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ABSTRACT
THE STRONGLY COUPLED Eg x Es HETEROTIC STRING:
GEOMETRY & PHENOMENOLOGY

Sebastian Dumitru

Burt A. Ovrut

Working within the context of the strongly coupled Eg x FEg heterotic string theory, we
analyze the B — L. MSSM, a realistic supersymmetric extension of the Standard Model,
from both a low-energy phenomenology and high-energy string perspective. From a formal
point of view, we examine different constructions of string vacua, which satisfy a series of
theoretical and phenomenological constraints. Such vacua configurations are anomaly-free,
preserve N = 1 SUSY at the compactification scale and yield the correct value for the
SO(10) unification scale and gauge coupling in the visible particle sector. Furthermore, we
analyze a possible SUSY-breaking mechanism for the type of vacua we construct, via gaugino
condensation in the hidden sector. In an attempt to connect these findings to experiment,
we study the prospects of detecting the B— L MSSM at the LHC in the near future. Within
this specific context, we show that R-parity violating decays of supersymmetric particles
could be amenable to direct detection at the ATLAS and CMS detectors. Detection of
these processes would not only be an explicit indication of ”Beyond the Standard Model”
physics, but would also hint strongly at the existence of N =1 SUSY with spontaneously

broken R-parity.
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Dominant RPC decay modes of (a) a Wino chargino NLSP and (b) a Wino
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RPYV decays of a general massive Bino neutralino X%. There are three possi-
ble channels, each with ¢ = 1,2, 3, that allow for Bino neutralino LSP decays.
The decay rates into each individual channel were calculated analytically Sec-
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Branching ratios for the three possible decay channels of a Bino neutralino
LSP with mass M %0, > My + divided over three mass bins and four tan
regions. The colored horizontal lines inside the boxes indicate the median val-
ues of the branching fraction in each bin, the boxes indicate the interquartile
range, while the dashed error bars show the range between the maximum and
the minimum values of the branching fractions. The case percentage indicate
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Bino neutralino LSP decay length in millimeters, for the normal and inverted
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L=cx % decreases for larger values of M X0 - ‘We have chosen 653 = 0.597
for the normal neutrino hierarchy and 023 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy.
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blue line represents the 1 mm decay length, at and below which the decays
are “prompt”. Note that 1) both Figures begin at My + on the left-hand
side and 2) there are no points above approximately 2300 GeV. This follows

from the fact that, even though the maximum value we obtained for the Bino
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Bino neutralino LSP partial decay length in millimeters, shown for the in-
dividual decay channels, for both normal and inverted hierarchies. We have
chosen 023 = 0.597 for the normal neutrino hierarchy and 6.3 = 0.529 for
the inverted hierarchy. The choice of A>3 has no impact on the decay length.
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Branching ratios into the three lepton families, for each of the three main
decay channels of a Bino neutralino LSP. The associated neutrino hierarchy
and the value of 693 is specified by the color of the associated data point.
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and hY bosons, each with three possible channels i = 1,2,3. The W* and
79 bosons may decay to fermion-antifermion pairs, while bosonic decays are
also possible in the case of the Higgs. In these Figures, f’ represents a
generic fermionic state, whereas f represents a possible fermion or boson
decay product. . . . . . . ...
The Feynman diagram of a u* lepton decay (left) has a similar structure

to that of a Bino LSP decay (right). We use this similarity to compute the

decay rates of a Bino LSP via off-shell bosons, using the Madgraph software.
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3.38

3.39

3.40

Mass functions F (M %0 ) defined analogously to (3.4.28), after summing over
all final states from the electroweak boson decays. Each function shows the
dependence of the corresponding partial decay width on the mass of the
decaying Bino LSP. Note the rapid increase of each function as the LSP
mass approaches, and then surpasses, the mass of the associated electroweak
boson. For higher LSP mass, the decay can now proceed via an intermediate
on-shell boson. For example, dF (M %9, Myo)/dM %0, increases rapidly near

125 GeV (the mass of the h? boson). Note that it is a more dramatic effect

than in the case of the W+ and Z° bosons, due to the fact that 0 < Ty, T 40.270

Bino neutralino LSP RPV decay lengths, summed over all three channels, for
Bino masses lighter than the W¥ and, hence, which can only decay through
an off-shell boson. The results are in millimeters, for the normal and inverted
hierarchies. The average decay length L = ¢ x % increases for smaller values
of M X9, We have chosen 023 = 0.597 for the normal neutrino hierarchy and
023 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy to display the results. At and below
the blue dashed line (¢7 = 1 mm), the decays are considered prompt. The
red dashed line (¢7 = 30 cm) denotes the largest decay lengths that may be
measured via displaced vertices. . . . . . . . . ... ... L.
Bino neutralino LSP partial decay lengths in millimeters, for individual decay
channels, for both normal and inverted hierarchies.Widths are calculated for
Bino masses when all decays must proceed through intermediate off-shell
bosons. We have chosen 653 = 0.597 for the normal neutrino hierarchy and
0235 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. At and below the blue dashed line
(cr = 1 mm), the decays are considered prompt. The red dashed line (¢ =
30 cm) denotes the largest decay lengths that may be measured via displaced
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3.41 Branching ratios for the three possible decay channels of a Bino neutralino

D.1

LSP divided over three mass bins and four tan S regions. We studied the
viable points for Bino LSPs with masses smaller than the mass of the W+
bosons but larger than 20 GeV. The colored horizontal lines inside the boxes
indicate the median values of the branching fraction in each bin, the boxes
indicate the interquartile range, while the dashed error bars show the range
between the maximum and the minimum values of the branching fractions.
The case percentage indicate what percentage of the physical mass spectra
have tan 5 values within the range indicated. We assumed a normal neutrino
hierarchy, with 623 = 0.597. Note that the branching ratios via an off-shell
h®, while non-vanishing, are of order 10~ and smaller and, hence, too small

to appear in the Figure. . . . . . . . .. ... ... L oo

Dynkin diagrams of the classical Lie groups. We follow the Dynkin convention

for labelling simple roots, as used in [76,77). . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 String Theory - Going Beyond the Standard Model

The Standard Model (SM) of high-energy physics provides a remarkably successful descrip-
tion of presently known phenomena. To date, experiments advancing toward the TeV range
have failed to find any additional structure beyond the Standard Model. This is puzzling,
because, despite its success, we know that the Standard Model of particles must still be a
work in progress.

One of the unsatisfactory characteristics of the SM is that it has many free parameters,
that have no underlying explanation. There are three gauge coupling constants g1, g2, g3,
the QCD 0 parameter, the masses of the quarks and leptons, the CP-violating phase, in
addition to Higgs and Yukawa couplings, all of which are external to the model, rather than
predicted by it. Moreover, the relatively recent discovery of the non-zero neutrino masses
offers strong hints of ”Beyond the Standard Model Physics”.

Another compelling motivation for ”Beyond the SM Physics” is that the gauge coupling
constants seem to unify around the 10'°GeV scale, commonly referred to as the Grand
Unification scale M. Indeed, there is strong evidence for such unification, coming from the
evolution of the three SM gauge couplings to high energies with the renormalization group

equations. If that is the case, there must be a larger unification group at high energies,



which contains the SM group SU(3) x SU(2), x U(1)y and admits complex representations
to accommodate a chiral fermion spectrum.

In contrast, this scale is much larger than the Electroweak breaking scale ~ 100GeV. The
fact that the ratio My /Mpgw is so large provides another hint to the character of physics
beyond the Standard Model, because of the well-known ”hierarchy problem”, related to
the mass of the Higgs boson. The 2012 discovery of the Higgs boson found its mass near
125GeV. However, the Higgs mass receives enormous quantum corrections from the virtual
effects of every particle or other phenomenon that couples, directly or indirectly, to the
Higgs field. A question can immediately be raised as to why the Higgs boson is so much
lighter than the Planck mass or the unification scale. Although this problem could simply
have a fine-tunning explanation, a more elegant solution is provided by the existence of
supersymmetry, which protects the mass of the Higgs boson from receiving divergent loop
corrections.

Although it has never been observed, supersymmetry plays a central role within the most
accepted theories of nature. From a phenomenological perspective, supersymmetric models
constitute a rich playground to construct particle physics models, with supersymmetry
broken at low energy scales, potentially attainable by the LHC in the near future. There are,
however, several other motivations to consider supersymmetry, mostly coming from string
theory, which will be discussed next. For example, spacetime configurations with preserved
supersymmetry are simpler to study from a theoretical point of view; furthermore, they are
automatically stable and do not contain tachyons.

A particular feature of supersymmetry is that it predicts a super-partner for each of the
known particles of the Standard Model, identical in mass and any other quantum numbers
except for spin. We do not observe, however, such particles in nature. For this reason, if
supersymmetry is indeed a manifest theory of our universe, it must have been broken above
the Electroweak scale. As a result of this supersymmetry breaking, all these superparticles
must have attained a very large mass. Two questions instantly arise: 1. by which mechanism

can supersymmetry be broken? and 2. where are all the massive superparticles? The answer



to the first question is more complex. We will not answer it here, but we point out that the
second chapter of this thesis shows how this problem can be solved in the context of string
theory. The second question has two answers, depending on if the lightest supersymmetric
particle (the LSP) is stable or not. The LSP can be stable only if it is protected by a
symmetry called ”R-parity”. Therefore, in models with conserved R-parity, the LSP is a
possible dark matter candidate and must be neutral to avoid a disallowed density of charged
relics. For this reason, R-parity severely narrows the SUSY phenomenological landscape.
Models with broken R-parity make it possible to assume that the LSP will simply decay into
Standard Model particles. Such R-parity violating (RPV) decays are potentially amenable
for detection at the LHC, thus opening a large arena of particle physics phenomenology.
The study of such RPV decays is the main topic of the third chapter of this thesis.

So far, we have pointed out many reasons to believe the Standard Model is not the final
theory of nature, before even addressing what is probably the biggest of them all: gravity.
Gravity cannot be quantized in the same way that all the other forces do. Furthermore, if
one is to have a truly unified description of the interactions in our universe, it is natural to
consider gravity on the same footing with the interactions of the SM.

Though many of these problems have been individually addressed, the only consistent
framework that can potentially solve all of these issues is that of string theory. The premise
of string theory is that, at the fundamental level, matter does not consist of point-particles,
but rather of tiny loops of string, which already implies that string theory cannot be a
QFT. However, the string length is usually supposed to be close to the Planck length
~ 10733cm, and hence, at lower energies, string theory resembles an effective QFT theory.
The extended nature of a string becomes only relevant at the string scale, where it smears
out the location of the interaction, which helps to avoid ultraviolet divergences. From this
simple premise, all theories of general relativity, electromagnetism, and Yang-Mills emerge
naturally. The different particle species are interpreted as different vibrational modes of
the strings. Among this vibrational spectrum, we find a massless mode that exactly has

the properties of a spin-2 graviton. String theories thus potentially constitute the unified
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Table 1.1: Superstring theory types in 10D.

theory of all interactions including the SM and gravitation.

It turns out that when trying to quantize these vibrational modes of the string, we can
obtain a vacuum state free of tachyons only if we include the supersymmetric spectrum
of string vibrational excitations. That is, the only physical string theories we know how
to solve are, in fact, superstring theories. Furthermore, the superstring quantization is
possible only in 10-dimensional spacetime. This interesting fact can be consistent with our
observation of a seemingly four-dimensional universe, as long as six dimensions are compact.
Finally, there isn’t just one possible consistent superstring theory, but five of them. Their
different characteristics are shown in Table 1.1. Throughout this thesis, we will explore only
one such string theory model, namely the Eg x Eg heterotic string, and show how to obtain
a low-energy particle content and effective action close to the SM of particle physics.

Finally, we point out that string theory is not necessarily a theory of loops of strings
only; it can contain extended objects with different numbers of spatial dimensions, such
as membranes. The strings appear to play the role of the fundamental object in the small
coupling perturbative limit only, in which all other higher dimensional states are heavy and
decouple from the dynamics; at finite coupling all branes are expected to be on equal footing,
leading to a complicated structure for the theory, for which no full theoretical description is
known. We explore the rich structure of such theories in the next section and demonstrate

their importance in reproducing low-energy physics observations.



1.2 String Dualities and M-theory

Before presenting the theoretical context of the strongly coupled heterotic string, we need
to introduce a theory that is not a theory of strings, called M-theory. M-theory is a theory
in physics believed to unify all consistent versions of superstring theory, shown in Table 1.1.
Although a complete formulation of M-theory is not yet known, such a formulation should
describe two- and five-dimensional objects called Mp-branes and should be approximated
by eleven-dimensional supergravity at low energies [1]. Its massless fields are the 11D
metric G}, the 3-index antisymmetric tensor C} ;5 and the 11D gravitino 1;,, with 11D
indices. We denote the eleven-dimensional coordinates of the eleven-dimensional space M1
by 2°,...,2% 2'! and the corresponding (hatted) indices by I,J,K,---=0,...,9,11.

The bosonic part of the 11D supergravity action is

1 1 1
SSG:{ —g<—R—G2>—/ C’/\G/\G] , 1.2.1
2’%%1 M 2‘ ‘ 6 M ( )

where the four-form G is the field strength of the three-form potential C7jx
G=dC . (1.2.2)

This is a theory of pure supersymmetric gravity, with no conventional gauge symmetries or
matter content. The expression (1.2.1) can also be written explicitly in terms of the 11D

tensor components, such that

1
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(1.2.3)

where Gjjpj = 246[f0fij.

It is perhaps the simplest to explain the duality between M-theory and type IIA theory
at strong coupling. Type ITA string theory contains, apart from the field content presented
in the previous section (of which the bosonic components were shown in Table 1.1), non-

perturbative states called Dp-branes with even p. These states are excited states of the



vacuum, with tension and mass approximated by [2]

J—(p+1) /2
7,
9s (1.2.4)
Mp ~ a,_1/2gs_1/(p+1) X

In the strong coupling limit g; — oo, the DO-branes of the ITA theory become the
dominant light modes of the theory. Let us consider bound states formed of stacks of £ DO
branes. The mass of each of those bound states is proportional to k/gs and goes to zero
in the limit g, — oco. Therefore, in the limit of strong coupling, this system resembles a
tower of KK modes, suggesting that the strongly coupled type IIA theory is related to a
higher-dimensional 11D theory with a compact dimension of type S'; this theory is called M-
theory and the strongly coupled type ITA string theory is its S' decompactification limit.
In this limit, the 11-dimensional space of M-theory has the structure Mi; = Mg x ST,
where Mg is the 10-dimensional space in which the type IIA theory is embedded. We
will use unhatted indices I,J, K,--- = 0,...,9 to label the ten-dimensional coordinates.
When we later further compactify the theory on a Calabi-Yau three-fold, we will use indices
A, B,C,--- = 4...9 for the Calabi-Yau coordinates, and indices p,v--- = 0,...,3 for
the coordinates of the remaining, uncompactified, four-dimensional space. Holomorphic
and antiholomorphic coordinates on the Calabi-Yau space will be labeled by a,b,¢,... and
a,b,c... .

To make the duality more clear, note that the field content of the low energy action of
M-theory, that is the 11D supergravity action, reduces to the type IIA string theory N = 2

non-chiral matter content given in Table 1.1, when compactified on S*:

9ij —— 91J graviton
gr11 =Cp RR 1-form
gi1,11 = ¢ dilaton
Cijg  — Cuxk RR 3-form



Crji1 = By NSNS 2-form

Vi, — Via, Via gravitinos

Vila, V11a = Aas Aa dilatinos

This correspondence between the fields of type ITA string theory and the M-theory fields
implies the existence of an 11D lift of the non-perturbative type IIA p-branes to the excited
states of M-theory, called Mp-branes. We have already shown that the type ITA DO branes
are lifted to a tower of KK modes, which are more precisely, the KK momenta of 11D
supergravitons. Similarly, the ITA string is lifted to an extended M2 brane wrapped on a

St cycle:

11D M2 brane .
10D type llA string

— O

1.3 Horava—Witten theory

In the previous section, we showed that M-theory compactified on S' results in type IIA
theory. There is, however, one more possible compactification of M-theory to 10 dimensions,
on the quotient S!/Zy. The resultant theory is the strongly coupled Eg x Eg heterotic string,
also known as Hofava-Witten theory [3,4].

The orbifold I = S'/Zs is chosen in the x!! direction, so we assume x'! € [—mp, 7p],

1 11 11

with the endpoints identified as z'! ~ x'! + 27p. The Z5 symmetry acts as z'! ~ —z

There exist two ten-dimensional hyperplanes, Mi10 with ¢ = 1,2, locally specified by the

1

conditions z'! = 0 and z'' = 7p, which are fixed under the action of the Zs symmetry.

This is called the “upstairs” picture, in which the eleventh coordinate is considered as the
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Figure 1.1: The I = S'/Zs orbifold interval across the 11th dimension, with two fixed
points at 0 and mp, invariant under the Zy action.

full circle with singular points at the fixed hyperplanes. Most often, however, we will use
the “downstairs” picture, in which the orbifold is considered as an interval z!! € [0,7p],
with the fixed hyperplanes forming boundaries to the eleven-dimensional space (see Figure
1.2).

As explained above, to lowest order, the effective action for M-theory on S!/Zs is that
of 11D supergravity. The bosonic part of this action was given in eq. 1.2.1. However, the
components of the supergravity multiplet (g;;,%;,,C}jz) are restricted by the orbifold Z3

symmetry, which acts on the z!'! coordinate and the 3-form field C5 = C iik> as

0:2" — gzt

(1.3.1)
0 : 03 — —03 .

The sign flip of the 3-form (5 is required to keep the 11D Chern-Simons coupling CAGAG
invariant. As consequence, the 11-dimensional bosonic fields are either even or odd under

Zsy. Specifically:
e even: gy, 911,11, Ci1,17 ,

e odd: g11,7, 91,11, Crik ,

where, as a reminder, the indices I, J, K = 0,...,9 run over the 10 dimensional space M.



For the components of the 11-dimensional gravitino, the condition is

Yr(a'h) =Ty (-2, vi1(a'h) = -y (—2') . (1.3.2)

In the limit of large separation between the 10-dimensional hyperplanes M1162, and for
slowly varying fields across the orbifold dimension, one can ask what is the 10-dimensional
effective theory. This corresponds to projecting the Zo invariant massless spectrum of M-

theory into 10D:

9ij —— 91J graviton
gi1,11 = ¢ dilaton
Ciik  — Cryn =By NSNS 2-form
fa — VIa gravitino
Y116 = Aa dilatino

We recover the 10D N = 1 gravity supermultiplet, implying that the action of Zy breaks
half of the supersymmetries.

The theory is chiral from a ten-dimensional perspective and has a gravitational anomaly,
localized on the fixed hyperplanes and therefore, it appears to be inconsistent. The key to
this problem is that as one approaches the fixed points z'' = 0,7R on the orbifold, the
dynamics of M-theory on S!'/Zy cannot be accurately described by supergravity alone.
The action 6 : z'' — —2!! relates points infinitesimally close together, which leads to
effects beyond the supergravity approximation. It can be shown that this effect leads to
two 10-dimensional N = 1 FEg gauge supermultiplets, one on each of the two fixed 10-
dimensional hyperplanes of the orbifold, Mllo, M120. The structure of this 11-dimensional
vacuum configuration is shown in Figure 1.2.

. . . . 2/3 .
As consequence, the supergravity action receives corrections at order /’il{ , localized on
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Figure 1.2: Structure of the Hotava-Witten 11-dimensional vacuum. The 11D supergravity
action, which is manifest in the bulk space, receives corrections at order /@?{3, localized on
the 10-dimensional orbifold planes Mll(’f, located at x!'' = 0, 7p and separated across the
11th dimension. These corrections consist in the appearance of Eg vector supermultiplets
on each of the two 10-dimensional orbifold hyperplanes.

the 10-dimensional orbifold planes. Restricting to terms at most quadratic in derivatives,

one finds that the action is given by [5]

S =Ssa+ Sym

1 1 1
= — —g(-R—-ZIG]*) - = CAGAG
QK%I [ M g< 2| | > 6 M :| (133)
1 K11 2/3 1 K11\ 2/3
__ L (ku g (FO2 - L (ku =g tr(FO? |
8wk, <47r) M, gtr(F7) 8wk, (477) M2, g tr(F77)

where F }§’2) are the field strengths of the two Fg gauge fields A(Il’2). Away from these
orbifold planes, the theory is still supergravity. However, to preserve supersymmetry, it is
/3

necessary to add ”?1 corrections to the Bianchi identity for G;;x;, in the form of source

terms localized on the hyperplanes, so that

2/3
K
(dG)nrskL = 4V2r (4171T> [Jl(g)KLé(acll) + J}},)KLé(a:” — ﬂp)] , (1.3.4)

10



where the sources are given by

1 1
JOU — tr FAD A FOY _ZRAR : 1.3.5

LKL~ “16m2 \ 2 Pk (13.8)
In addition, M-theory contains BPS M2- and Mb5-branes, which can be constructed as

11D supergravity solutions. The heterotic Fg x Fg string can be obtained from wrapping

the M2 membrane on the S'/Zs interval, as illustrated below.

