theory perturbative at alllssave restricted the first two
generations of fermions to the 3-branes, allowing all offedds to access the extra dimension. We
computed the contributions of the Kaluza-Klein (KK) toweeosthe various one-loop functions.
We demonstrated that radiative electroweak symmetry brgadan be achieved in this scenario. We
also put constraints on the, — M, » plane of the theory from various theoretical consideration
and experimental observations. We have incorporated r@ontst coming from direct LEP search for
supersymmetric particles, Higgs mass limit, anomalousmetigmoment of the muofy —2),,, thep
parameter, branching ratio bf— sy and WMAP probe for relative dark matter abundance. Our plots
are the first 5d versions of the often displayed#g-), , plots. We also study the reasons behind
the differences between the 4d and 5d plots which arisedyrfedm the effect of the supersymmetric
(N =1& N = 2) non-renormalization theorems.
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