11D M2 brane 10D Eg X Eg heterotic string

The unwrapped M2 brane is not Zs invariant and does not correspond to a BPS brane.
The M5-brane wrapped on S!/Zs is also not invariant, but the M5-brane sitting at a point
in S1/Zy does survive the projection and corresponds to a heterotic NS5-brane. In principle,
an arbitrary number of M5-branes can coexist in the interval between the 10-dimensional
orbifold plane.

One consequence of adding a number N of M5-branes to the system displayed in Figure

1.2 is that the Bianchi identity gets modified:

2/3

(dG)111sKr = 4V27 <K4171r> [J(O)(S(xll) + TSI )

+1iJ(n) (6™ — ) + 0(zM + 2 ))} (1.3.6)
2~ " " kL’

The sources J© and JN*1 arise on the orbifold fixed planes. Their form was given in

eq. (1.3.5), for N = 0. The sources J™ = 1,..., N arise due to the presence of the

five-branes. Their exact form has been computed in [6], but is not needed in the present

discussion. Note that in the above expression, we summed over each of the five branes

located at 2™ € (0,7p), and their orbifold Zs mirror images, located at =™ € (—mp,0).

11
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Figure 1.3: Structure of the Hofava-Witten 11-dimensional vacuum. The supergravity

2/

action receives corrections at order /<c113, localized on the 10-dimensional orbifold planes
M1162, located at z = 0,1 and separated across the 11th dimension. These corrections
consist in the appearance of Eg vector supermultiplets on each of the orbifold plane. We
allowed for the possibility of introducing an M5-brane, located at a specific point z = % + A
in the interval z € [0,1]. The sources J© and J™V+1 arise on the orbifold fixed planes.
Their form was given in eq. (1.3.5), for N = 0. The source J™) is due to the presence of
the five-brane.

The appearance of the boundary source terms in the Bianchi identity has a simple
interpretation by analogy with the theory of D-branes [2]. U(N) gauge fields describing
the theory of N overlapping Dp-branes encode the charges for lower-dimensional D-branes
embedded in the Dp-branes. For example, the magnetic flux trF’ couples to the p — 1-form
RR potential, so describes D(p — 2)-brane charge, while trF' A trF” describes the embedding
of D(p — 4)- brane charge. Furthermore, if the Dp-brane is curved, then the cohomology
class trRA R of the tangent bundle also induces D(p—4)- brane charge. In eleven dimensions
M five-branes are magnetic sources for G; ;z ;. Thus we can interpret the magnetic sources

in the Bianchi identity as five-branes embedded in the orbifold fixed planes.

1.4 Compactification Manifold

To make contact with low-energy physics, one would like to consider compactifications of the

strongly-coupled theory which have N = 1 supersymmetry in four dimensions. There are

12



several motivations to consider string compactifications preserving supersymmetry. Firstly,
they are simpler to study from the theoretical point of view; regarding the compactification
backgrounds from the supergravity perspective, solutions to the (first-order) supersymmetry
conditions can be shown to automatically be solutions to the (much more involved, second
order) supergravity equations of motion. Also, compactifications which preserve supersym-
metry are automatically stable and do not contain tachyons. Such compactifications are
also appealing from a phenomenological perspective; supersymmetric backgrounds open a
playground to construct particle physics models, with supersymmetry broken at low energy
scales, potentially attainable by the LHC in the near future.
To understand the properties of Calabi-Yau compactifications, we need to consider the
supersymmetry transformation of the 11D gravitino
5ib; = Dy + 28‘/ig(rﬁkm —80; T e ) Gy 4 (1.4.1)
where the dots indicate the omitted fermionic terms and 7 is an eleven-dimensional Majo-

rana spinor. This spinor should be restricted by the condition

n(x') = nn(—z') (1.4.2)

for the supersymmetry variation to be compatible with the Zs symmetry. This constraint
means that the theory has the usual 32 supersymmetries in the bulk but only 16 (chiral)
supersymmetries on the 10-dimensional orbifold hyperplanes.

The condition for a spinor field n to generate unbroken supersymmetry in a vacuum
state is that the right hand side vanishes (i.e. if the vacuum state is not invariant under
supersymmetry, then supersymmetry is broken),

\/§ f s
Dpn+ 5o Ciiicinr = 891  ep) G = 0. (1.4.3)

At tree-level, the solution has a simple form. Without the corrections arising at linear

13



order in ’%{3’ the Bianchi identity shown in (1.3.6) is simply

(dG) 111k =0 . (1.4.4)

Therefore, both the Bianchi identity and the equation of motion
D;GMEL =0, (1.4.5)

derived from the 11D supergravity action, can be solved by setting G = 0. When this is the
case, eq. (1.4.3) is satisfied by picking a metric on Mj; that admits a covariantly constant
spinor field, D;n = 0. On the other hand, when compactifying from eleven dimensions to a
four-dimensional flat space, on a manifold of the type X x S', where X is a six-dimensional
manifold, it is the covariantly constant 6D spinors on X, which satisfy Dang = 0, that
determine the unbroken supersymmetries in 4D.

Manifolds that admit covariantly constant spinors are Calabi-Yau manifolds. A Calabi-
Yau manifold is a complex 2/N-dimensional manifold, which admits a Ricci flat metric,
or whose first Chern class ¢;(X) = 0. The existence of a covariantly constant spinor
field determines the SU(N) holonomy of this manifold. In heterotic compactifications, we
consider six-dimensional Calabi-Yau manifolds, with N = 3.

We have seen, however, that when compactifying on a Zs invariant orbifold, the Bianchi
identity receives correction terms, as shown in eq. (1.3.6). These source terms have to be
taken into account and, as consequence, the field strength solution G = 0 is not possible.
This effect further induces corrections to the metric, which can be computed by requiring
that N = 1 supersymmetry is preserved.

Without the order K,?{S corrections, the tree-level background metric has the form
ds® = gg(()])d:njdxj = nudrtde” + gapdetdz® + (da'h)? (1.4.6)

where g4p is the metric of the Calabi-Yau space, which, in holomorphic coordinates, is

14



related to the Kahler form w,; by w,; = —ig,;. Its Kéhler form can be expanded in terms

of the harmonic (1,1)-forms w;,j,7 = 1,...,hb! as

Wop = a'w;yp - (1.4.7)

The coefficients a' = a’(2*), u = 0,...,3 are the (1,1) moduli of the Calabi-Yau space.

The Calabi-Yau volume modulus V' = V(z*) is defined by

1
V:U/X\/g, (1.4.8)

where /g is the determinant of the Calabi—Yau metric g4p. In order to make V' dimen-
sionless we have introduced a coordinate volume v in this definition, which can be chosen
for convenience. The modulus V then measures the Calabi-Yau volume in units of v. V is

not independent of the (1,1) moduli a;, but it can be expressed as
V = Laypaiaiah 1.4.9
=5 ijk@ a’a- (1.4.9)

where d;; are the Calabi—Yau intersection numbers,

diji = i/le Nwj A wy (1.4.10)
In the next chapter, we will use a particular Calabi—Yau threefold X, which is the fiber
product of two rationally elliptic dPy surfaces, that is, a self-mirror Schoen threefold [7],
quotiented with respect to a freely acting Zs x Zs isometry. Its Hodge data is At = A2 = 3,
so that it has three Kéhler and three complex structure moduli.
However, adding the first-order corrections, of the ﬁ%{?’ expansion, will distort this back-
ground solution. As mentioned previously, source terms appear at this order in the Bianchi
identity, shown in eq. (1.3.6), and therefore, G' cannot be set to zero.

First note that since the L.h.s of the Bianchi Identity is an exact form, so must be the

r.h.s. Therefore, the new Bianchi identity has a solution that preserves supersymmetry
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upon compactification if the source terms add up to zero cohomologically, as an element of

H?2(X), that is
N+1
[Z J(”)] =0. (1.4.11)
n=0

Physically speaking, this means that there can be no overall charge in a compact space,
because there is nowhere for the flux to go. We can express this condition in a different

form by defining the charges

w1 .
ﬂf)zw,/wMJ("), i=1,..,A, n=0,...,N+1. (1.4.12)
v X

It is then possible to express the currents in terms of the (1,1) harmonic forms,

hl,l

wx J = Wzﬁi( Vit (1.4.13)
k=1

and therefore, the anomaly cancellation condition from eq. 1.4.11 becomes

N+1

S s =o0. (1.4.14)

n=0

Having defined those conventions, the Bianchi identity in eq. (1.3.6) and the equation

of motion from eq. (1.4.5) can be solved in terms of a two form B, defined by
—dB) = «@ . (1.4.15)

It can then be shown [6] that the Bianchi identity can be written into the form of a

Poisson equation

! ,.2/3
ESU/

(Ax +0%)B=—
o

wx [J(O)(S(:BH) + JNVHI5 (2! — 7p)
N (1.4.16)
n 11 11
+2;J( )(6(:1: — ) + (z ern))] ,

where Ax denotes the Laplacian and X is the Hodge star operator, restricted to the
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Calabi-Yau manifold X. We have also defined the strong-coupling expansion parameter €

;(K11\2/3 27p
which tracks the first order mf{s corrections.
Next, after expanding the two-form B in terms of the (1,1) harmonic forms,
hl’l
B=Y b, (1.4.18)
i=1
it can be shown that the Poisson equation becomes
/
Ohbi = === [805() + B Vo(at — mp)
T
L (1.4.19)
+ 5 Zﬁl(n) (5(1,11 _ xn) + 6(3?11 + :L‘n))] ,
n=1
which has linear solutions in z'!, of the type
& | N~ 5m) 1SR, (m)
m m
bz = =2 |3 A el = 5 SR - 2ea)A™ | (1420)
m=0 m=0
inside the interval z, < |z|, < 2,411, where z = 2! /7p and 2", n = 0,..., N + 1 are the

fixed position of the five-branes/orbifolds.
We then find the non-zero solutions to the Bianchi identity and the equation of motion,

which appear at linear order in €

1
Gapcp = §€ABC’DEF8118EF (1.4.21)

1
Gapon = §€ABCDEF5DBEF : (1.4.22)

Following [8], it turns out that after solving the modified Bianchi identity, it is possible

to find a solution for the metric that solves the Einstein equations to order €. The source
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X|z=0

z=x%/mp

z=0 Z=%+/1 k

Figure 1.4: Compactification of Hotava—Witten theory on a CY manifold X. We allowed
for the possibility of introducing an Mb5-brane wrapped on a holomorphic 2-cycle C; and
located at a specific point z = % + A in the interval z € [0,1]. In the strongly coupled
string regime, the size of the Calabi-Yau is smaller than the size across the 11th dimension.
Therefore, on compactification, the universe appears first five-dimensional and then finally
four-dimensional, after integrating over the orbifold separation. Also, note that the shape
of the Calabi-Yau space changes across the 11th dimension of space. The shape change is
induced by source terms from the two fixed orbifold planes and the five-brane, as shown in
eq. (1.4.23).

term corrections induce metric corrections of the form
ds* = (1 + b + (9ap + hap)dadz® + (1 + ) (dz')? (1.4.23)
with

1
hap = 2i (BAB - BWABB> ,

1 2
b= gBABwAB, v = —gBABwAB.

(1.4.24)

Subsequently, reducing to the 4D effective theory, we express the moduli of the theory in
terms of their orbifold average functions defined as follows. For any arbitrary dimensionless

function f of the five My x S* /Zs coordinates, define its average over the S 1 /Zs orbifold
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interval as

L™
<f>11=7?p ; dz ' f, (1.4.25)

where p is the reference length. Then (f)1; is a function of the four coordinates z#, u =

0,...,3 of My only.

1.5 Vector Bundles

Heterotic compactifications on Calabi-Yau manifolds X necessarily have gauge field expec-
tation values (vevs) in the internal compact dimensions. This feature is a consequence of
demanding that the total charge for the Neveu-Schwarz form should vanish on the internal
compact space. In addition to the holomorphic vector bundles on the observable and hid-
den orbifold planes, the bulk space between these planes can contain five-branes wrapped
on two-cycles Cén), n=1,...,N in X. Cohomologically, each such five-brane is described
by the (2,2)-form Poincaré dual to Cén), which we denote by W), Note that to preserve
N = 1 supersymmetry in the four-dimensional theory, these curves must be holomorphic
and, hence, each W™ is an effective class.

In the previous section, we have seen that solutions to the new Bianchi identity, which

preserve supersymmetry upon compactification, exist if the source terms add up to zero

cohomologically, as an element of H?2(X), such that

N+1
[Z J(")] =0. (1.5.1)
n=0

The source currents have the forms

1
JO = - (Tr PO A F = ST go6) R A R)
JW =wm =1, N, (1.5.2)
1 1
J(N+1) = — @ (TI‘ EgF(z) A F(Q) — iTI‘ S’O(6)R AN R) .
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These relations clearly show that the existence of gauge field instantons in the internal
dimensions of the compactification manifold is a requirement in a viable vacuum structure.

One of the interesting properties of these gauge field vevs on the compact dimensions
concerns their supersymmetry preserving properties. In the previous section, we studied
the supersymmetry variation of the 11-dimensional gravitino ¥, to find how to preserve
N = 1 supersymmetry upon compactification on a six-dimensional manifold. Interesting
relations and constraints can also be learned from the supersymmetry transformation of the
10-dimensional gauginos from the Eg vector supermultiplets localized on the 10-dimensional
planes MlléQ. For a gaugino A, where « runs over the adjoint representation of one of the

Eg, this transformation has the form

D\ = — 4ngABFAB77+ (1.5.3)

where the dots represent the fermion terms. Therefore, in order to preserve N = 1 super-
symmetry in the four-dimensional effective theory upon turning an expectation value of the
internal field strength, F'“ on either of the two 10-dimensional orbifold planes, we need to
ensure that

1

"7 (P Fg + T g + 20" ) n =0 . (1.5.4)

We are led to the following set of equations
@ =F2=0, ¢UF%=0. (1.5.5)

These are known as the Hermitian Yang-Mills equations, which must be satisfied on each
of the two orbifold planes. The first set of relations, involving the purely holomorphic and
anti-holomorphic part of the field strength F', imply that a non-trivial solution to (1.5.5)
involves the construction of holomorphic vector bundles V(1:2) on the Calabi-Yau threefold,
on each of the two fixed orbifolds, with structure groups H12 ¢ Eg. Thus, to arrive at a

complete vacuum, we have to specify a Calabi-Yau manifold and then construct holomorphic
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vector bundles on the internal dimensions of each fixed orbifold.

Once a holomorphic gauge bundle is constructed, it needs to solve
bp(12) _
g FS?Y =0, (1.5.6)
which can be written in the form
wAwAF12 =0 (1.5.7)

Note that we have contracted the field strengths with the generators T< of either of the
structure groups H1?  Eg. In general, these equations are difficult to solve. However, the
Donaldson-Uhlenbeck-Yau theorem guarantees the existence of a solution to this equation

for gauge backgrounds satisfying the condition that the slope of a bundle F, defined as

1

u(F) = rank(.7—")v2/3/xcl(]:) ANwAw, (1.5.8)

is smaller than the slope of any of its sub-bundles F’, that is

W(F') > u(F). (1.5.9)

Physically, it means that the gauge background does not split dynamically into lower energy
gauge configurations, corresponding to the sub-bundles.

A polystable bundle is one which can be written as the direct sum of stable bundles,
F=®iF;, (1.5.10)
with the added condition that all the summand bundles have equal slope,

W(F) = p(F) (15.11)
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Spin(10)

O e |

Figure 1.5: The SU(4) holomorphic vector bundle V(Y| which is turned on inside the
compact dimensions of the Calabi-Yau X, breaks the Eg gauge group on the observable
sector to the Spin(10) C Eg gauge group in four dimensions.

This definition indicates that stability implies polystability, but not the other way.

A simple structure of the boundary vector fields, which satisfies eq. (1.5.1) is called
the ”standard embedding”, in which no five-branes are present between the two fixed 10-
dimensional walls, and only one gauge instanton is turned on, with structure group SU(3) C

FEjg, identical to the structure of the internal manifold, such that
Tr g FONFY = Trgo6RAR . (1.5.12)

The SU(3) instanton breaks the Eg gauge group on the first orbifold plane to Eg As a
result, after integrating out the compact dimensions of the Calabi-Yau X, we are left with
an Fg gauge field on the first four-dimensional hyperplane and an unbroken Eg gauge field

on the second four-dimensional hyperplane.

1.6 Connection to Experiment

Depending on the choice of the Calabi-Yau threefold, as well as the specific gauge con-
nections chosen on each orbifold surface, there are seemingly endless possibilities for con-
structing viable vacuum structures. Given this large number of choices, it might be a good
idea to narrow our search to the models that can reproduce phenomenologically realistic
physics. That is, it is possible to pick both the compactification geometry, as well as the
vector bundles, so that we reproduce the observed Standard Model of particles. In a series
of papers [9-23], a set of realistic vacua was obtained, entitled ”heterotic standard models”.

In these models, the underlying geometry of the six-dimensional compactification man-
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ifold determines a significant amount of properties of the low energy theory. In particular,
the Calabi—Yau manifold X can be chosen to be a torus-fibered threefold with fundamental
group 71 (X) = Zs x Zs. More specifically, the Calabi—Yau threefold X is the fiber product
of two rationally elliptic dPy surfaces, that is, a self-mirror Schoen threefold [7], quotiented
with respect to a freely acting Zgz x Zg isometry.
X:%f@’

(1.6.1)

where

X =dPy xp, dPy . (1.6.2)

Each dPy can be thought of as an elliptic fibration over a base P;. We take this base P; to
be the same for each dPy. This restriction then means that the complex dimension of X is
2 x 2 —1 = 3, as required. Its Hodge data is h"' = h12 = 3, so there are three Kihler and
three complex structure moduli.

It is then possible to construct a slope-stable, holomorphic vector bundle with vanishing

slope on X of the form
(1
- 1748))

_ 1.6.3
Za X 23 (1.6.3)

where V() has structure group SU(4) C Eg, which is constructed by “extension” as
0=V, -Vvh 51, 50, (1.6.4)

Each of V7 and V5 is a specific tensor product of a line bundle with a rank two bundle pulled
back from a dPgy factor of X. In the heterotic M-theory picture, this bundle is associated
with the ”observable sector”.

This SU(4) holomorphic vector bundle V() breaks the Eg gauge group on the observable
sector to the Spin(10) C Eg gauge group in four dimensions, as shown in Figure 1.5.
Although this model has a GUT-like gauge group on the observable sector, it does not

contain the GUT-Higgs adjoint multiplets necessary to break it to the Standard Model
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gauge group. In contrast with field theory, string theory is a rigid structure and we cannot
choose to introduce this multiplet by hand. However, for non-simply connected CY spaces
(i.e with 71(X) # 0), there exists an alternative of breaking the Spin(10) group by turning

on non-trivial Wilson lines, thus bringing it closer to the SM gauge group.

50(10)

My = My, _,
XB—-L

SUB)c ®SU(2)L ® SUR)rR®U(1)p—_r

[L=(1,2,1,-1)
Le=(1,1,2,1)

)y &y

16 4 X9
Q = (37 27 17 1/3)

ch = (31 11 27 _1/3)

*H: (172y270) } X2
Heo = (37 1,1, 2/3)
;HC = (37 17 17 _2/3)

l X3R

SUB)c ®SUR2)L@U(1)sr@U(1)p—1L

10

|

Mj = My,p

[L=(@1,2,0,-1)
e =(1,1,1/2,1)
ve=(1,1,-1/2,1) MSSM
16 a x3
Q= (3,2,0,1/3) 4
u® = (3,1,-1/2,—-1/3) 3 right-handed neutrino
dc=(3,1,1/2,—-1/3) supermultiplets
[(H,=(1,2,1/2,0)
07 Hy = (1,2,-1/2,0)

Figure 1.6: The particle spectra in the scaling regimes of the sequential Wilson line breaking
pattern of SO(10) in which M, , , = My > M,,, = M.

This is precisely what happens in the known constructions of the ”heterotic standard
models”. Realistic low-energy spectra are obtained by turning on two flat Wilson lines xp_r,

and x3g, each associated with a different Zgz factor of the Zz x Zs holonomy of X. Doing
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this preserves the N = 1 supersymmetry of the effective theory, but breaks the observable

gauge group down to

Spin(10) — SU(3)c x SU(2)z x U(L)y x U(1)p_r, . (1.6.5)

The result is the so-called B — L MSSM. The low-energy gauge group, after turning on both
Z3 Wilson lines, is that of the Standard Model augmented by an additional gauge U(1)p_p,
factor, and the particle content of the effective theory is precisely that of the MSSM, with
three right-handed neutrino chiral multiplets and a single Higgs-Higgs conjugate pair, and

no exotic fields. The complete breaking pattern is shown in Figure 1.6.

1.7 Outline

This thesis is structured in two parts.

The first part follows how the B — L MSSM is obtained from a ”top-down” superstring
analysis. We have already explained that such constructions involve turning on a holo-
morphic, slope-stable SU(4) vector bundle on the observable wall, which partially breaks
the observable sector Eg gauge symmetry, leaving a Spin(10) group unbroken in the 4D
effective theory. Two Wilson lines are then turned on to break the Spin(10) further to
the SU(3)c x SU(2), x U(1)y x U(1)p—r, gauge group. On its own, however, this observ-
able sector has no associated dynamical SUSY-breaking mechanism. A typical proposal in
heterotic compactifications is that the SUSY-breaking effects occur in the hidden sector.

Following the work in [24], we show that for a viable heterotic vacuum, this hidden sector
must be consistent with a series of constraints. Previous attempts to build such a hidden
sector were valid only in the weakly coupled heterotic string regime. Unfortunately, in this
regime, one cannot obtain reasonable values for the unification scale or SM gauge couplings.
In Section 2.4, which follows [24] we show how to rectify this problem. We propose a rank-
two hidden sector gauge bundle L@ L', characterized by a line bundle L, whose associated

U(1) is embedded into the hidden Eg connection via the map U(1) — SU(2) — Eg. This
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bundle construction not only satisfies all of the ”vacuum constraints”, but, in addition,
corresponds to the strongly coupled heterotic string. Notably, within a substantial region
of the Kéahler moduli space, the coupling is strong yet under control and is large enough to
yield the correct value for the observable sector SO(10) unification mass and gauge coupling.
In Section 2.5, we analyze other more general constructions of hidden sector vector bundles,
using multiple line bundles as the building blocks. We also discuss possible deformations of
the underlying hidden sector bundle within this context. Building on this work, in Section
2.6, which follows [25], we attach a possible SUSY-breaking mechanism, namely gaugino
condensation in the hidden sector. The condensate induces non-zero F-terms in the 4D
effective theory which break SUSY globally. This effect is mediated by gravity and induces
moduli-dependent soft SUSY-breaking terms in the observable sector.

The second part treats the B— L MSSM from a low-energy phenomenology perspective,
following its current and future detection efforts at the LHC. Within this model, the spon-
taneous breaking of R-parity leads to specific, and completely calculable, R-parity violating
(RPV) decays of the lightest supersymmetric particle (the LSP) into SM particles, thus
opening a new arena of the SUSY phenomenological landscape. Following [26], we study
the RPV decay modes of two types of superparticles: charginos and neutralinos. Then,
following [27] and [28], we analyze the RPV decays of the Wino chargino, Wino neutralino,
and Bino neutralino subspecies, in scenarios in which they are the LSPs. We perform a
statistical analysis of their decay modes, working with a computer simulation that outputs
sets of superparticle mass spectra that are entirely consistent with the current experimental
bounds. The findings suggest that these R-parity violating LSP decays could be amenable
to direct detection at the ATLAS and CMS detectors at the LHC. Detection of these pro-
cesses would not only be an explicit indication of ”Beyond the Standard Model” physics,
but would also strongly hint at the existence of N = 1 SUSY with spontaneously broken

R-parity.
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Chapter 2

The Strongly Coupled Eg x Eg

Heterotic Vacuum

2.1 The B—- L MSSM Heterotic Standard Model

The B— L MSSM vacuum of heterotic M-theory was first introduced in [9,10,29] and various
aspects of the theory were discussed in detail in [26-28, 30, 31]. This phenomenologically
realistic theory is obtained as follows. First, eleven-dimensional Horava-Witten theory [3,4]
— which is valid to order 11343, where k717 is the eleven-dimensional Planck constant — is
compactified on a specific Calabi-Yau threefold X down to a five-dimensional My x S*/Z
effective theory, with N = 1, D = 5 supersymmetry in the bulk space and N = 1,D =4
supersymmetry on the orbifold boundaries [32,33]. By construction, this five-dimensional
theory is also only valid to order m?{?’. A BPS double domain wall vacuum solution of this
theory was then presented [33]. This BPS vacuum of the five-dimensional theory can, in
principle, be computed to all orders as an expansion in n?{g and used to dimensionally
reduce to a four-dimensional, N = 1 supersymmetric theory on M. However, since the
five-dimensional effective theory is only defined to order /ﬁf{g, and since solving the BPS
vacuum equations to higher-order for the Calabi—Yau threefold associated with the B — L

2/3

MSSM is very difficult, it is reasonable to truncate the BPS vacuum at order ;" as well.
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Dimensionally reducing with respect to this “linearized” solution to the BPS equations then
leads to the four-dimensional N = 1 supersymmetric effective Lagrangian for the B — L
MSSM vacuum of heterotic M-theory. By construction, this four-dimensional theory is
also only valid to order H%{S — except for several quantities, specifically the dilaton, the
gauge couplings of both the observable and hidden sectors, and the Fayet—Iliopoulos term
associated with any U(1) gauge symmetry of the hidden sector, which are well-defined to
order ’51;{3 [5,8,33,34]. All geometric moduli are obtained by averaging the associated
five-dimensional fields over the fifth dimension.

Having discussed the basic construction elements of the B — L. MSSM heterotic vacuum,

we will, in the rest of this section, present in detail the specific construction of this four-

dimensional effective theory. The content of this section is based on the work done in [24,35].

2.1.1 The Calabi—Yau Threefold

Let us start our discussion with the six-dimensional compactification manifold, whose un-
derlying geometry determines a significant amount of properties of the low energy theory.
The Calabi—Yau manifold X is chosen to be a torus-fibered threefold with fundamental
group m1(X) = Zs x Zs. More specifically, the Calabi—Yau threefold X is the fiber product
of two rationally elliptic dPy surfaces, that is, a self-mirror Schoen threefold [7], quotiented
with respect to a freely acting Zs x Zs3 isometry. Its Hodge data is h'! = h!? = 3, so there
are three Kéhler and three complex structure moduli. The complex structure moduli will
play no role throughout this work. Relevant here is the degree-two Dolbeault cohomology
group

HY(X,C) = spanc{wy, ws, w3} , (2.1.1)

where w; = w;,; are harmonic (1, 1)-forms on X with the properties

w3Aw3 =0, wiAwg=3wiAwi, wrAwg=3wsAws. (2.1.2)
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Defining the intersection numbers as
1 -
dige =~ | wiNwjAwp 4,5,k=1,23, (2.1.3)
vJ/x

where v is a reference volume of dimension (length), it follows that

1 11

0.3.0) (.31 (0,10
(dijk) = (%,%,1) (%,0,0) (1,0,0) | - (2.1.4)

(0,1,0) (1,0,0) (0,0,0)

The (i, j)-th entry in the matrix corresponds to the triplet (d;jx)r=123. The Kéhler cone
is the positive octant

K =H¥(X,R) C H*(X,R). (2.1.5)

The Kahler form, defined to be w,; = ig,;, where g,; is the Ricci-flat metric on X, can be
any element of K. That is, suppressing the Calabi—Yau indices, the Kéhler form can be
expanded as

w = a'w;, wherea® >0 . (2.1.6)

The real, positive coefficients a’ are the three (1,1) Kéhler moduli of the Calabi-Yau three-
fold. Here, and throughout this work, upper and lower H'' indices are summed unless

otherwise stated. The dimensionless volume modulus is defined by

1
V= U/X\/g (2.1.7)

and, hence, the dimensionful Calabi—Yau volume is V = vV. Using the definition of the

Kéhler form and the intersection numbers (2.1.3), V' can be written as

1 1 o
V = 6—1} Aw AwAw = gdz‘jk@la]ak . (218)
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It is sometimes useful to express the three (1,1) moduli in terms of V' and two additional

independent moduli. This can be accomplished by defining the scaled shape moduli
V=vV-13, i=1,2,3. (2.1.9)
It follows from (2.1.8) that they satisfy the constraint
dijrb' V" =6 (2.1.10)
and, hence, represent only two degrees of freedom.

2.1.2 The Observable Sector Bundle

On the observable orbifold plane, the vector bundle V(! on X is chosen to be a specific
holomorphic bundle with structure group SU(4) C Eg. The structure of this bundle was
discussed in [9, 10,20, 36]. In order to preserve N = 1 supersymmetry in the low-energy
four-dimensional effective theory on My, this bundle must be both slope-stable and have

vanishing slope [20,29]. Recall that the slope of any bundle or sub-bundle F is defined as

1

HF) = rank(F)v2/3

/ a(F) NwAw, (2.1.11)
X

where w is the Kéhler form in (2.1.6). Since the first Chern class ¢; of any SU(N) bundle
must vanish, it follows immediately that ,u(V(l)) = 0, as required. However, demonstrating
that our chosen bundle is slope-stable is non-trivial and was proven in detail in several
papers [9,10,36]. The SU(4) vector bundle will indeed be slope-stable in a restricted, but
large, region of the positive Kdhler cone. As proven in detail in [20], this will be the case in
a subspace of the Kéhler cone defined by seven inequalities. In this region, all sub-bundles

of V(Y will have a negative slope. These can be slightly simplified into the statement that
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Figure 2.1: The observable sector stability region in the Kahler cone.
the moduli a’, i = 1,2, 3, must satisfy at least one of the two inequalities
5 —(aM)? — 3a1a? 22
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\/;a T AR T PR 6al — 6a2

The subspace K° satisfying (2.3.1) is a full-dimensional subcone of the Kahler cone K defined
in (2.1.5). It is a cone because the inequalities are homogeneous. In other words, only the
angular part of the Kihler moduli (the b%) are constrained, but not the overall volume.
Hence, it is best displayed as a two-dimensional “star map” as seen by an observer at the
origin. This is shown in Figure 2.1. For Kahler moduli restricted to this subcone, the
four-dimensional low-energy theory in the observable sector is N = 1 supersymmetric.
Having discussed that our specific SU(4) holomorphic vector bundle preserves four-
dimensional N = 1 supersymmetry, let us examine the physical content of the effective

theory on My. To begin with, SU(4) x Spin(10) is a maximal-rank subgroup of Es. Hence,
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SU(4) breaks the Eg group to
Eg — Spin(10) . (2.1.13)

However, to proceed further, one must break this Spin(10) “grand unified” group down to
the gauge group of the MSSM. This is accomplished by turning on two flat Wilson lines,
each associated with a different Zg factor of the Zs x Z3z holonomy of X . Doing this preserves
the N = 1 supersymmetry of the effective theory, but breaks the observable gauge group
down to

Spin(lO) — SU(3)C X SU(?)L X U(l)y X U(l)B,L . (2.1.14)

The mass scale associated with the Wilson lines can be approximately the same, or sepa-
rated by up to one order of magnitude. Be that as it may, for energies below the lightest
Wilson line mass, the particle spectrum of the B — L MSSM is exactly that of the MSSM;
that is, three families of quarks and leptons, including three right-handed neutrino chiral
supermultiplets — one per family — and exactly one pair of Higgs-Higgs conjugate chiral
superfields. There are no vector-like pairs of particles and no exotics of any kind. It follows
from (2.1.14) however, that the gauge group is that of the MSSM plus an additional gauged
U(1) associated with the B — L quantum numbers. The physics of this additional gauge
symmetry — which is broken far above the electroweak scale — is discussed in detail in a

number of papers [37-44] and is phenomenologically acceptable.

2.1.3 The Hidden Sector Bundle

In general, the hidden-sector vector bundle can have the generic form of a Whitney sum

R
VO —yye L, L= EBLT 7 (2.1.15)
r=1
where Vy is a slope-stable, non-abelian bundle and each L,, r = 1,..., R, is a holomorphic

line bundle with structure group U(1). In this work we restrict our model to vector bundles
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consisting of the Whitney sum of line bundles only; that is
R
VO ==L, . (2.1.16)
r=1
Each line bundle L, is associated with a divisor of X and is conventionally expressed as

L, = Ox (11,1213, (2.1.17)

TIIry T

where the [’ are integers satisfying the condition
(I} +1*)mod3=0. (2.1.18)

This additional constraint is imposed for these bundles to arise from Zj3 X Zs equivariant
line bundles on the covering space of X.

The structure group is U(1)¥, where each U(1) factor has a specific embedding into the
hidden sector Eg gauge group. It follows from the definition that rank(£) = R that the

first Chern class is

R

1
Cl(ﬁ) = ch(LT), Cl(Lr) = m([iwl + ZEQ)Q + l§w3). (2119)
r=1

Note that since £ is a sum of holomorphic line bundles, c2(£) = c3(£) = 0. However,
the relevant quantity for the hidden sector vacuum is the second Chern character defined

in [34]. For L this becomes

R
cha(L) =Y chy(Ly) . (2.1.20)
r=1
Since c2(Ly) = 0, it follows that
cha(Ly) = arci(Ly) A ci(Ly) (2.1.21)
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where

1
ap = 7Tr 1:.Q? (2.1.22)

with @, the generator of the r-th U(1) factor embedded into the 248 adjoint representation
of the hidden sector Eg, and the trace is taken over the 248 of Eg (including a conventional
factor of 1/30).

In this section, following [24], we will further simplify the hidden sector vector bundle
to consist of a single holomorphic line bundle L with structure group U(1) C Eg only. We
embed a single line bundle into an SU(2) subgroup of Eg, such that the low energy gauge
group on the hidden sector is E7 x U(1). We obtain the E; x U(1) subgroup after we break
the 7th simple root of Eg. In this case, Eg first breaks to the maximal Er x SU(2) subgroup,
and then the SU(2) is broken further to U(1).

Under Eg — E7 x SU(2), the 248 adjoint representation of Eg decomposes as
248 = (1,3) + (56,2) + (133,1). (2.1.23)

After breaking the SU(2) group further to S(U(1) x U(1)) ~ U(1), the above 248 repre-

sentation decomposes under F7 x U(1) as
248 =10+ 1g+1_9+ 561 +56_; +133; . (2.1.24)

To find the Eg connection which corresponds to this breaking pattern, we first build
the SU(2) connection at the decomposable locus. At the decomposable locus, the structure
group of the SU(2) bundle Va degenerates to SU(2) — S(U(1)xU(1)) ~ U(1). At thislocus,

we embed the U(1) line bundle into the SU(2) bundle V3 by defining a group homomorphism

U(1) < S(U(1) x U(1)) € SU(2) . (2.1.25)

34



This map is in this case given by

e — ], (2.1.26)

where ¢ is the U(1) phase. This embedding indicates to us that the SU(2) bundle can be

built from a U(1) line bundle L and its inverse alone, such that
Vo=L@® L', (2.1.27)
Equivalently, we can write the SU(2) connection in terms of the Ay(;y connection:

AU(I) 0
AU(l) — ASU(Q) = . (2.1.28)
0 _AU(l)
The SU(2) connection can be embedded further into the Eg connection. This Eg connection
commutes with the generators of F; on the hidden sector, as well as with itself and hence,

it breaks the Eg group to the Ey x U(1) low energy group. We derive the line bundle

embedding into the Eg from the decomposition (2.1.24), by reading the U(1) charges:

AEg - AU(I) - AU(I)Q . (2129)

0 x id133

where @ is the particular U(1) generator which breaks Fg to the low energy group.

For the explicit choice of embedding, we find the numerical constant

1
o= Tr Q% =1, (2.1.30)
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where the trace Tr includes a factor of 1/30. This coefficient will enter several of the con-
sistency conditions, such as the anomaly cancellation equation, required for an acceptable
vacuum solution.

We note in passing that the four-dimensional effective theory associated with choosing

this explicit embedding has gauge symmetry

H=E; xU(1), (2.1.31)

where the second factor is an “anomalous” U(1). It is identical to the structure group of L
and arises in the low-energy theory since U (1) commutes with itself. This will be discussed
in detail in Section 2.4.

An important comment can be now made about this bundle’s stability. To begin with,
we note that for the explicit bundle construction shown above, L and its inverse L~! are
both sub-line bundles of the hidden sector Eg gauge bundle. Since the connection of the

hidden Fg bundle vanishes, it can be poly-stable only iff

w(L)=u(L7H) =0. (2.1.32)

The DUY theorem [45] states that the connection associated with this bundle, solves the
HYM equation, and the solution is unique if V is poly-stable.
Generically, however, this will not be the case. It follows from (2.1.11) and (2.1.19)

that the slope of L is proportional to its first Chern class c¢1(L) = Ull/g (lhwr + laws + l3ws)

and, hence, its slope does not vanish anywhere in Kéahler moduli space. We will discuss
the bundle stability condition on the hidden sector in Section 2.4, where we also provide an

explicit solution.

2.1.4 Bulk Space Five-Branes

In addition to the holomorphic vector bundles on the observable and hidden orbifold planes,

the bulk space between these planes can contain five-branes wrapped on two-cycles Cén), n=
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1,...,Nin X. Cohomologically, each such five-brane is described by the (2, 2)-form Poincaré
dual to Cén), which we denote by W (™. Note that to preserve N = 1 supersymmetry in
the four-dimensional theory, these curves must be holomorphic and, hence, each W) ig
an effective class. In the following, we present the formalism associated with an arbitrary
number N of such five-branes. Later, in Section 2.3, we will study a specific configuration,
with a single five-brane. We denote its location in the bulk space by z1, where z; € [0, 1].
When convenient, we will re-express this five-brane location in terms of the parameter

A=z — 3, where A € [—1,1].

2.1.5 Anomaly Cancellation

As discussed in [33,46], anomaly cancellation in heterotic M-theory requires that

N+1
S g o, (2.1.33)
n=0
where
1 1
0) _ 1 1
T = - (Te g PO A FO) 5T 5006 R A R)
J =wm  p=1.. N, (2.1.34)
1 1
J(N+1) = — 1672 (TI‘ E'gF(2) VAN F(2) — iTI" SO(6)R A R)

Note that the indices n = 0 and n = N 4+ 1 denote the observable and hidden sector
domain walls respectively, and not the location of a five-brane. Using the definitions of the

associated Chern characters, the anomaly cancellation condition can be expressed as
R
2(TX) = (V) + > arer(Ly) Aer(Ly) = W =0, (2.1.35)
r=1

where we have restricted the hidden sector bundle to be of the form (2.1.16) and W =
25:1 W™ is the total five-brane class. For our particular compactification manifold and

for our observable sector tangent bundle and gauge bundle of the B— L MSSM given in [34],
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we have that
1 47
Ul/3/x (cz(TX) ca(V )) A wj <3,3, 4>i . (2.1.36)

Furthermore, it follows from the properties of the Chern characters, and defining

1
W; = W Aw; , 2.1.37
=5 | WA (2137

that the anomaly condition (2.1.35) can be expressed as
47 4 .
Wi= (55— 4l + > ardigplily >0, i=1,2,3. (2.1.38)
r=1

The positivity constraint on W follows from the requirement that it be an effective class to
preserve N = 1 supersymmetry.

Finally, it is useful to define the charges

" 1 .
v X

For example, when n = 0, it follows from (2.1.34), using results for the second Chern class
of the observable sector gauge bundle given in [34] and the intersection numbers (2.1.3) and

(2.1.4), we find that

o_ 2 1. 2.1.40
B’L (37 37 )”L ( [ 8% )
The five-brane charges Bi(n), n=1,... N, satisfy the relation
N
wi=>"p8". (2.1.41)
n=1

Restricting this to a single hidden-sector line bundle L and a single bulk-space five-brane,

the anomaly cancellation equation can be simplified and then rewritten in the form

4 .
W, = (g, g, _4)|i + adijkljlk >0 1=1,2,3, (2.1.42)
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where the coefficient a is defined in (2.1.30). The positivity constraint on W follows from the

requirement that the five-brane wraps an effective class to preserve N = 1 supersymmetry.

2.1.6 Going from 11D to 5D - Reduction Constraint

In strongly coupled heterotic M-theory, there is a one-dimensional interval S!/Zs separating
the observable and hidden orbifold planes. Denoting by p an arbitrary reference radius of
S1, the reference length of this one-dimensional interval is given by mp. A real coordinate
on this interval is written as 2'! € [0, 7p]. As discussed the introduction as well as later in
Section 2.1.7, arbitrary dimensionless functions on My x S'/Zsy can be averaged over this

interval, leading to moduli that are purely functions on My. Averaging the b function in

the five-dimensional metric, ds2 = - - - + b%(dz!!)?, defines a four-dimensional modulus
R
5= (b)11 . (2.1.43)

The physical length of this orbifold interval is then given by 7rp§. It is convenient to define
a new coordinate z by z = %, which runs over the interval z € [0, 1].

We now present the necessary condition for a consistent dimensional reduction on a
Calabi—Yau threefold X from the d = 11 Hotfava—Witten orbifold to five-dimensional het-
erotic M-theory. For this reduction to be viable, the averaged Calabi—Yau radius must,
when calculated using the eleven-dimensional M-theory metric, be sufficiently smaller than
the physical length of the S!/Zs interval. That is, one must have

WpﬁV*I/E‘

o 1, (2.1.44)

where the constant parameters v and p were introduced above and the moduli V' and R
are defined in (2.1.8) and (2.1.43) respectively. The extra factor of V~1/3 in the numerator
arises because the S'/Zs interval length must be computed with respect to the eleven-

dimensional metric. To see this, recall from [33] that the eleven-dimensional metric ansatz
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for the reduction to five dimensions is given by
ds%l = V_2/3ga5dxadx5 + gABdCL‘AdLEB , (2.1.45)

where g, is the five-dimensional metric and g4p is the metric of the Calabi-~Yau threefold.
Note that the factor of V' ~=2/3 is chosen so that Jap 1s in the five-dimensional Einstein frame.

To further reduce to four dimensions, one takes

Japdz®da? = ﬁ_lgw/dx“dx” + R?(dz'™)? (2.1.46)

where z!!

runs from 0 to mp and g,, is the four-dimensional Einstein frame metric. As
measured by the five-dimensional metric, the S!/Zs orbifold interval has length Trp]%. How-
ever, if one wants to compare the scale of the orbifold interval with that of the Calabi—Yau

threefold, one must use the eleven-dimensional metric. Substituting (2.1.46) into (2.1.45)

and averaging the value of V over the orbifold interval, we find

ds?, = V_2/3§_lgu,,d:v“dx” + V23R (da')? + gapdatda® (2.1.47)
From this we see that, in eleven dimensions, the orbifold interval has length ﬂp]/%V_l/ 3 as
used in (2.1.44). It is helpful to note that (2.1.44) can be written as
§ 1/6
—' > 1, whereegp= — . (2.1.48)
erV'1/2 TP

2.1.7 Going from 5D to 4D: The Linearized Double Domain Wall

The five-dimensional effective theory of heterotic M-theory, obtained by reducing Hotava—
Witten theory on the above Calabi—Yau threefold, admits a BPS double domain wall so-
lution with five-branes in the bulk space [5,8,32,33,47,48]. This solution depends on the

moduli V and b® defined in the text, as well as the a, b functions of the five-dimensional
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metric

dsg = anx“dazl’nW + b2(dx11)2 , (2.1.49)

all of which are dependent on the five coordinates %, a = 0,...,3,11 of My x S'/Zy. The
detailed structure of the linearized double domain wall depends on the solution of three

non-linear equations discussed in [33]. These can be approximately solved by expanding to
(0)

)

linear order in the quantity G’Sﬁi(o)(z — 1), where we define z = 2! /mp with z € [0,1], 3
is given in (2.1.40) and

<m11)2/3 2mp
€5 =

/
ST an) B

(2.1.50)

It is also convenient to express the moduli of the theory in terms of orbifold average func-
tions defined as follows. For an arbitrary dimensionless function f of the five My x S!/Zs

coordinates, define its average over the S1/Zy orbifold interval as

1 e 11
<f>11=;p ; dz ' f (2.1.51)

where p is the reference length. Then (f);; is a function of the four coordinates z*,
w=0,...,3 of My only. The linearized solution is expressed in terms of orbifold aver-

age functions

Vo=V, bh= ), <R0> 2 = (a)11 , Ro _ (b)11 . (2.1.52)

The fact that they are averaged is indicated by the subscript 0.

The solution to these linearized equations depends on the number of five-branes located
within the fifth-dimensional interval. Here, for simplicity, we will consider the vacuum
to contain a single five-brane, wrapped on a holomorphic curve, and located at the fifth-
dimensional coordinate z; € [0,1]. It was then shown in [33] that the conditions for the

validity of the linear approximation then break into two parts. Written in terms of the
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averaged moduli, these are

R 1.1 .
2¢s 2 |80 (z — ) = 28 (1 — 2)?| < |dijblbh| . z€0,2] (2.1.53)
Vo 2’ 7 9
and
R 1.1 A
zegvo (5§°)+5§1>)(z—§)—§5§”z% < dijkb{)blg) . z€ a1 (2.1.54)
0

When dimensionally reduced on this linearized BPS solution, the four-dimensional func-
tions af), Vo, bf) and Eo will become moduli of the D = 4 effective heterotic M-theory. The
geometric role of af and Vj, b} will remain the same as above — now, however, for the
averaged Calabi—Yau threefold. For example, the dimensionful volume of the averaged
Calabi—Yau manifold will be given by vVy. The new dimensionless quantity Eo will be
the length modulus of the orbifold. The dimensionful length of S!/Zj is given by Wpﬁo.
Finally, since the remainder of this section will be within the context of the D = 4 effective
theory, we will, for simplicity, drop the subscript “0” on all moduli henceforth — as well as

everywhere in the text of this thesis.

2.1.8 The D =4 Eg x Ey Effective Theory

When d = 5 heterotic M-theory is dimensionally reduced to four dimensions on the linearized
BPS double domain wall with five-branes, the result is an N = 1 supersymmetric effective
four-dimensional theory with (potentially spontaneously broken) Eg x Eg gauge group. The
Lagrangian will break into two distinct parts. The first contains terms of order m%{g in the

4/3

eleven-dimensional Planck constant x11, while the second consists of terms of order x;;".

The /@%{3 Lagrangian

This Lagrangian is well-known and was presented in [5]. Here we revise only the relevant
properties. In four dimensions, the moduli must be organized into the lowest components

of chiral supermultiplets. Here, we need only consider the real part of these components.
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Additionally, one specifies that these chiral multiplets have canonical Kahler potentials in

the effective Lagrangian. The dilaton is simply given by
S=V+io, (2.1.55)

such that

ReS =V . (2.1.56)

Neither a’ nor b — defined in (2.1.6) and (2.1.9) respectively — have canonical kinetic energy.

To obtain this, one must define the re-scaled moduli
th = Rb' = RV~13q" | (2.1.57)
where we have used (2.1.9) in the text, and choose the complex Kithler moduli 7% so that
Tt = t* + 2ix* (2.1.58)

Denote the real modulus specifying the location of the n-th five-brane in the bulk space by
2 = xll/7p where n = 1,..., N. As with the Kihler moduli, it is necessary to define the
fields

A ﬁi(n)tizn + 22'61-(")(—17% +x%), n=1,---N. (2.1.59)

These rescaled Z,, five-brane moduli have canonical kinetic energy.

Note that the complex components of S, 7% and Z contain axionic scalars o, x* and 7,
for i =1,...,h"!, respectively.

Furthermore, to this order, the gauge kinetic functions f; and fo on the hidden and the

observable sector, respectively, are equal,

fi=fa=5. (2.1.60)
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The /4;411{3 Lagrangian

4/3

The terms in the BPS double domain wall solution proportional to € lead to order ;]
additions to the D = 4 Lagrangian. These have several effects. The simplest is that the
five-brane location moduli now contributes to the definition of the dilaton. Specifically,
following [6,49] (see also [50] for the weakly coupled string result and [51] for a detailed
derivation), the expressions for the complex scalar moduli fields, in the presence of five-

branes, are

N
_ €5 (n)gi 2 | -
S—V—I—szlﬁi 'z, +1

N
o+ e€g Z ﬁ;n)xizg] ,
n=1

o . 2.1.61
T'=t"+2ix", i=1,...,h"", ( )

Zn = B'(n)tizn + 2i51'(n)(_77iyn + Xizn) ;o n=1...,N.

2

These fields are the complex scalar components of the chiral superfields S = (S,¢s, Fs),
T = (Ti,wg, Fr}), Zp = (Zn,z,, Fz,). The Kdhler potentials associated with the moduli
fields was presented in [6,49]. In the restricted case, in which there is a single five-brane

between the observable and the hidden sector at z = % + A, such that W; = 5}1), these are

B _ / Z+Z)2
Ke——r2(5+5_ S5 ZH+2)"_
(3 S) (.16

1 L o _
Kr=—r;%In (AIBdijk(Tz + TH(T? + T9)(T* + Tk)> .

4/

More profoundly, these K113 terms lead, first, to threshold corrections to the gauge

4/3

kinetic functions, as computed to order x;;" in [6,8].

I N
fl - 9_ E?S <BZ(N+1)T1+2ZZ(T7,)> ’

(2.1.63)

n=1

/
fo=S+ %S/BZ-(N“)T .
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2.1.9 Gauge Threshold Corrections

Written in terms of the fields b° defined in (2.1.9) and including five-branes in the bulk

space, the gauge threshold corrections on the observable and hidden sector are given by

= N
47 R i
g X Relf) =V (1 + oy ;}(1 — 20) 201! )> (2.1.64)
and
(g)? 2V £ Tn7

respectively. The positive-definite constant of proportionality is identical for both gauge
couplings and is not relevant to the present discussion. It is important to note that the
effective parameter of the 5%3 expansion in (2.1.64) and (2.1.65), namely egﬁ/ V, is iden-
tical to the parameter appearing in (2.1.53) and (2.1.54)) for the validity of the linearized

approximation with a single five-brane. That is, the effective strong coupling parameter of

the H?{g expansion is given by

~

edt = e{gg : (2.1.66)

We point out that this is, up to a constant factor of order one, precisely the strong coupling
parameter presented in equation (1.3) of [52].

Recall that n = 0 and n = N +1 correspond to the observable and hidden sector domain
walls — not to five-branes. Therefore, zp = 0 and zy4+; = 1. Using (2.1.34) and (2.1.39), one
can evaluate the ﬁfn) coefficients in terms of the the a’,i = 1,2,3 Kihler moduli defined
in (2.1.6). Rewrite the above expressions in terms of these moduli using (2.1.8), (2.1.9),
(2.1.20), (2.1.21), and redefine the five-brane moduli to be

11
A= zn— =, A€ |—=.=| . 2.1.
z E[ 5 2] (2.1.67)
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Furthermore, choosing our hidden sector bundle to be that given in (2.1.16), we find that

A 1/ , R 1
X — WAWANAW— €g—=
6U X

(gM)2 €s oV 1/3 y1/3
. N (2.1.68)
_ My = _ S WA 74 ()
></Xcu/\< ex(VD) 4 Ler(TX) ;(2 )2 )
and
4 1 N R 1
7(9(2))2 X 67’0 w w w 6572‘/1/317/3
X v (2.1.69)
/ w A (Zarcl /\01 L )+ 202(TX Z 2 + An ) W(n)>
n=1

where a, is given in (2.1.22). The first term on the right-hand side, that is, the volume
V defined in (2.1.8), is the order /1?{3 result. The remaining terms are the n%{g M-theory
corrections first presented in [8].

Consistency of the D = 4 effective theory requires both (¢())? and (9()? to be positive.

It follows that the moduli of the four-dimensional theory are constrained to satisfy

1 , R 1 )
U/XW/\W/\M_&SWUIB/XW/\(_CQ(V )

+oe(TX) =) (5= M)W >0 (2.1.70)

and

1 . R
U/Xw/\w/\w—3esvl/3vl/3/w/\ Zarcl ) A c1(Ly)

+ %@(TX) - 2(5 + )W) > 0. (2.1.71)
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One can use (2.1.3), (2.1.4), (2.1.6), (2.1.19) and (2.1.37) to rewrite these expressions as

R 8, 5
dijra‘alak —365V1/3< (3 +3a + 4a®)+
N (2.1.72)
CL + CL Z 2 Z W(”))
n=1
and
R ik
dwka aa —365V1/3( ik Zlarl e
N " (2.1.73)
1 .
2(al 2y 1 )\TLZ’W-(”)> 0
+2(a' +a?) nZl(z+ o' W) >
respectively.

We now restrict those results to the case of a hidden-sector bundle constructed from of

11
a single line bundle L and a single five-brane located at A = z; — % € [—2, 2} . The charges

0 1 .
ﬁf ) and Bi( ), and the constant coefficient € are

O — (2 L) gy (2.1.74)
373/,
and
) _ (F\?/? 2mp
€g = TES , €g = (47r) 275 (2.1.75)

The parameters v and p are defined above and k11 is the eleven-dimensional Planck constant.
Written in terms of the Kéhler moduli a’ using (2.1.9), the constraints that (¢™))? and (¢()2

be positive definite are then given by

R 8, 5
(—=(za' + Sa® + 4a?)
vish t3e 3 (2.1.76)

+2(at + a?) — (5 ~ N2 W;) >0

d; kaaa — 3€
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and

~

diratalak — 3eg—r(ad; Latirk
! Vi3 1j (2.1.77)
+2(a" + a?) — (5 + A2 W) >0,

respectively. The Calabi-Yau volume modulus V is defined in terms of the a’ moduli in
(2.1.8), and R is the independent S1/Zsy length modulus defined in (2.1.43). Note that
the coefficient a defined in (2.1.30) enters both expressions via the five-brane class W; and

independently occurs in the second term of (2.1.77).

2.2 Matching with Observations - Phenomenological Con-

straints

In the previous section, we explored the mathematical constraints required for the theory
to be anomaly free with a hidden sector containing a single line bundle L and a single
bulk space five-brane. Furthermore, the Kdhler moduli space constraints were presented so
that a specific SU(4) holomorphic vector bundle in the observable sector would be slope-
stable and preserve N = 1 supersymmetry. Important phenomenological properties of the
resultant effective theory were presented; specifically, that the low-energy gauge group, after
turning on both Zs Wilson lines, is that of the Standard Model augmented by an additional
gauge U(1)p_ factor, and that the particle content of the effective theory is precisely that
of the MSSM, with three right-handed neutrino chiral multiplets and a single Higgs-Higgs
conjugate pair, and no exotic fields.

That being said, for the B — L. MSSM to be completely realistic there are additional
low-energy properties that it must possess. These are: 1) spontaneous breaking of the
gauged B — L symmetry at a sufficiently high scale, 2) spontaneous breaking of electroweak
symmetry with the measured values of the W* and Z° masses, 3) the Higgs mass must
agree with its measured value, and 4) all sparticle masses must exceed their current exper-

imental lower bounds. In a series of papers [37,40,41], using generic soft supersymmetry
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breaking terms added to the effective theory, scattering the initial values of their param-
eters statistically over various physically interesting regions and running all parameters of
the effective theory to lower energy using an extensive renormalization group analysis, it
was shown that there is a wide range of initial conditions that completely solve all of the
required phenomenological constraints. These physically acceptable initial conditions are

¢

referred to as “viable black points”. More information about those physically viable sets of
points can be found in the second part of this thesis, where the main topic is precisely the
phenomenology of the B-L. MSSM.

Relevant to this theory is the fact that for two distinct choices of the mass scales of the
two Zg Wilson lines, the four gauge parameters associated with the SU(3)c x SU(2)p x

U(1)y x U(1)p_r, group were shown to grand unify — albeit at different mass scales. Let us

discuss these two choices in turn.

Split Wilson Lines

The first scenario involved choosing one of the Wilson lines to have a mass scale identical
to the Spin(10) breaking scale and to fine-tune the second Wilson line to have a somewhat
lower scale, chosen to give exact gauge coupling unification. The region between the two
Wilson line mass scales can exhibit either a “left-right” scenario or a Pati—Salam scenario
depending on which Wilson line is chosen to be the lightest. We refer the reader to [39]
for details. Here, to be specific, we will consider the “left-right” split Wilson line scenario.
For a given choice of viable black point, the gauge couplings unify at a specific mass scale
My with a specific value for the unification parameter a,,. It was shown in [37] that there
were 53,512 phenomenologically viable black points. The results for My and the associated
gauge parameter o, are plotted statistically over these viable black points in Figures 2.2
and 2.3 respectively. The average values for the unification scale and gauge parameter,
(My) and (o) respectively, are indicated.

The results presented in Figures 2.2 and 2.3 lead us to postulate two new “phenomeno-
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Figure 2.2: A histogram of the unification scale for the 53,512 phenomenologically viable
black points in the split Wilson line “left-right” unification scheme. The average unification
scale is (My) = 3.15 x 106 GeV.
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Figure 2.3: A histogram of the unification scale for the 53,512 viable black points in the
split Wilson line “left-right” unification scheme. The average value of the unified gauge
coupling is (ar,) = 0.0498 = 55l
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logical” constraints on our B — L MSSM vacuum. The first constraint is that

1 1

_ 16 _ .
(My) = 3.15 x 10'6 GeV = 6 = Jieyre

(2.2.1)

To elucidate the second constraint, we must present the explicit expression for the D = 4
effective Lagrangian for the observable and hidden sector gauge field kinetic terms. This

was calculated in [5,32,33] and, ignoring gravitation, was found to be

1

[~
16mragur

(Re flTl“ ESF{WFlw, + Re fQTI" ESF;VFQHV) 4+ ... (2.2.2)

where gyt is a parameter given by!

2 4 2/3
Gour = AL (”) . (2.2.3)

It then follows from Figure 2.3 and (2.2.2) that

1 aGuT
= = . 2.2.4
(o) 20.08  Ref; (22.4)
Furthermore, from the dimensionality reduction, we know that

8 K2

2 11
= = 2.2.5
1 Mz v2mp’ ( )

where k4 and Mp = 1.221 x 10" GeV are the four-dimensional Newton’s constant and

Planck mass respectively. It then follows that

. 3/2
aguT
p= < o ) v 2 ME (2.2.6)

! As discussed in [53], the expression for aquT presented here is two times larger than the result given
in [5,32,33].
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Finally, using these relations, the expression for €y in (2.1.75) can be rewritten as

27.‘.2p4/3

W . (2.2.7)

ey =
That is, using the physical values of the constants M and «,, determined in this section,

one can determine all constant parameters of the theory — that is, v, &gur, p, €5 and €g,

at any given fixed point (a!,a?,a?) inside the Kihler moduli space.

Simultaneous Wilson lines

In the previous subsection, we presented the phenomenological constraints for the “left-
right” split Wilson line scenario. Here, we will again discuss the two phenomenological
constraints, but this time in the scenario where the mass scales of the two Wilson lines and
the “unification” scale are approximately degenerate. Although somewhat less precise than
the split Wilson line scenario, this “simultaneous” Wilson line scenario is more natural in
the sense that less fine-tuning is required. We refer the reader to [37] for details. In this
new scenario, we continue to use the previous mass scale (M) = 3.15 x 100 GeV as the
SO(10) “unification” scale — since its mass is set by the scale of the gauge bundle — even
though when the Wilson lines are approximately degenerate the low-energy gauge couplings
no longer unify there. Rather, they are split at that scale by individual “threshold” effects.
Since the full B — L MSSM low energy theory now exists at (M), we will assume that soft
supersymmetry breaking also occurs at that scale. As shown in [37], we find that 44,884
valid black points satisfy all low-energy physical requirements — including the correct Higgs
mass. Rather than statistical plots over the set of all phenomenological black points, as we
did in Figures 2.2 and 2.3 for the previous scenario, here we present a single figure showing
the running of the inverse a parameters for the SU(3)c, SU(2)r, U(1)3g and U(1)p_;
gauge couplings. This is presented in Figure 2.4. Note that in the analysis of Figure 2.4,
we use the U(1)3p gauge group instead of U(1)y and U(1)_, instead of U(1)p_z, which
is a minor redefinition of the B — L charges, since this simplifies the renormalization group

analysis. However, the averages over their gauge thresholds differ only minimally from the
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Figure 2.4: Running gauge couplings for a sample “valid black point” with Mgsysy =
2350 GeV, Mp_; = 4670 GeV and sin?fr = 0.6. In this example, asz({My)) = 0.0377,
a2(<MU>) = 0.0377, OégR(<MU>) = 0.0433, and OéBL/(<MU>) = 0.0360.

basis used here. Furthermore, we will augment the results of Figure 2.4 with a more detailed
discussion below which uses our standard basis.
As discussed in the previous paragraph, the first constraint in this new scenario is

identical to constraint (2.2.1) above. That is,

I 1
V1/6 Topl/6y1/6

(My) = 3.15 x 10'® GeV = (2.2.8)

To elucidate the second phenomenological constraint in this scenario, however, requires
further analysis. First note from Figure 2.4, which is computed for a single initial valid
black point, that at (M) the values of the o parameters for each of the four gauge couplings

are given by

a3(<MU>) = 0.0377 s a2(<MU>) = 0.0377 s (2.2.9)

asr((My)) = 0.0433 , apr ((My)) = 0.0360 , (2.2.10)
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respectively. Taking the average over these parameters, we find that for that specific valid
black point,
1

Q3Vg = m . (2211)

However, to get a more generic value for the average (o) at the unification scale (M), one
can either: 1) repeat the same analysis as in Figure 2.4, statistically calculating over all valid
black points and finding the average of the results, or 2) use the following technique, which
is unique to a string theory analysis. Since our observable sector comes from an Eg X FEg
heterotic string theory in ten dimensions, we will use the second analysis for simplicity.
To do this, we note that, at the string tree level, the gauge couplings are expected to

grand unify to a single parameter gsring at a “string unification” scale
Mtring = Gstring X 5.27 x 1017 GeV . (2.2.12)

The string coupling parameter gsring is set by the value of the dilaton, and is typically of
O(1). A common value in the literature, see for example [54-56], is gstring = 0.7 which, for
specificity, we will use henceforth. Therefore, we take agiring and the string unification scale
to be

2
g _0.0389 ,  Miing = 3.69 x 10'7 GeV (22.13)

Olstring =

respectively. Note that Mg ing is approximately an order of magnitude larger than (My).
Below Mgiring however, the couplings evolve according to the renormalization group equa-
tions of B — L MSSM effective field theory. This adds another scaling regime, (My) —
Miring, to those discussed previously. The effective field theory in this regime remains that
of the B — L MSSM, with the same renormalization group factors as between the B — L
breaking scale and (My). However, the gauge coupling renormalization group equations

are now altered to

2
drag, Lp) = 47Tas_tl:rling — b In (ﬂﬁ) ) (2.2.14)

string

where the index a runs over SU(3),SU(2),3R, B — L, the coefficients b, are given in [41]
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and, for simplicity, we have ignored the “string threshold” corrections calculated in [37].
Note that the one-loop running gauge couplings do not unify exactly at (My). Rather, they
are “split” by dimensionless threshold effects. Using (2.2.13) and taking p? = (My)?, one
can evaluate the a, parameter for each of the four gauge couplings at the scale (Mp). We

find that

aSU(?,)((MU)) = 0.0430 s aSU(2)<<MU>) = 0.0383 s (2.2.15)

azp((My)) = 0.0351 , ap-((My)) = 0.0356 , (2.2.16)

and, hence, the average “unification” parameter at (M) is given by

1

(o) = 5275 - (2.2.17)

It follows that for the “simultaneous” Wilson line scenario, the second phenomenological

constraint is altered to become

1 aGur
D= — = , 9.2.18
() = 3616~ Re fy (2:2.18)

As with the “left-right” Wilson line scenario in the previous subsection, given the values
for v and Ggur from (2.2.8) and (2.2.18), one can then compute the parameters p, €y and

er using (2.2.6), (2.2.7) and (2.1.48) respectively.

2.3 Solving the B — L MSSM Vacuum Constraints

In this section, we will present a simultaneous solution to all of the B — L MSSM vacuum
constraints listed above. We briefly review them since they impose important constraints
on the physically allowed region of Kéhler and R moduli space. We study a specific con-
figuration, with a single five-brane. We denote its location in the bulk space by z, where
z € [0,1]. When convenient, we will re-express this five-brane location in terms of the

parameter A = z — 3, where A € [—3, 3].
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1. In order to preserve N = 1 supersymmetry in the four-dimensional effective theory,
the SU(4) bundle must be both slope-stable and have vanishing slope [20,29]. As
proven in detail in [20], the SU(4) bundle in the observable sector of the B — L
MSSM is slope-stable, and, hence, admits a connection that satisfies the Hermitian

Yang-Mills (HYM) equations, in the regions of the positive Kéhler cone defined by

5 — (a2 — 34102 2\2
<a1<a2§\/ga1 and a® < (a)6a1iga2+(a) or

5 222_5 1\2 _12_312 2\2
(\@almgdal g 20025 5  —(a')*~3a'a + (?)

30a! — 1242 6al — 6a2
(2.3.1)

2. The four-dimensional effective theory is derived by first compactifying on a Calabi—
Yau threefold to give a five-dimensional theory, and then reducing further on the
S1/Zs interval. For this to be consistent, we require that the length of the interval
is sufficiently large compared to the average Calabi—Yau radius. This condition takes

the form
TpRV /3

o 1. (2.3.2)

3. The reduction on the orbifold interval from 5D to 4D uses a linearized approximation

to the five-dimensional BPS solution of heterotic M-theory.

~

, (0) 1 1 : 1 9 ik 1
2€SV1/3 6’L (Z — 5) — §LL2(§ — )\) ‘ < ‘dzjka]a | , z € [0, )\ + 5] , (233)
R | o 1. 011 - 1
! ; I\ T (= i _
265V1/3 (B; 7+ Wy) (= 2) 2W1(2 + N < |dijra’a®|, ze A+ 2,1] . (2.3.4)

4. The squares of the “unified” gauge couplings in both the observable and hidden sectors
must be positive-definite. As shown in the previous section, these conditions can be

written as

didial o 6/5}?21_12 3L ey i
ijka'a’a +3V1/3 3¢ ~ 30 + 4a +(2 AN Wia' ) >0, (2.3.5)
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dijka’a]ak -3

.
el (2 1
<3a 3

1 7
Ve ~a? +4a® + (1 — (5 + N Wia > >0, (2.3.6)

1
where z = B + A gives the position of the five-brane in the interval.

. We want our top-down model to give reasonable four-dimensional physics, which leads
to a number of “phenomenological” constraints. One such constraint is that the
Spin(10) grand unification scale, (Mp), and the associated unified gauge coupling
in the observable sector, (o) = (g(M)2/4x, be consistent with phenomenologically
acceptable values for these quantities. As discussed in the previous section, reasonable

choices for these quantities are

1
(My) =3.15 x 10™° GeV (ovy) 5008 (2.3.7)
for the split Wilson lines scenario, and
1
— 16 —
(My) =3.15x 10°° GeV (o) = 56,46 ° (2.3.8)

in the simultaneous Wilson lines scenario.

The slope-stability condition for the SU(4) observable sector gauge bundle is inde-

pendent of the choice of the hidden-sector gauge bundle and any bulk-space five-branes.

However, the remaining constraints depend strongly upon the specific choice of the line

bundle L in the hidden sector, its exact embedding in the hidden sector Eg gauge group,

and, finally, on the location A and the effective class of the five-brane in the S!/Zs interval.

We propose the following line bundle L as a solution for all these constraints

L=0x(2,1,3). (2.3.9)

The reason why a line bundle with these divisor values is an appealing choice will be

explained later. Note that each entry is an integer and that (! = 2 and [ = 1 satisfy the
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equivariance condition (2.1.18), as they must. The reason for this choice of line bundle,
and the presentation of several other line bundles that lead to acceptable results, will be
discussed below. Generically, there are numerous distinct embeddings of a given arbitrary
line bundle into an Eg gauge group, each with its commutant subgroup. For concreteness,
we choose the particular embedding of L = Ox(2,1,3) into Eg discussed in Section 2.1.3,

for which a = 1. For this line bundle choice, using eq. (2.1.42) we find that
W; =1(9,17,0)|;> 0 for each i =1,2,3. (2.3.10)

Hence, the anomaly cancellation condition is satisfied and the five brane class is effective,

preserving supersymimetry.

2.3.1 Moduli Scaling: Simplified Gauge Parameter Constraints

Before presenting solutions to the rest of the constraints shown above, we observe the

following important fact. The form of those constraints remains invariant under the scaling
at — pa’ efglfz — u%%ﬁ , (2.3.11)

where p is any positive real number. It follows that the coefficient e'S}?E/ V1/3 in front of
the ﬁ%{g terms in each of the two constraint equations can be set to unity by choosing the
appropriate constant u; that is

~

e’sm —1. (2.3.12)

We will refer to this choice of e’S}A%/ V1/3 =1 as the “unity” gauge.
This scalling invariance property is obvious for the SU(4) slope-stability condition dis-

cussed above, but can be verified for all the other conditons enumerated above. For example,

under the a’ — pa’ scaling, the gauge coupling positivity constraints (2.3.6) simplify to

o 1 .
dijra‘ala® — 3(—(§a1 + gaz + 4a®) + +2(a' + a?) — (5 A% W) >0, (2.3.13)
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and

- - 1 .
dijra‘al a® — 3(ad;jra’ V1" + +2(a' + a?) — (5 + A2 W;) > 0. (2.3.14)

For the explicit choice of line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3), these constraints become

(a')?a? + a'(a*)? + 6a'a’a® + 2a' — a® + 1243+

1 2 (2.3.15)
+3 <2 - A) (9a' +174%) > 0
and
(a')?a® + a'(a*)? + 6a'a®a® — 294" — 50a” — 1243+
(2.3.16)

1 2
+3 <2 - A) (9a' 4 17a?) > 0.

We will also explicitly fix the location of the bulk space five-brane by choosing its location
parameter \. As can be seen in (2.3.16), the condition (¢(®)? > 0 is most easily satisfied
when the value of A is as large as possible; that is, for the five-brane to be near the hidden
wall. For concreteness, we will take

A=0.49 . (2.3.17)

Note that we do not simply set A = %, to avoid unwanted “small instanton” transitions of

the hidden sector [57]; that is, to keep the five-brane as an independent entity.

2.3.2 Solution Space

Let us first discuss the physical constraints. We demand that at every point in the region
of Kéhler moduli space, all parameters of the theory are adjusted so that (My) and ()
are fixed at the physical values presented in Section 2.2 — that is, the unification scale is
always set to (M) = 3.15 x 10'6 GeV, whereas for SO(10) breaking with split Wilson lines,
(o) = 1/20.08, while for SO(10) breaking with simultaneous Wilson lines (a,,) = 1/26.46.

It follows from the physical constraint equations (2.3.7), and (2.2.4) and (2.2.18) that the
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values of v and Ggur — and, hence, the remaining parameters p, €5 and eg — can be always
be chosen so as to obtain the required values of (M) and (o). To make this explicit, one
can invert constraint equations (2.3.7), (2.2.4) and (2.2.18) so as to express v and &gy
explicitly as functions of (M), (ow,) and the Ké&hler moduli. That is, expression (2.3.7) can

be inverted to give

1
- 2.3.18
YT My (2.3.18)
while (2.2.4) and (2.2.18) give
1
A = 2.3.1
GaUT = TR Ry (2.3.19)

Inserting these expressions into (2.2.6), (2.2.7) and (2.1.48), one obtains the following ex-

pressions for p, €5 and er respectively. We find that

() \*? M (Ref1)*/?
= 2.3.2
p (1671’2 <MU>3 V1/2 ( 3 O)
and
o _ low)? Mp (Refr)” o 64 (My)? Vi3 (2.3.21)
ST (My)? VIA T T (a3 MR (Re fi)32 -

Therefore, these parameters can be calculated at any point (a',a?,a®) in the moduli space.
Next, we discuss the dimensional reduction constraint. We require that (2.1.44) be
valid; that is, the length of the S'/Zs orbifold interval should be larger than the average

Calabi—Yau radius
npRV /3

W 1. (2.3.22)

This condition can be verified for any (a', a?, a®) point in the Kihler moduli space, using
the parameter expressions given above. Also, note that in ”unity gauge”,

V1/3

/
€s

R=

(2.3.23)

It is possible to use "unity gauge”, because equation (2.3.22), as well as all the “vacuum”



constraints enumerated above, remain invariant under the scaling
a’ — pa’ €sR — 125 | (2.3.24)

where p > 0. It follows from this that if any point {a’} so will any point {ua’}. Do any of
these “scaled” moduli carry new information concerning both the reduction and the physical
constraints? The answer to this is no, as we will now demonstrate.

Let us pick any point {a’} assume that the values of the parameters at that point
are given by v, &gur, p and €y obtained from expressions (2.5.69), (2.3.19), (2.3.20) and
(2.3.21) respectively evaluated at this point. We now want to determine how each of these
parameters changes under the p scaling given in (2.3.24). To do this, one can again use the
same equations (2.5.69), (2.3.19), (2.3.20) and (2.3.21), but now scaling the original point as
in (2.3.24). To do this, we must know the scaling behavior of both V" and Re f; respectively.
It follows from (2.1.8) that V — p3V. However, to obtain the scaling behavior of Re f1, one
must go back to (2.1.77) and recall that the terms in Ref; linear in the Kéahler moduli are,
generically, multiplied by the factor egﬁ/ V1/3 which scales as p2. Hence, it follows from

(2.3.24) that under p scaling Re fi — p3 Re f1. Using these results, we find that

v—p, agur = pracur . p— pPp (2.3.25)

de = ey . e — p e, (2.3.26)

as well as €gR — pPesR and

R— u*R. (2.3.27)

It is now straightforward to insert these results into the expression for the ratio of the orb-
ifold interval length/average Calabi—Yau radius. We find that the scaling of the individual
parameters and moduli ezactly cancel. That is, under the scaling given in (2.3.24) and

(2.3.26)
npRV~-Y3  gpRV-1/3
%
(vV)1/6 (vV)1/6

(2.3.28)
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() () = 550 (b) () = 5515

Figure 2.5: The region of Ké&hler moduli space where the SU(4) slope-stability conditions,
the anomaly cancellation constraint and the positive squared gauge coupling constraint are
satisfied, in addition to the dimensional reduction and the phenomenological constraints.
The results are valid for a hidden sector line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3) with a = 1 and for
a single five-brane located at A = 0.49. We study both cases of split Wilson lines, with
(aw) = 3555, and simultaneous Wilson lines with (o) Note that reducing the size
of (ay,) increases the space of solutions.

_ 1
T 26.46°

We conclude from this that the p-scaled point {ua‘} of any point {a’} is subject to the
same “vacuum” and “phenomenological” constraints.

With this insight, we will be able to find the subspace of that region of Kéhler moduli
space in which the vacuum constraints are satisfied. We will relax, however, the constraints
shown in (2.3.3) and (2.3.4) that control the accuracy of the linearized approximation to the
five-dimensional BPS solution. Scanning over all points {a’} in the Kihler cone, we find,
of course, two such regions — one corresponding to the “split” Wilson line scenario and a
second corresponding to the “simultaneous” Wilson line scenario. These regions are shown

as the orange subspaces of Figure 2.5 (a) and (b) respectively.

One can go further and, by scanning over the brown subspace associated with each

wpﬁV_l/S

WV)i76 in each case. We find

Wilson line scenario, find the numerical range of the ratio
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that

WpﬁV*1/3
S ——— <174 2.3.29

for the split Wilson line scenario and

ﬂpﬁV‘l/S
S ——7— <198 2.3.30
~ (’UV)l/G ~ ( )

for the simultaneous Wilson lines.

2.4 The Hidden Sector - Slope Stability, Supersymmetry,

Matter Content

Thus far, we have found the region of Ké&hler moduli space in which the SU(4) bundle is
slope-stable with vanishing slope, the five-brane class is effective, the squares of both gauge
couplings are positive, the length of the orbifold is larger than the characteristic length
scale of the Calabi—Yau threefold and the vacuum is consistent with both the mass scale
and gauge coupling of SO(10) grand unification in the observable sector.

Importantly, however, we must satisfy two remaining conditions. First, it is necessary
that the gauge connection associated with the hidden sector line bundle solves the Hermitian
Yang-Mills (HYM) equations [45,58] and, second, that the line bundle is such that the low-
energy effective theory admits an N = 1 supersymmetric vacuum. We will now analyze
both of these remaining constraints. To carry out these analyses, it is first necessary to
introduce the Fayet—Iliopoulos term associated with the hidden sector U(1) gauge group

/3

and to discuss the "‘4111 correction to both the Fayet—Iliopoulos term and to the slope.

2.4.1 The anomalous U(1)

In the previous section, we have shown that line the bundle L and its embedding into
Eg are chosen such that the 4D low energy group is E7 x U(1). In particular, the low-

energy U(1) structure group leads to an anomalous gauge 3-point function. As it is well-
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known, in string theory this anomaly can be removed by the Green-Schwarz mechanism [59].
The associated U(1) structure group of L is then referred to as an “anomalous” U(1) and
has several important properties. The most relevant for the present analysis is the fact
that the Green-Schwarz mechanism induces an inhomogenous transformation in both the
dilaton, the Kahler moduli, and the five-brane modulus discussed above, even though they
are uncharged under U(1). The Green-Schwarz mechanism for an anomalous U(1) and
the resulting inhomogenous transformations for the dilaton, Kaéhler moduli and five-brane
modulus are shown in Appendix A. Here we simply state the results. We found that under
an infinitesimal anomalous U(1) gauge transformation, the scalar parts of these moduli

transform as

1 . )
5oS = —2imaee <25§2>z1 + Wiz%?) 0 = kb,
ST = —2iaese%li9 = k:%é’ . i=1,...,hb (2.4.1)

607 = —2iaesen Wil 20 = k0 .

where 6 is an infinitesimal parameter.

We note in passing, that the hidden sector low energy effective theory contains matter
chiral superfields (Cf,, 1) whose fermions 1, are associated with the zero-modes of the 6D
Dirac operator. These can be determined, for example, using the Euler characteristic of
powers of the associated bundle, as discussed in [60]. We will explicitly compute these modes
in Section 2.4.4, for our specific line bundle hidden sector. Unlike the moduli superfields,
these matter superfields generically transform homogeneously under both the E; and U(1)
subfactors of the low energy gauge group. For example, the scalar fields C¥, with Q¥ charge

under the U(1) charges by QF. That is, under an infinitesimal U(1) gauge transformation
6Ol = —iQFCt9=kE0, L=1,...,N, (2.4.2)
Finally, as presented in [6,33], the K&hler potential associated with the matter superfields
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is given by

Kmatter = eniKT/fig V] CLOM , 2.4.3
LM

where G, ;; is an unspecified, generically moduli dependent, Hermitian matrix on the H!
cohomologies associated with the C* matter fields in the hidden sector. In this analysis,
we will, for simplicity, assume that G; ;; is a constant matrix.

The explicit vectors kg, kﬁ;p, kz and k‘(Lj, defined by the transformations above, that is

1 . .
ks = —2imacken <25i(2)ll + Wil’z2> ,

Er = —2iaegehl’ (2.4.4)
kz = —QiGESE%WiliZ ,
kL = —iQtot

can be shown to be the Killing vectors on the space of all moduli and the matter chiral

superfields.

2.4.2 D = 4 Effective Lagrangian and the Anomalous U(1) Mass

Before proceeding to the discussion of N = 1 supersymmetry, it will be useful to present the
D = 4 effective theory for the hidden sector and to explicitly compute the anomalous mass
of the U(1) gauge boson. We present the results for a generic hidden sector line bundle
L = Ox(1,12,13) with an arbitrary embedding into the hidden sector Es. However, we
conclude this subsection by computing the anomalous mass associated with the specific line

bundle L = Ox(2,1,3) embedded into Eg as in (2.1.26) with a = 1.
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D = 4 Effective Lagrangian

Following the conventions of [6,61], the relevant terms in the four-dimensional effective

action for the hidden sector of the strongly coupled heterotic string are

L5 —gs5DuSD*S — gripy DT DT — g,,,D,ZD*Z — gpp e D,CTDHCM
(—gSTiD“SDMTi — gSZDuSDuZ — gTi@LDHTiD“C'L - ngiD“ZD“Ti + hC) (2_4,5)
4q Re f2 v W@GUT 9
———=FFy,, — —2==D
167TdGUT 2 2u 2a Re f2 u)
where C* denote the scalar components of the charged zero-mode chiral superfields, gener-
ically with different U(1) charges Q% discussed in the previous subsection, Fy,, is the
hidden sector four-dimensional U(1) field strength. The K&hler metrics gg5 = 0505k,
grifi = OriOp K, gorgm = OgrOam K, ete. are defined in terms of the Kéhler potential
for S, T%, Z and C* fields
K = Kg+ K71 + Kmnatter s (246)

where Kg, K1 and Kpagter Were given in (2.1.62) and (2.4.3). As we will see below, the
exact form of gorem is not important in this analysis, whereas the exact form of g;; =
gpig; will be essential in the calculation of the anomalous U(1) vector superfield mass. An
explicit calculation of g;; is presented in Appendix C. The covariant derivatives for the

scalar components

DS = 0,5 — Ayks
DT =0, — Ay, i=1,...,h"",

(2.4.7)
DuZ = 0,Z — Ay

D, Ct =09,0F — A KL,

are defined to ensure that the kinetic terms are invariant under the anomalous U(1) trans-
formations.

Also note that we have written the kinetic term for the hidden sector gauge field as a
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trace over U(1) instead of Eg, so that Tr g, F5" Iy, = 4a F)” Fy,,. The final term in (2.4.5)
is the potential energy, where Dy;(q) is proportional to the solution of the auxiliary D-field

equation of motion and is given by

Dy = z’kg%g - z'k"Tg;{i - z'kz?;z{ - z’kégc{i . (2.4.8)

Therefore, using the Killing vector expressions from (2.4.4), we find that
Dy = —2,:;;‘6/%/3 (,u(L) + ?f/f (5(2) + z2W )
+ G ypetifT/3 <1 n 1252?32/3 >Q (2.4.9)
= —% (M(L) + ﬁf/f (82 + 22w7) ) + QLG yCtCM.
In the above expression,
1 i ik
pu(L) = rank(L)02/3 /X ci(L) ANwAw=dpl'd’a (2.4.10)

is the tree-level expression for the slope of the line bundle L and we have defined the metric

2
Gro =G eHiKT/3<1+a€SfR L) ) 2.4.11
LM LM 12QLRV2/3M( ) ( )

The complex scalar fields C* enter the expression for Dyy(qy since they transform linearly
under U(1) with charge QF.
For the vacuum to be N = 1 supersymmetric, it is necessary that the vacuum expectation

values of the fields S, 7%, Z and C* satisfy the D-flatness condition
V=Vp=0 = <DU(1)> =0 (2.4.12)

At this point, it is useful to define the so-called Fayet-Iliopoulos (FI) term within our present
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context. The FI term is defined to be

., 0K 0K, ., 0K
FI = Z<kSﬁ> + Z<kTaTi> + Z<kza7>

2 A
___1€s€p mesR (2) 2\ i
© 2R2V28R (“(L)Jr Vi3 (@ + Wiz )l> , (2.4.13)

that is, the part of Dyy(;) that is independent of the matter fields CL. The reader should
be aware that we dropped the VEV bracket notation for brevity. Note that the moduli-
dependent parameters from the expression for the FI term, such as V and R, have fixed
values inside the vacuum we have just described. The string one-loop corrected Fayet—
Hliopoulos (FI) term was also also computed in [62], within the context of the weakly coupled
heterotic string, and in [49,63] for a specific embedding of U(1), into Eg in strongly coupled
heterotic M-theory. In conclusion, N = 1 supersymmetry is preserved in the hidden sector
iff

Dy = FI+ Q™G 7 CFCMy =0 . (2.4.14)

The D-term stabilization condition above defines two types of vacua:

e With vanishing FI term, FI= 0. In this case, the C* matter fields do not need to

obtain non-zero VEVs (C*) = 0;

e With non-vanishing FI term, FI# 0. In this case, the C* matter fields must obtain
non-zero VEVs (C*) # 0 to cancel the FI term, assuming they have charges Q, with

the right sign to allow such a cancellation.

We will continue our discussion about these two types of vacua in Section 2.4.5, within a

specific context.

A Fayet—Iliopoulos Term and the /1411{3 Slope Correction

The value of the FI term, whether it is vanishing or non-vanishing, will play an important
role below in categorizing specific vacua. Given its importance in our analysis, let us now

discuss this term in more detail, and how it appeared in literature in more general contexts.
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In the heterotic standard model vacuum, the observable sector vector bundle V(1) has
structure group SU(4). Hence, it does not lead to an anomalous U(1) gauge factor in the
observable sector of the low energy theory. However, the hidden sector structure group
can contain such abelian subgroups. Let us consider again the general case, in which the
hidden sector bundle V() = @f’:l L, consists of a sum of line bundles with the additional
structure group U(1)®. Each U(1) factor leads to an anomalous U(1) gauge group in the
four-dimensional effective field theory of the hidden sector and, hence, an associated FI-
term. Let L, be any one of the irreducible line bundles of V(). Comparing various results
in the literature with our above results, it is straightforward to show that to order /511{3 the

one-loop corrected Fl-term for L, in the strongly coupled heterotic string is

a, ege%2 1

FIL. = =
"2 Kk RV2/3

= N
(M(Lr)—Feg‘f/?’/ cl(LT)/\(J(N“)+ZZZJ(”))), (2.4.15)
X n=1

where a, is a group-theoretical coefficient, defined in (2.1.22), determined by how the U(1)

structure group of L, embeds in Eg, and u(L,) is given in (2.1.11). We note that the H%{S

part of this expression is identical to that derived in [49]. Insert (2.1.34) and, following the
conventions of [50,62], redefine the five-brane moduli as in (2.1.67). Furthermore, choosing

our hidden sector bundle to be the sum of line bundles £ = @il Ly, L, = Ox (1L, 12,13),

rTyIrytr

we find that the FI-term becomes

~

ar 656%2 1 R

_ ]
FI, = 9 I{,i §V2/3 (M(LT) ESV1/3

R N
/X (L) A (S aser(Le) Acr(Ls) + %CQ(T)Q _ Z(% FAPWO) L (24.6)

n=1

The first term on the right-hand side, that is, the slope of L, is the order /{f{?’ result. The
/

remaining terms are the /51113 M-theory corrections first presented in [8]. Note that the
dimensionless parameter eiq% of the ﬁi‘{‘g term is identical to the expansion coefficient
of the linearized solution — when expressed in terms of the a' moduli. Finally, recalling

definition (2.1.11) of the slope, using (2.1.3), (2.1.4), (2.1.6), (2.1.19), (2.1.37) and the
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properties of the second Chern character, it follows that for each L, the associated Fayet—

Iliopoulos factor FI, in (2.4.16) can be written as

~

_arfSGR Vo e o 1
FI, = 5 /4;4 RV2/3 (dwklra a 6SV1/3
N 1 2
(dijily Zasm’fw (2,2,0)i= > (2 +)\n> z;w}m)) . (24.17)
n=1

Returning to our chosen configuration, it follows from (2.4.17) that the Fayet—Iliopoulos
term associated with a generic single line bundle L = Ox (I!,?,1?), embedded in the hidden
Eg such that a = 1, and a single five-brane located at A\ € [—1/2,1/2] is given in “unity”
gauge egR/V1/3 =1 by

aeseR 1

FI = 5
2 Ky RV2/3

o . . 1 2
(dijk;lza]ak —adypl'P1F —19(2,2,0)|i+ (2 + /\> l’W,’) , (2.4.18)

with the volume modulus V' and W; presented in (2.1.8) and (2.1.42) respectively and R
defined in (2.1.43).
We can use the "unity gauge” in which eSR/ V1/3 =1, because under the scaling a’ —
pa®, the FI term remains invariant, as can be checked using the results given in (2.3.26).
It is important to note — using (2.1.3), (2.1.11) and (2.1.19) — that the “classical” slope

of the line bundle L = Ox (I,12,13) is given by?
u(L) = dipl'ala* | (2.4.19)

that is, the first term in the bracket of (2.4.18). It follows that the remaining terms in the

bracket, specifically

. A 1 2
— di PP~ 1(2,2,0)|+ <2 + )\) Wi | (2.4.20)

2Note that this is not the same as the scaling factor i of the previous section. From here onwards, p will
denote the slope.
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/3

are the strong coupling /4,4111 corrections to the slope of L. For the remainder of this calcu-
lation, we will take the slope of the line bundle L = Ox (I',12,1?) to be the /511{3, genus-one

corrected expression
o . . 1 2
u(L) = digliala® — digpli1F — 12,2, 0]+ <2 + A) W, . (2.4.21)

The Anomalous U(1) Mass

As is commonly known, a U(1) symmetry that appears in both the internal and four-
dimensional gauge groups is generically anomalous [62,64-66]. Hence, there must be a
Green—Schwarz mechanism in the original heterotic M-theory that will cancel this anomaly
in the effective field theory. Importantly, however, in addition to canceling this anomaly,
the Green—Schwarz mechanism will give a mass for the U(1) vector superfield [59]. The way
this mechanism works was reproduced in Appendix B. Here we will apply the conclusions
of Appendix B to the specific field content of our theory.

We mentioned previously that the value of the FI term characterizes two sets of vacua,
with very different properties, depending on if the FI is zero or not. Assuming that the
D-term stabilization condition sets FI = 0, then one U(1) N = 1 supervector multiplet

becomes massive, with components

(¢, Ay, 0). (2.4.22)

To linear order in eg, the scalar component of this massive gauge vector supermultiplet is

given by
ames (ﬂ?’ + WizQ) 16V + w3gLlist
¢ = +O(e3) , (2.4.23)

\ /mig%liﬁ

which represents a linear combination of the moduli scalar perturbations 6V and §t* around

the D-flat vacuum defined by (Dy(1)) = FI = 0. On the other hand, the corresponding
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linear combination of moduli axions,

SrTTES (/31-(2) + Wizg) lio + 2n§g£l3><i
n= —
A /nigglzlﬂ

forms the longitudinal degree of freedom of the massive U(1) vector boson A,. Specifically,

+O(é2) , (2.4.24)

it is absorbed by redefining the gauge field as

A=A, (2.4.25)
(9pckPEC)

Note that, for simplicity, we have dropped the VEV bracket notation from these final ex-

pressions for all moduli-dependent quantities. We will continue to do this in every final

result throughout the rest of this work. Note that at order e%, the five brane axion and the

five-brane scalar perturbation dz enter the definitions of ¢ and 7 as well.

Similarly, the fermion 1/1% is a linear combination of the fermionic parts of the chiral
moduli multiplets. Using the expressions for the Killing fields kg, k%, kz given in (2.4.4)
and for the moduli space metrics presented in Appendix C, now restricted to 7,5 = 1,2, 3,
we find that

1 (2) 2\ 7i 2 T7j.i
memes (BT + Wiz ) s + kig -V p
vi=2 ( ) L 1O . (2.4.26)

\ //{ig%lili

As discussed in Appendix B, 1/151 combines with the U(1) gaugino A to form a massive Dirac

fermion

(M)
\11_< 0] > (2.4.27)

Since N = 1 supersymmetry is protected by the D-flatness condition, the masses of vector
supermultiplet components, ¢, A4, and ¥ are all identical. Once again, using the results of
the Appendix B, and the metrics given in Appendix C, we find that the squared mass of

this vector superfield can be expressed as

A - 2.2 9
2 _ TQGUT ¢ 2 2 4 [ T7ifj . T €5 (52 02
my = aRef, 8a“€gep gﬁl 14 2 (52‘ "= Wl ) } . (2.4.28)
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Using the g;; metric expression given in Appendix C, we get for mi of the form

Atéqur a’eker 1
md = SR (L)?

2.2 2
2 L dipl'tiak T @i _ Wilt2?
aRe f2 /ﬁ]ZRQ 8V4/31u’ 7k a’ + </81 z ) )

1
CoyL/3 812

(2.4.29)
which is valid for a generic line bundle L = Ox(I},1%,1?) embedded arbitrarily into the

hidden sector FEs.

2.4.3 Slope-Stability of the Hidden Sector Bundle L = Ox(2,1,3)

Although any line bundle L is automatically slope-stable, since it has no sub-bundles, in
order for its gauge connection to “embed” into the hidden sector Eg gauge connection it
is necessary to extend the bundle to L @ L', as discussed in subsection 2.1.3. However,
even though the connection associated with the bundle L @ L~! can, in principle, embed
properly into the 248 gauge connection of the hidden sector Ejg, it remains necessary to
show that L @ L~! is “slope-stable”; that is, that its associated connection satisfies the
Hermitian Yang-Mills equations. More properly stated, since L @ L~! is the Whitney sum
of two line bundles, it was shown in [45,58] that it will admit a connection that uniquely
satisfies the Hermitian Yang-Mills equations if and only if it is “polystable”; that is, if and
only if

(L) =LY =L L. (2.4.30)

Since (L @ L~') must vanish by construction, it follows that L & L~! is polystable if and
only if u(L) = 0.

Let us now consider the specific line bundle L = Ox (2, 1, 3) embedded into SU(2) C Eg
as in subsection 2.1.3, with coefficient a = 1, and take A = 0.49. It follows from (2.4.21)

that the associated genus-one corrected slope is
(aV)? + Z(a?)? + 8ata® + 4a%a® + 2a'a® — 13.35 . (2.4.31)

Hence, this specific hidden sector bundle will be slope polystable — and, therefore, admit a
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0 an

Figure 2.6: The surface in Kéhler moduli space where the genus-one corrected slope of the
hidden sector line bundle L = Ox (2,1, 3) vanishes.

gauge connection satisfying the corrected Hermitian Yang—Mills equations — if and only if

the Kihler moduli a’, i = 1,2, 3 satisfy the condition that

—(a')? 4+ Z(a®)? + 8a'a® + 4a%a® + 2a'a® — 13.35 =0 . (2.4.32)

The region of Kahler moduli space satisfying this condition is the two-dimensional surface
displayed in Figure 2.6.

Recall that for hidden sector line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3) with a = 1 and a single five-
brane located at A = 0.49, the region of Kéahler moduli space satisfying all previous con-
straints — that is, the SU(4) slope-stability conditions, the anomaly cancellation constraint,
the positive squared gauge coupling constraints, in addition to the dimensional reduction
and the phenomenological constraints — are shown as the orange regions in Figure 2.5 (a)
and (b), for the split Wilson lines and the simultaneous Wilson line scenarios respectively.
It follows that the intersection of the orange regions of Figure 2.5 (a) and (b) with the two-
dimensional surface in Figure 2.6 will further constrain our theory so that the hidden sector

gauge connection satisfies the corrected Hermitian Yang—Mills equations — as it must. The
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Figure 2.7: The magenta region shows the intersection between the orange regions of Figure
2.5 (a) and (b) and the two-dimensional cyan surface in Figure 2.6. Therefore, the magenta
region represents the sub-region of the vanishing, genus-one corrected slope surface, each
point of which satisfies all the necessary constraints discussed in Section 2.2. The size of
the magenta region is the same for both the split and simultaneous Wilson lines scenarios.
However, the values of the coupling parameters differ slightly for these two cases, at any
point in this intersection subspace.

regions of intersection are displayed graphically in Figure 2.7. We emphasize that although
the brown regions of Figure 2.5 (a) and (b) overlap in this region of Kéhler moduli space,
each point in their overlap region has a somewhat different set of parameters associated
with it. Hence, in discussing a point in the magenta region of Figure 2.7, for example, it is
necessary to state whether it is arising from the split Wilson line or simultaneous Wilson
line scenario.

As we did previously for the orange regions presented in Figure 2.5 (a) and (b), it is of
interest to scan over the magenta subspace of Figure 2.7 to find the numerical range of the
ratio M. We find that

(vV)1/6

pY/—1/3
<TPRV T o (2.4.33)

64 ——
~ o (wV)le
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Figure 2.8: Plots of the percentage of occurrence versus the ratio of the orbifold interval
length to the average Calabi-Yau radius; for the split Wilson line scenario in (a) and for the
simultaneous Wilson line scenario in (b). The results shown in (a) and (b) represent a scan
over the magenta region of Kéhler moduli space displayed in Figure 2.7, where all vacuum,
reduction and physical constraints are satisfied and the line bundle L = Ox (2,1, 3) is slope
polystable.

for the split Wilson line scenario and

wpﬁV_l/ 3
73 < W < 14.7 (2.4.34)
for simultaneous Wilson lines. In fact, one can go further and present a histogram of the

RV —1/3 . . .
Ui for each scenario. These histograms are shown in

percentage versus the ratio )

Figure 2.8 (a) and (b) for the split Wilson line and simultaneous Wilson line scenarios
respectively.

Before proceeding to the discussion of N = 1 supersymmetry in the D = 4 effective
theory, it will be useful to present the formalism for computing the low-energy matter spec-
trum associated with a given hidden sector line bundle. We do this in the next subsection,
displaying the formalism and low energy spectrum within the context of the line bundle

L =0x(2,1,3) for specificity.
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2.4.4 The Hidden Sector Matter Spectrum of the D = 4 Effective Theory

Having found the explicit sub-region of Ké&hler moduli space that satisfies all required
constraints for the L = Ox(2,1,3) line bundle, in this subsection, we will discuss the
computation of the vector and chiral matter content of the D = 4 low-energy theory of the
hidden sector. Generically, the low-energy matter content depends on the precise hidden
sector line bundle under consideration, as well as its embedding into Fg. In this subsection,
we again choose the line bundle to be L = Ox (2,1, 3), embedded into Eg as in (2.1.26) with
a = 1. However, the formalism presented applies to any line bundle with any embedding
into Eg. The commutant of the U(1) structure group of our specific embedding is U(1) x Ex.

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, the 248 decomposes under U(1) x E7 as

248 — (0,133) @ ((1,56) & (—1,56)) & ((2,1) & (0,1) & (=2,1)) . (2.4.35)

The (0,133) corresponds to the adjoint representation of E7, while the (£1,56) give rise
to chiral matter superfields with +£1 U(1) charges transforming in the 56 representation of
E; in four dimensions. The (£2,1) are E7 singlet chiral superfields fields with charges +2
under U(1). Finally, the (0,1) gives the one-dimensional adjoint representation of the U(1)
gauge group. The embedding of the line bundle is such that fields with U(1) charge —1 are
counted by H*(X, L), charge —2 fields are counted by H*(X, L?) and so on.?

The low-energy massless spectrum can be determined by examining the chiral fermionic
zero-modes of the Dirac operators for the various representations in the decomposition of
the 248. Generically, the Euler characteristic x(F) counts ng — ng,, where ng and np,
are the number of right- and left-chiral zero-modes respectively transforming under the
representation associated with the bundle F. With the notable exception of F = Oy,
which is discussed below, paired right-chiral and left-chiral zero-modes are assumed to form
a massive Dirac fermion and are integrated out of the low-energy theory. Therefore, it is

precisely the difference of the number of right-chiral fermions minus the left-chiral fermions,

3This is due to the form of the gauge transformation of the matter fields. This was chosen so as to agree
with [49,67].
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counted by the Euler characteristic y, that give the massless zero-modes of the D = 4
theory. On a Calabi—Yau threefold X, x(F) can be computed by the Atiyah—Singer index

theorem as
3

X(F) = SO (1) (X, F) = / ch(F) A Td(X) , (2.4.36)
i=0 X
where h' are the dimensions of the i-th cohomology group, ch(F) is the Chern character of

F, and Td(X) is the Todd class of the tangent bundle of X. When F = L = Ox(I!,1?,13)

is a line bundle, this simplifies to
Loy 2y 1 i1k
X(L) = (U +1%) + cdigl" V17 (2.4.37)

Unlike the case of an SU(N) bundle, when L is a line bundle with non-vanishing first Chern
class, x can receive contributions from all four h*, i = 0,1,2,3. For example, h!(X, L) +
h3(X, L) then counts the number of (left-handed) chiral multiplets while h°(X, L)+h?(X, L)
counts (right-handed) anti-chiral multiplets, both transforming in the (—1, 56) representa-
tion. Note that the multiplets counted by h%(X, L)+h?(X, L) are simply the CPT conjugate
partners of those already counted by h'(X,L~!) 4+ h3(X,L~!). Since it is conventional to
give a supersymmetric matter spectrum in terms of (left-handed) chiral supermultiplets, it
is sufficient to compute h' + h3 for the various bundles under consideration.

Using (2.4.37), it is straightforward to compute the value of x for the powers of L
associated with the decomposition (2.6.18). These are presented in Table 2.1. Having done

this, let us discuss the spectrum in more detail.

e The index of the bundle Ox associated with the (0,133) and (0,1) representations
vanishes, so the corresponding fermionic zero-modes must be non-chiral. As discussed
in [68], since the trivial bundle Ox has h%(X, Ox) = h3(X,Ox) = 1 and zero other-
wise, there is a single right-chiral fermionic zero-mode (counted by h°) and a single
left-chiral fermionic zero-mode (counted by h?), which combine to give the conjugate

gauginos in a massless vector supermultiplet. In other words, the low-energy theory

“See [11], for example, for a similar discussion of the hidden-sector spectrum for an SU(2) bundle.
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U(1) x Bz Cohomology Index y

(0,133) H*(X,Ox) 0
(0,1)  H*(X,Ox) 0
(—1,56) H*(X,L) 8
(1,56) H*(X,L™1) -8
(-2,1) H*(X L?) 58
(2,1) H*(X,L7?) —58

Table 2.1: The chiral spectrum for the hidden sector U(1) x E7 with a single line bundle L =
Ox(2,1,3). The Euler characteristic (or index) y gives the difference between the number
of right- and left-chiral fermionic zero-modes transforming in the given representation. We
denote the line bundle dual to L by L~! and the trivial bundle L° by Ox.

has one vector supermultiplet transforming in the (0,133) adjoint representation of

E; and one vector supermultiplet in the (0, 1) adjoint representation of U(1).

e The (1,56) multiplets are counted by H*(X,L™!). Since x(L™!) = —8, there are 8
unpaired left-chiral fermionic zero-modes that contribute to 8 chiral matter supermul-

tiplets transforming in the (1,56) of U(1) x E7.

e Similarly, the (—1,56) multiplets are counted by H*(X,L). Since x(L) = 8, there
are 8 unpaired right-chiral fermionic zero-modes that contribute to 8 anti-chiral mat-
ter supermultiplets transforming in the (—1,56) of U(1) x E7. However, these do
not give extra fields in the spectrum: they are (right-handed) anti-chiral (—1,56)
supermultiplets which are simply the CPT conjugate partners of the 58 chiral (1,56)

supermultiplets already counted above [60].

e Since x(L72) = —58, there are 58 unpaired left-chiral fermionic zero-modes that
contribute to 58 chiral matter supermultiplets transforming in the (2, 1) representation

of U(1) x B

e Similarly, the (—2,1) multiplets are counted by H*(X, L?). Since x(L?) = 58, there
are b8 unpaired right-chiral fermionic zero-modes that contribute to 58 charged anti-

chiral matter supermultiplets transforming in the (2, 1) representation of U(1) x Ex.
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However, as discussed above, these do not give extra fields in the spectrum: they are
(right-handed) anti-chiral (—2, 1) supermultiplets which are simply the CPT conjugate

partners of the 58 chiral (2,1) supermultiplets already counted above.

In summary, the U(1) x E7 hidden sector massless spectrum for L = Ox (2,1, 3) is

1% (0,183) +1 x (0,1) 4 8 x (1,56) + 58 x (2,1) , (2.4.38)

corresponding to one vector supermultiplet transforming in the adjoint representation of Fr,
one U(1) adjoint representation vector supermultiplet, eight chiral supermultiplets trans-
forming as (1,56) and 58 chiral supermultiplets transforming as (2,1).

Note that since we have a chiral spectrum charged under U(1) with all positive charges,
the U(1) gauge symmetry will be anomalous. As we discuss in the next subsection, this
anomaly is canceled by the four-dimensional version of the Green—Schwarz mechanism

which, in addition, gives a non-zero mass to this “anomalous” hidden sector U(1).

2.4.5 Supersymmetric Vacuum Solutions in Four Dimensions

In this subsection, the generic form of the U(1) D-term potential in the four-dimensional ef-
fective theory for an arbitrary hidden sector line bundle L = Ox (I',12,13) will be presented.
Using this result, we will then discuss the conditions for unbroken N = 1 supersymmetry
in the four-dimensional theory. In the next subsection, we will be more specific, focusing
on the example of L = Ox(2,1,3) with a = 1 discussed above.

N =1 supersymmetry will be preserved in the D = 4 effective theory only if the Dy (y)

term presented in (2.4.14) vanishes at the minimum of the potential energy; that is

(Dyy) =0 (2.4.39)

Whether or not the D = 4 effective theory can satisfy this condition, and the exact details
as to how it does so depends strongly on the value of the Fayet—Iliopoulos term. There are

two generic possibilities.
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(i) The genus-one corrected FIl-term vanishes. In this case, the VEVs of the scalar
fields either all vanish or the VEVs of those fields with opposite charges, should they

exist, cancel against each other.

(ii) The genus-one corrected FI-term is non-vanishing. In this case, non-zero VEVs
of the scalar fields C with the same sign as FI turn on to cancel the non-vanishing

FI-term.

Each of the two scenarios comes with its conditions which have to be met. In the first
case, to obtain a vanishing FI-term, the strong coupling m?{s corrections to the slope need
to cancel the tree-level “classical” slope in (3.2.9). For that to happen, one needs to be
in a very strongly coupled regime, in which working only to order /ﬁ??{g may be a poor
approximation. In the second case, the low-energy spectrum needs to contain scalars C*
with the correct charge Q” under U(1), such that their VEVs can cancel the non-zero FI
contribution. In such a scenario, one can move in Kéhler moduli space—while still satisfying
all the vacuum and phenomenological constraints (that is, outside the magenta region of
Figure 2.7 while remaining within the brown region)—to a less strongly coupled regime in
which the first-order expansion to Iﬁ?{?) is more accurate. However, we will show that the

VEVs of these scalar fields will deform the hidden sector line bundle to an SU(2) bundle,

which might not be slope-stable.

Vanishing FI

Let us start by analyzing the first case. A simple way to ensure unbroken N = 1 supersym-

metry in D = 4 and slope stability of the hidden sector bundle is to require that

FI

Il
o

(2.4.40)

There are then two scenarios in which supersymmetry can remain unbroken in the low

energy theory. These are the following:
1. The first, and simplest possibility is that the charges Q* of the scalar fields C'* are all of
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the same sign. It follows that the potential energy will set all VEVSs to zero, (CL) = 0,
and hence Dy (1) will vanish at this stable vacuum. Thus N = 1 supersymmetry will

be unbroken.

2. A second possibility is that some of the Q* signs may differ. This will lead to unstable,
flat directions where both Dpy(;) and the potential energy vanish. If one is at an
arbitrary point, away from the origin, in a flat direction, then at least two VEVs will
be non-vanishing (C%) # 0 and, hence, although preserving N = 1 supersymmetry,

such a vacuum would also spontaneously break the U(1) symmetry.

Having discussed this second possibility, we note again that the associated potential
energy must have at least one flat direction and, hence, is an unstable vacuum state. For
this reason, we will ignore such vacua. However, the first scenario is easily satisfied, as we

now demonstrate with an explicit example.

FI =0 Example: N =1 Supersymmetry for L = Ox(2,1,3)

We now discuss N = 1 supersymmetry in the example introduced above, where the line
bundle is taken to be L = Ox(2,1,3) and embedded into SU(2) C Eg as in (2.1.26) with
coefficient a = 1, and the location of the single five-brane is at A = 0.49. In this case,
for the bundle L @ L' to be polystable, it was necessary to restrict this region of moduli
space to points that set the genus-one corrected slope (2.4.31) — and, hence, the FI-term—to
zero. Furthermore, the low-energy scalar spectrum carrying non-vanishing U(1) charge was
shown in Table 2.1. It was shown there that the low-energy scalar spectrum of the hidden
sector — specifically 8 x (1,56) 458 x (2,1) — each had charges Q of the same sign. It then
follows from the above discussion that the potential energy must have a unique minimum
where the VEVs vanish, (C1) = 0, such that (Dy;(;)) = 0 at this minimum. Hence, N =1
supersymmetry is unbroken in the vacuum state of the D = 4 effective theory. As discussed
above, since the U(1) symmetry is anomalous, the mass m4 presented in (2.4.29) is non-
vanishing.

We would like to point out that L = Ox (2,1, 3) is not the only hidden sector line bundle
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which, if embedded into SU(2) C Eg as in (2.1.26) with a = 1, has a region of Kéhler
moduli space where all required constraints are satisfied, FI = 0 and the D = 4 vacuum
preserves N = 1 supersymmetry. However, any such line bundle I must be “ample”—that
is, each of its defining integers !, = 1,2,3 where I! + 12> = 0 mod 3 must either be all
positive or all negative. The reason is that for the Schoen manifold defined in Section
2.1.1 , one can show that the genus-one corrected Fayet-Iliopoulos term can vanish, that is,
FI =0, if and only if L is ample. Restricting to ample line bundles, one can indeed find a
significant number satisfying all required constraints. However, of these, many have a large
number of equal sign zero-mode chiral multiplets — some with large charges Q’-making
them incompatible with spontaneous supersymmetry breaking via gaugino condensation.
While potentially of physical interest, we wish to focus on the subset of ample line bundles
that have a sufficiently small zero-mode chiral spectrum, with sufficiently small charges,
to be compatible with supersymmetry breaking via FEry gaugino condensation. These line

bundles are specified by

Ox(2,1,3),  0x(1,2,3), 0x(1,2,2), 0Ox(2,1,2),

Ox(2,1,1), 0Ox(1,2,1),  0x(2,1,0), (2.4.41)

and their duals; that is, for example, Ox(—2, —1,—3). Spontaneous supersymmetry break-
ing via F; gaugino condensation in this context will be explored in Section 2.6.

As discussed at the beginning of this section, although this hidden sector vacuum sat-
isfies all required physical and phenomenological constraints, setting the FI-term to zero
necessitates exact the cancellation of the genus-one corrected slope against the tree-level
slope of the hidden sector line bundle. Unsurprisingly, this fine-tuning can only be carried
out in a relatively strongly coupled regime of heterotic M-theory — thus making the validity
of the linearized approximation used in our analysis uncertain. It is, therefore, of some
interest to explore vacua for which the genus-one corrections to the slope are significantly

smaller than the tree-level slope of the hidden sector bundle. In this case, one expects the
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effective coupling parameter to be smaller than in the previous scenario and, hence, the
linearized results to be a better approximation. For this reason, we now consider hidden

sector vacua where the FI-term does not vanish.

Non-vanishing FI

/3

We now consider what happens when the ”%1 correction to the tree-level slope is small and
so cannot be used to set the FI-term to zero. The question then is, given a non-vanishing
FI-term

FI+£0, (2.4.42)

can one still preserve N = 1 supersymmetry in the four-dimensional effective theory?
Recall that the conditions for a supersymmetric vacuum are the vanishing of the F- and
D-terms. If we insist that the vacuum has an unbroken Fr gauge symmetry, the F7 D-terms
will vanish by setting the VEVs of the non-abelian (+1,56) matter fields to be zero. Any
F-terms involving the non-abelian matter fields will then also vanish. As discussed in [69],
the F-term conditions for the (42, 1) matter fields permit us to give VEVs to only one set
of fields, that is, either (2,1) or (—2,1) but not both. The remaining condition for the
vacuum solution to be supersymmetric is the vanishing of the U(1) D-term, (Dy(1)) = 0.
Since the FI term does not vanish for any choice of line bundle when the n%{g correction is

small, one is forced to cancel the FI term against the VEVs of the charged singlet fields. In

other words, we want
QM (CH)GLm(CM)y=F1 = (Dynu)=0. (2.4.43)

Obviously, such cancellation will depend on the relative sign of FI and the charges of the
scalars C'. For example, if the FI term is positive, one needs at least one zero-mode chiral
supermultiplet whose scalar component is a singlet under the non-abelian group and has
positive U(1) charge. Whether or not such scalar fields are present will depend on the

specific line bundle studied.
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The embedding of U(1) inside Eg that we have considered for much of this analysis fac-
tors through the SU(2) subgroup of Eg that commutes with E;. The U(1) gauge connection
A for the line bundle L can be thought of as defining an Fg connection by first embedding
in SU(2) as diag(A, —A) and then embedding SU(2) in Es.

First note that the connection diag(A,—A) is a connection for an SU(2) bundle which
splits as a direct sum

V=LoL! (2.4.44)

of line bundles. How does this relate to supersymmetry? The induced Eg connection will
solve the (genus-one corrected) Hermitian Yang-Mills equation, and so give a supersym-
metric solution, if the SU(2) connection itself solves the (genus-one corrected) Hermitian
Yang-Mills equation. This is guaranteed if the rank two L@ L~! bundle is polystable with a
vanishing slope.® Since 1(V) = 0 by construction, the remaining conditions for polystability
are

w(L)=p(L Y =0. (2.4.45)

This is exactly the vanishing F'I case studied in 2.4.5, where the corrected slope of L is set
to zero and the VEVs of the charged singlet matter fields vanish.

When p(L) # 0, the SU(2) bundle V is no longer polystable and so its connection does
not solve the Hermitian Yang—Mills equation. The four-dimensional consequence of this
is that the FI term no longer vanishes. However, we might be able to turn on VEVs for
appropriate charged singlet matter fields to cancel the FI term and set the D-term to zero,
thus preserving supersymmetry. One might wonder: what is the bundle interpretation of
turning on VEVs for these charged singlet matter fields? As discussed in [70-72], these
VEVs should be seen as deforming the gauge bundle away from its split form V = L @ L~!
to a non-split SU(2) bundle V' which admits a connection that does solve the Hermitian
Yang-Mills equations.

Consider the case where p(L) > 0 (equivalent to FI > 0) in some region of Kéhler moduli

SHere, the slope is taken to mean the genus-one corrected slope. The same comments apply if one
considers only the tree-level expression.

85



space where the constraints of Section 2.3 are all satisfied. From (2.4.43) we see that one can
set (Dy(1)) = 0 provided we have charged scalars Cl with positive charge, Q¥ > 0. From
the cohomologies in Table 2.1, the required scalars are those transforming in (2, 1), with the
chiral superfields which contain these scalars counted by h'(X, L=2) + h3(X, L=2). Hence,
giving VEVs to (2, 1) scalars corresponds to allowing non-trivial elements of H'(X, L™2) ®
H3(X, L~?). The first summand has an interpretation as the space of extensions of L~! by
L, with the exact sequence

0L 'V 5L—-0 (2.4.46)

defining an SU(2) bundle V'. This extension can be non-trivial (V # V') provided
ExtY(L7', L) = HY(X,L™?) #0.. (2.4.47)

Choosing a non-zero element of this space then corresponds to turning on VEVs for some
set of (2,1) scalars. Thus we see that giving VEVs to positively charged singlet scalars
arising from H'(X, L™2) amounts to deforming the induced L® L~! bundle V to the SU(2)
bundle V'. Note that if H'(X,L=2) = 0, the VEVs of positively charged matter coming
from H3(X,L~2) cannot be interpreted as deforming to a new SU(2) bundle. Hence, the
bundle remains L @ L~ which is unstable and, therefore, its gauge connection does not
solve the Hermitian Yang—Mills equation.

Assuming one can show for a given line bundle L that H'(X, L=2) # 0, it might seem
that we are done — the U(1) D-term vanishes, and supersymmetry appears to have been re-
stored. However, the four-dimensional analysis is insensitive to whether the new bundle }’
is slope stable and thus actually admits a solution to Hermitian Yang-Mills. Unfortunately,
checking slope stability is a difficult calculation that one must do explicitly for each exam-
ple. As a preliminary check, one can first see whether V' satisfies some simpler necessary
conditions for slope stability. First, the obvious subbundle L~! should not destabilize V'.

In our case, this is guaranteed as we have assumed u(L) > 0, so that L~! has a negative
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slope.% Second, V' must satisfy the Bogomolov inequality [73]. For a bundle with vanishing
first Chern class, this states that if V' is slope stable with respect to some choice of Kéhler
class w = a'w;, then

/ cc(V)YAw>0. (2.4.48)
X

Since V' is constructed as an extension of line bundles, we have
1
co(V)=a(Le L™t = —5¢ (L) ANer(L) (2.4.49)

with ¢;(L) = v='/31%;. Thus if V' is to be slope stable, we must be in a region of Kihler

moduli space where

1 o
— 2/ a()Aer(D)Aw>0 = dypl'Pa® <0, (2.4.50)
X

Note that this is a necessary but not sufficient condition. However, it is often the case that
the Bogomolov inequality is the only obstruction to finding stable bundles [29].

We thus have a new set of necessary conditions on L (in addition to the physically and
mathematically required constraints presented in Section 2.3) for there to be a supersym-

metric vacuum after turning on the VEVs to cancel the FI-term. These are

1. Singlet matter with the correct charge must be present so that FI can be canceled

and the D-term set to zero.
2. H'(X,L~?) must not vanish.
3. The Bogomolov inequality, dijklilj a® < 0, must be satisfied.

Does our previous choice of L = Ox (2, 1, 3) satisfy these conditions? Note that (L) > 0
everywhere in the Kéhler cone for this line bundle. From the low-energy spectrum in
Table 2.1, we see we have 58 massless positively charged singlets transforming in the (2,1)

representation, and so we do indeed have the correct matter to cancel the FI-term and set

51f instead (L) < 0, one simply swaps the roes of L and L' in the above discussion and instead considers
the extension of L™! by L.
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the D-term to zero. However, as discussed in [68], if L is an ample line bundle then

HYX,L)=0. (2.4.51)

Since L = Ox(2,1,3)-and, hence, L~2-is ample, it follows that H'(X, L=2) = 0. Therefore,
condition 2 above implies that L @& L~! cannot admit an extension to an SU(2) bundle V'
Ignoring this for a moment, and assuming that there did exist an SU(2) extension, we would
still have to check whether or not the Bogomolov inequality, a necessary condition for V' to
be slope stable, is satisfied. However, from (2.4.50) and the positivity of the Kéhler moduli,
we see that it is impossible to satisfy this inequality, implying (again) that the split bundle
cannot be deformed to admit a solution to the Hermitian Yang—Mills equation. Moreover,
we see the same will be true for any ample line bundle — the I* are positive and dijklilj a® <0
is not satisfied anywhere in the Kéhler cone.

What about other choices of line bundle? It turns out that of the three conditions, the
Bogomolov inequality is the more difficult to satisfy. Scanning over different choices of L,
one finds that in the region of Kahler moduli space where the SU(4) bundle is stable, the
only line bundles that are equivariant with p(L) > 0,7 allow for anomaly cancellation and

satisfy the Bogomolov inequality are

Ox(1,2,-1), Ox(21,-1), Ox(7,2,-2),  Ox(7,5,-3). (2.4.52)

Do any of these have positively charged singlet matter in their low-energy spectrum to allow
for a non-trivial extension? That is, do we have H!(X, L=2) > 0 for any of these candidate
line bundles? For Ox (1,2, —1) and Ox(2,1, —1), it is simple to show using a Leray spectral
sequence that the answer is no. For a definitive answer in the remaining two cases, one
must extend the analysis of Appendix A of [29] to higher degree line bundles on dPg. This

is beyond the scope of the present work. Therefore, for now, we content ourselves with

"We restrict to u(L) > 0 in our scan to match our analysis above. Including bundles with u(L) < 0
would give the reverse extension sequence with the bundle and its dual swapped, leading to the same SU(2)
bundles that were already captured by restricting to a positive slope.
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noting that x(L~2) is positive for both remaining line bundles, which is consistent with
H'(X,L™?) = 0 and the absence of an extension to a SU(2) bundle V.

As exploited by a number of other works [16,18,69], moving from a single line bundle to
two or more such bundles provides a richer low-energy spectrum, making it much easier to
find examples that possess the correct charged matter and satisfy both the phenomenological
constraints and the Bogomolov inequality. We analyze this case in the next section.

So far, we have explicitly chosen the hidden sector line bundle Ox(2,1,3), embedded
in a specific way with embedding coefficient a = 1 into the Eg gauge group, and studied
its phenomenological properties. This choice of the hidden sector was shown to satisfy all
“vacuum” constraints required to be consistent with present low-energy phenomenology, as
well as both the “reduction” and “physical” constraints required to be a “strongly-coupled”
heterotic vacuum consistent with both the mass scale and gauge coupling of a unified SO(10)
theory in the observable sector. Additionally, we showed that the induced SU(2) bundle
L @ L~ is polystable after including genus-one corrections, and that the effective low-
energy theory admits an N = 1 supersymmetric vacuum. We pointed out that there are
actually a large number of different line bundles that one could choose, and a large number
of inequivalent embeddings of such line bundles into Eg. An alternative choice of hidden
sector bundle could lead to: 1) a different commutant subgroup H and hence a different
low-energy gauge group, 2) a different spectrum of zero-mass particles transforming under
HxU(1), 3) a different value for the associated Fayet—Iliopoulos term and, hence, a different
D-term mass for the U(1) vector superfield, and so on. We will explore an alternative type

of hidden sector in the next section.

2.5 Hidden Sectors with two Line Bundle Embedding

In Section 2.3 we showed that vacuum configurations with hidden sectors built from a single
line bundle require that the genus-one corrected slope of the line bundle vanishes. It seems
that such a configuration always pushes us into a strongly coupled regime in which the

accuracy of the linear approximation used to derive the effective four-dimensional theory
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is uncertain. Here, we begin with a general overview of constructing Abelian line bundle
backgrounds, before specializing our discussion on hidden sectors built from two line bundles
embedded into the hidden Fg gauge group. As an example of how this works, we will then

focus on embeddings which lead to the breaking pattern Fg — Fg x U(1) x U(1).

2.5.1 Line Bundle Embeddings

A particularly simple set of hidden sector bundles are those constructed from line bundles.
These are defined by a set of line bundles and the embedding of their corresponding U(1)
groups into Fg. Given a set of line bundles, there are multiple inequivalent ways to embed
their Abelian gauge connections into the ten-dimensional hidden FEg connection. A par-
ticularly useful formalism for describing these embeddings is using “line bundle vectors”.
Following [74], the Abelian gauge connections can be embedded in the hidden sector Eg by
expanding the curvature Fg, as
Fg, 1

where the coefficients H; are matrices valued in the Lie algebra of Eg. As in [24,25], the
w; are the three harmonic (1, 1)-forms that span the H!(X,C) cohomology on the Schoen

threefold X. Since the background is Abelian, one can expand the coefficients as

H;=V/Hy, (2.5.2)

where I = 1,...,8 runs over the Cartan subalgebra of the hidden Eg. Here the H; denote

the Cartan generators of the SO(16) C Eg maximal subgroup, normalized so that

TrH;Hy =261, , (2.5.3)

where the trace is 1/30 of the trace over the 248 of Fg or, equivalently, taken in the

fundamental 16 representation of SO(16).® The eight-component vectors V; = VI are

8This agrees with the normalisation in [74] after noting that their trace is taken in the fundamental of
an SU group rather than SO. See [75, Appendix A] for more details.
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known as line bundle vectors. Given a choice of Cartan generators, an Abelian hidden
sector bundle is completely specified by a choice of three line bundles vectors V;, i = 1, 2, 3.
For example, V1 then encodes how much w; contributes to the curvature Fgg. This is
somewhat abstract at the moment, but we will see how this works with an explicit example
later.

As noted in [18], the flux Ff, has to be quantized when evaluated on a string state and
integrated over any curve dual to a divisor defined by a sum of the w;. Since the string
states are characterized by weight vectors that lie on the Eg root lattice A, the line bundle
vectors must also lie on the root lattice, that is V; € A. Following the conventions of [76,77],
the Fg root lattice is given by the set of points A € R® such that all eight coordinates are
integers or half-integers (but not a mix of the two), and the coordinates sum to an even
integer. This constrains the form of the line bundle vectors and ensures that the curvature
of the resulting hidden sector bundle obeys flux quantization.

The second Chern character of the hidden sector bundle V) constructed from the line

bundles is given by

1 1
Tr FE'g VAN FE'S = i(VZ . V]) wwi Awj , (254)

1

chy (V) T

where V; - V; = Vil VjI is the Euclidean scalar product between the i** and j*™ line bundle
vectors. Since ¢1(V) = 0 — following from the fact that the generators Hj are traceless —
the second Chern class is given by cp(V(?)) = —chy(V?)). Wedging with w; and integrating

over X, one finds that the second Chern numbers of V2 are

1

1
V) = = [ @) hu= ~5dau(V,- Vi) (2.5.5)

The unbroken gauge group G in four dimensions is given by the commutant of the
structure group of V) with the ten-dimensional gauge group. The non-Abelian part of G

can be computed by finding all roots? = of eg that are orthogonal to all of the line bundle

9The 240 roots are given by vectors = that lie on the root lattice with length squared equal to 2; {r €
Alr-r=2}
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vectors:

Hi(r)=V;-r=0, foralli=1,...,hb". (2.5.6)

This ensures that the components of the Eg connection that form the four-dimensional
connection are uncharged with respect to G. Since we are considering bundles with an
Abelian structure group, there may also be U(1) factors in G (since they commute with
themselves).

One can also calculate the chiral part of the matter spectrum in the resulting four-
dimensional theory by computing the Euler characteristic x for the bundles in which the
various matter fields transform. This can be done using the multiplicity operator N [78].
More precisely, the Euler characteristic x(V') for a bundle V' whose sections transform in
the representation R is calculated by A (r), where 7 is the eg root corresponding to the
highest weight of R. That is, given a decomposition of the 248 into representations R, each
R is characterized by some highest weight, which corresponds to some root of eg (since the
roots are the weights of the 248). To compute x(V'), one simply finds the eg root r that

the highest weight of R corresponds to and then evaluates N (r) as

x(V)=N(r) = %02,2'(X)Hz’(r> + édiiji(r)Hj('f'>Hk(7') , (2.5.7)

where the second Chern numbers of the Schoen threefold are co;(X) = (4,4,0);. Note
that we will often abuse notation and write x(R) for the Euler characteristic of the bundle
V' transforming in the R representation. With these conventions, a left chiral fermion

zero-mode in four dimensions has N (r) < 0.

2.5.2 Embedding Constraints for Two Line Bundles

As mentioned above, since our Schoen threefold has h''! = 3, we need to specify three line
bundle vectors V;. To be concrete, we now consider the explicit example of a line bundle
background that breaks Eg to Eg x U(1) x U(1). We will describe this bundle using both

the line bundle vector description above and a more standard description.
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It is useful to decompose the V; into a set of line bundle data (m’ n') and a set of
linearly independent, eight-component basis vectors (t1,¢2). The line bundle vectors can
then be written as

V,=m't; +n'ty . (2.5.8)

To match with our previous conventions in the case of the single line bundle, we take the
generators of the U(1) x U(1) structure group to be (—t1, —t2). One then finds that matter

fields transform according to

1_170 ~ (’)X(ml,mz,m?’) = L1 y 107_1 ~ (”)X(nl,n2,n3) = LQ s (259)

From this we see that (m?, n’) specify the line bundles, while (1, %) give the embedding of
U(1) x U(1) into the hidden sector Eg. If we want to consider the embedding of a single
U(1) into Eg, one takes t = 0, while more U(1)s could be embedded by including more
basis vectors. This should be compared with the discussion in [74, Section 7.2], where they
give an example of a U(1) x U(1) bundle with three line bundle vectors and a single relation
between them, implying that they can be written in a basis with two linearly independent
generators.

More details on the generators and our conventions can be found in Appendix D. The

eight-component basis vectors are taken to be

t1 = (0,0,0,0,0,—1,1,0) , 5 =(0,0,0,0,0,—1,—1,-2) , (2.5.10)

where the two U(1) groups are generated by (—t1,—t2). Note that this choice obeys flux
quantisation when the entries of m’ and n’ are integers. Note also that one must have
m!' +m? mod 3 = 0 for equivariance of the line bundle L1, with the same condition for the
n' as well.

It is easy to see which simple roots of Eg are broken by this choice — one simply takes

the inner product of each V; with the simple roots in (D.0.1). In particular, ¢; breaks a
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combination of ag and a7, while to breaks ag alone. Together, they break both ag and a7,
suggesting that the unbroken gauge group will be Fg. One can check this explicitly using
(2.5.6) from which one sees that 72 roots of Eg are annihilated by the line bundle vectors,
which then form the 72 roots of the unbroken Eg which commutes with U(1) x U(1) inside
FEs. One can also see this by transforming the basis vectors to the w-basis, where they
are given by (0,0,0,0,0,—1,2,0) and (0,0,0,0,0,—1,0,0). Using the Mathematica package

LieART [76,77], one can then find the decomposition of the adjoint representation of Fg:

248 =780 +2x1gpo+120+120+113+113+13-3+1 13 ( )
2.5.11

+271, 1 +27 1,1+ 2711+ 2711+ 2792+ 2792 .

This particular breaking pattern can be obtained more conventionally by first breaking

Eg — Eg x SU(3), under which the adjoint representation of Eg decomposes as

248 = (78,1) + (1,8) + (27,3) + (27,3) . (2.5.12)

Breaking SU(3) further to SU(2) x U(1), the SU(3) representations that appear above

decompose as

3=21+12,
3=2_1+1,y, (2.5.13)

8=30+235+2_3+1p.

Finally, we break the SU(2) further to U(1), with the SU(2) representations above decom-

posing as

2=1,+1_;, (2.5.14)

3=15+ 10 +1_o. (2515)

Putting this together, one sees that the adjoint representation of Fg decomposes under this
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Es x U(1) x U(1) exactly as in (2.5.11) above. We thus have two equivalent descriptions
of the embedding of this U(1) x U(1) in Eg, either via the line bundle vectors defined by
(2.5.10) or via a chain of subgroups starting from the maximal subgroup Eg x SU(3).

We can find the Eg connection that corresponds to this breaking pattern by first building
the SU(3) connection induced by the breaking SU(3) — S(U(1) x U(1) x U(1)) ~ U(1) x

U(1) and two U(1) connections, AS()I) and A(L?()l). The two U(1)s embed into SU(3) as

e—2ip2 0
(e, e192) _ elo1 ) (2.5.16)
0 el®2
0 e

Using this, we can build a connection associated with a rank three bundle V3 as

2
—247)), 0 0
Asy(3) = 0 A(Ul()l) + Ag()n 0 ) (2.5.17)
0 0 —AL) +AD)

(1 u()

1) (2)
where AU(l) and AU(D

connection (2.5.17) implies that the rank three bundle is the Whitney sum

are the L1 and Lo line bundle connections respectively. The form of

Va=Ly2a@ (L1 ® L") ® Ly)
(2.5.18)

=L L d L' Ly=FoKaE,

where we have defined
F=1L1;%, K=LLs, E=L7"Ly . (2.5.19)

From the form of the SU(3) connection in (2.5.17), one can read off that the U(1) connec-

tions associated with the line bundles F, K and £ are

+A42 - (2.5.20)

F oo (2
Apay = —24 U(1)

K _ 40 (2) e _ (1)
vy Ave) = Ay T A Apay=—4A

u() (1> u(1)
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respectively. Note that Ag(l) + A§(1) + A§(1) = 0 and, therefore, that

Cl(f) + Cl(’C) + 61(5) =0, (2.5.21)

which is simply the condition that V3 is an SU(3) bundle.

The DUY theorem [45,58] implies that there exists a connection A su(3) that solves the
HYM equation if V3 = F @ K @ £ is poly-stable. Since the slope of any SU(N) bundle
such as V3 vanishes, it follows that V3 can be poly-stable only if the slopes of each of its
subbundles vanish as well. Hence, the hidden sector bundle V3 given in (2.5.18) will be
slope poly-stable if

1(F) = pu(K) =0 (2.5.22)

Note that the slope of £ vanishes automatically if the slopes of F and K do, so the condition
above is sufficient.

The SU(3) connection in (2.5.17) embeds further into an Eg connection such that it
commutes with Fg as in (2.5.12). The embedding of the line bundle connections into the
hidden Ej is then given by

(A(l) A(2)

vy Avay) = Abs = AV Q1+ AEf()l)Qz ; (2.5.23)

U(1)

where Q1 and Q2 are elements of the Eg algebra whose traces obey

1
1

1

TQi=1, [ TQi=3, TQQ=0, (2.5.24)

which can also be read off from the decomposition in (2.5.11). We see that 1 and Qo
contain the charges associated with each of the two U(1) subgroups.
We can also see this from the line bundle vector description as follows. Since the

curvature can be expanded in the Cartan generators as in (2.5.1), we can write

2m 2 ) ) . )

i) thH; | (2.5.25)

Fg,
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(1)

where we have identified Fy; Uy = 210~ Y3 miw; as the curvature of the line bundle L =
Ox(m!, m?,m3) defined in (2.5.9), and similarly for Ly. Comparing with (2.5.23), we read
off that Q1 = t{H 7and Qo = tﬁH 7. It is then simple to repeat the calculation of the traces

to give

1 1 1 1 1 1
STrQ? =t t =1 “TrQ3 =ty -ty =3 —Tr =t -ty =0, (2.5.26
qr@i=gtiti=1, 1@ =ctet2 =3, Q@ =gt t2 =0, ( )

where we have used the normalisation of the generators in (2.5.3). We see that this agrees
with (2.5.24) upon inserting the definitions from (2.5.8) and (2.5.10).
Anomaly Condition

As discussed in Section 2.1.5, anomaly cancellation in heterotic M-theory requires that
(TX) — ca(VV) — chy (W) =W =0, (2.5.27)

where V(1) is the observable SU(4) bundle, V) is the hidden sector bundle, TX is the
tangent bundle of the compactification threefold, while W is the effective class of the single
five-brane between the hidden and observable sector.

The second Chern character of the hidden sector bundle is

chy(VP) = Tr Fgg A Fr, (2.5.28)

1672

where F'gg is the curvature of the Eg connection induced from the two line bundle connec-

tions in (2.5.23). Expanding out, we find

ChQ(V(2)) _ (Tr Ql /\ F( () 4+ Tr QQ U(l) A F( ()) + 2Tr QlQQF[(Jl()l A F( ())) s

(2.5.29)

16

where the Fg()l) are given in terms of the first Chern class of each line bundle as ¢} =
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F[(Ji()l) /2m. Again denoting the L; and Ls line bundles by
L1 = Ox(m!,m?, m?) , Ly = Ox(nt,n? n?) , (2.5.30)

the second Chern character of V(2 is then simply

ChQ(V(Q)) = C (Ll) N c1 (Ll) + 3¢y (Lg) A&t (Lg)

(2.5.31)

1 2

3
wo + m3W3)2 + 7(n1w1 + n2w2 + n3w3)2 >

w1 +m
1 v2/3

27 ¢

where we used the trace relations from (2.5.24). Remember that for our particular config-

uration,

011/3/)( (cz(TX) —cg(v(l))) Aw; = (i,;,zl)i : (2.5.32)

If we define

1
W, = — W Aw;, 2.5.33
o173 /X w ( )

it then follows that the anomaly condition is given by

4 . .
W, = (3, g, —4) + dijem? m" + 3d;enin® (2.5.34)

(2

In order to preserve N = 1 supersymmetry W must be an effective class; that is, each
component W;, i = 1,2,3 must be non-negative.

Again we can compare this with the line bundle vector formalism. We have already given
the second Chern character in (2.5.4). Expanding this out and using the trace relations
in (2.5.26), one can check that it reproduces (2.5.31) above. Furthermore, the anomaly

cancellation condition can then be written as

4 7 1
Wi = (57 3 —4); + idz‘jk(vj Vi), (2.5.35)

which agrees with (2.5.34) upon using the definitions from (2.5.8) and (2.5.10).
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Low-Energy Fields

As usual, low-energy matter superfields fields arising from the decomposition in eq. (2.5.11)
are associated with bundle-valued cohomologies on the Calabi-Yau threefold. Using the
identification (2.5.19), we find that the Ej singlets with non-zero U (1) charges are associated

with

1go ~ H*(X,F) = H*(X,Ly?) , (2.5.36)
1., 1 ~HX,K)=H*X,L1Ly) , (2.5.37)
1, 1~ H*X,E) = H*(X,L{'Ly) . (2.5.38)

To find the cohomologies for the other representations in the decomposition, we can either
use the fact that all SU(3) representations can be obtained from the fundamental 3 and
its conjugate 3, and then use the decomposition of the 3 in terms of U(1) x U(1), or
we can just count the charges in (2.5.11) and use the above identifications to find the
corresponding cohomology. The representations we obtain for the Fg x U(1) x U(1) low-
energy group, as well as their corresponding cohomologies, are shown in Table 2.2. Note

that each representation R in Table 2.2 has an associated cohomology of the form
H*(X,Lgr)=H*(X,L;"™ @ L,"?) , (2.5.39)

where gr and pr are the charges of R for each of the two U(1) groups.
Let us now consider the low-energy matter spectrum. For fields in the R representation,
with associated line bundle Lg, the Euler characteristic x(Lg) counts the chiral asymmetry.

For a line bundle of the form Lg = O X(l}%, l%{, l%), the Euler characteristic is given by

3

X(Lr) =Y (-1)'h(X,Lg) = / ch(Lr) A TA(X) , (2.5.40)
i=0 X

where ch(Lg) is the Chern character of L and Td(X) is the Todd class of the tangent
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bundle of X. On the Schoen manifold we are considering, this simplifies to
= L ) 4 L
X(Lr) = g( r+IR)+ G ijk'!RURIR - (2.5.41)

Using the intersection numbers d;j, given in (2.1.4), this expression becomes

1

X(Lr) = ¢ (IRIR (IR + 1% + 61%) + 21k + 21%) . (2.5.42)

The numbers l% characterizing the line bundle L g depend on the low-energy representation
R. For our line bundle embedding and a representation R with U(1) charges gr and pg, the
Euler characteristic is given by x(Lgr) = x(L] " L;y"®). Defining L; and Lo as in (2.5.30),
one finds that

It is then simple to evaluate the Euler characteristic for each representation by substituting
the values of % into (2.5.42). For example, for the line bundle L1_1L2_ 3 associated with the

representation 173 in Table 2.2, the It are
I'=—m'—3n". (2.5.44)
The Euler characteristic is then given by

(M@ + 2+ 60%) + 201 +21%) . (2.5.45)

| =

x(113) = x(L7'Ly%) =

It is straightforward to check that this agrees with the Euler characteristic as computed
using the multiplicity operator in (2.5.7). For example, the highest weight of 1,3 can be
obtained by projecting the root » = (0,0,0,0,0,1,0,1) of eg. Using this in (2.5.7), one finds
that NV (r) evaluates to (2.5.45).

The matter fields associated with any given representation and cohomology in Table

2.2 are either 1) chiral superfields if the corresponding Euler characteristic y < 0 or 2)
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anti-chiral superfields if xy > 0. For any given entry in Table 2.2, the sign of the Euler
characteristic depends on the choice of line bundles L; and Lo. Hence, the same entry in
the Table can correspond to either a chiral superfield or an anti-chiral superfield depending
on the circumstances of the solution. Note, however, that if a representation, such as
1, 3, corresponds to chiral superfields then the conjugate representation, such as 1_; _s,
corresponds to anti-chiral superfields. With this in mind, in the last column of the table, we
have assigned a specific symbol to the matter supermultiplet of each representation. Having
done that, we note that each such superfield contains a complex scalar field component.
In the following, it is convenient to abuse notation and denote each superfield and its
complex scalar field component using the same symbol. Whether we are referring to the

full supermultiplet or its scalar component will be clear from the context.

Genus-One Corrected FI Terms

As previously explained, a U(1) symmetry that appears in both the internal and four-
dimensional gauge generates a D-term potential proportional to an FI term associated with
the U(1) bundle

;B

N
u(L) + ‘6/512/ er(L) A (J(N“) +ZziJ(")>] : (2.5.46)
X n=1

aiese% 1
2 K2 RV

FI =

where the complex two-forms J are defined in [41] and n runs over all five-branes in the
bulk interval. In our setup, we only have one five brane at position z = A + % with the
source term given by J' = W. The coefficient a;, depends on the exact embedding of the
line bundle L associated with the FI term into the hidden sector Eg. In the case of a hidden
sector with a single line bundle, there is one FI term associated with it. In this case, the
coefficient ay, is simply equal to the coefficient a derived for the second Chern character.
For the particular embedding U (1) — SU(2) — Es that we studied in the previous sections,
a=1.

In the case of a hidden sector with two line bundles, we have two FI terms. Each is
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Es xU(1) x U(1) Cohomology Field Name

113 H*(X,F®K* = Li'Ly") ¢
1.1 3 H*(X,F*®@ K = L1L3) o
113 H*(X,F®&* = L1Ly°) Cy
1,3 H*(X,F*®& = L{'L3) Cy
120 H*(X,K*® & =L?) C3
1.0 H*(X,K®&* = L?) Cs
) i
2711 H*(X,K* = L{'LyY) fo
27 1, H*(X,&*=Li1Ly") f3
270.2 H*(X,F = L;?) f
27 11 H*(X,K = Ly Ly) f2
271 4 H*(X,& = L7 Ly) f3

Table 2.2: Low-energy representations of EgxU(1)xU (1) and their associated cohomologies.
Ly is a line bundle of the form L; = Ox(m', m?,m?), while we write Ly = Ox(n!,n?,n?)
for Ls . The entries in the third column correspond to either a chiral or an anti-chiral
supermultiplet if the Euler characteristic of the associated line bundle is negative or positive
respectively. Hence, the supermultiplets corresponding to a line bundle and its inverse
bundle are conjugates of each other. Note that the fields C; and C; are singlets under Ej.
Deforming the bundle V3 away from the decomposable locus is equivalent to turning on
different combinations of VEVs for the scalar components of these supermultiplets in the

effective theory.

associated with one of the two line bundles F and K defined in the decomposition

Vs=Fakaé (2.5.47)

of the SU(3) bundle V3 at the decomposable locus. Note that the line bundle £ depends on
K and F such that ¢1(£) = —c1(F) — c1(K). Hence, V3 has the structure group S(U(1) x

U)xU(1)) ~U(1) x U(1) at the stability wall. The genus-one corrected FI terms in this
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case are

2 S N
aF €g€ 1 eqR Z n
Flp = miR RV2/3 uF) + VS1/3 /Xcl(f) " (J(NH) r2 )>] ’
n=l (2.5.48)
Flo — ax ese% 1 (K) + efg]% / (KC) A JN+D) 4 ZN 2 7(n)
KT T2 myes | vis J n:1zn

Note that the FI terms in the effective theory are associated with the line bundles 7 = L; 2
and K = L1Ly and not with the bundles L1 = Ox(m!',m? m3) and Ly = Ox(n',n% n?).
Hence, the coefficients ar and ax in front of the expressions in (2.5.48) depend on the
how the bundles F and K embed into the Eg connection. This calculation was trivial in
the single bundles case, because we parametrized directly all the equations in terms of the
bundle L associated with the F'I term. For the two line bundle case of interest, one can
read off the generators Q@ and Qx associated with their embedding into Eg from Table

2.2. These are given by

Q]: = (1, —1, 2, —2, —1, 1, - id27,0 X id27, id27,id27, 0 x id27, — id27) s (2.5.49)

QIC = (—1, 1, 1, —1, —2, 2, 0 x id27, - id27,id27, 0 x id27, id27, - id27) . (2550)

Hence, we get

1

afzzﬁQ%:L (2.5.51)
1

amziﬁQ%zl. (2.5.52)

Extension Bundle

In this section, we study how to deform the Whitney sum bundle defined in eq. (2.5.18)
away from the decomposable locus to construct an irreducible SU(3) bundle. We will also

discuss how this construction appears in the effective field theory.
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Consider the pair of exact sequences

0O=>F->W-—=E—=0,
(2.5.53)

0-K—=Vsg—W—=0.

These define an SU(3) bundle V3, since ¢1(V3) = 0. The first extension can be non-trivial
— that is, W is not simply F @& — if and only if the Ext group Ext!(€,F) = HY(X, F® £*)
is non-trivial. Similarly, the second extension can be non-trivial if and only if Ext!(W, K) =
HY(X,K ® W*) is non-trivial. It is relatively easy to see that a non-trivial extension class
for the first extension sequence corresponds to turning on a VEV for the field Cs in the
effective theory. Indeed, from Table 2.2 we see that H!(X,F ® £*) counts the number
of (5 fields. It is straightforward, if not obvious, to see that the extension class for the
second sequence is equivalent to turning on a VEV for the field Cs. To prove this, note
that one can show that Ext!(W,K) = HY(X,K @ W*) = HY(X,K ® £*) [69]." Tt follows
from Table 2.2 that H'(X,K ® £*) counts the number of Cj fields. We learn that the pair
of non-trivial extensions in (2.5.53) corresponds to turning on VEVs for the fields Cy and

Cs in the effective theory,
(Co)#0,  (C3) #0, (2.5.54)

while the VEVs of the other charged matter fields are set to zero. Having allowed for these
VEVs, one should check that the F-term and D-term constraints are satisfied so that the
vacuum of the four-dimensional theory preserves supersymmetry. As shown in [69], one can
turn on this combination of VEVs while still having the superpotential and its derivative
vanish — that is, the effective theory satisfies the F-flatness requirement. Furthermore,
using the generic expression for a D-term given in [69], we see that fields Co and C3 have
the correct charges to cancel the FI terms associated with the two U(1) bundles F and KC,
as defined in eq. (2.5.48). Therefore, the theory is also D-flat.

Note that there is another pair of extension sequences which correspond to the same

!Specifically, in Section 3.3 of [69] it is shown that H'(X,K @ W*) = H*(X,K ® £*) + ker §, where
ker§ € H'(X,K ® F*). Note that this branch is confined to the zero element of H' (X, K ® F*).
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non-zero elements of H(X,F ® £*) and H(X, K ® £*), namely

0-K—-W =£—=0, Ext'(£,K) = HY(X,K®E*) #0,
(2.5.55)
0 F—=Vy—W =0, Ext!(W',F)= H (X, F®E)#0.

This seemingly gives us a different SU(3) bundle Vj for the same set of VEVs. However,

as shown in [69], this new bundle is isomorphic to the above, that is

Vi~ Vi (2.5.56)

From an effective theory perspective, both pairs of sequences correspond to turning on
VEVs for the low-energy fields Cy and C3. Roughly speaking, the choice between (2.5.53) or
(2.5.55) corresponds to turning on VEVs for Cy first and then Cs or vice versa, respectively.

As we will discuss next, there are actually six inequivalent branches along which one
can, in principle, deform the SU(3) bundle away from the decomposable locus. From the
low-energy perspective, deforming the bundle along one branch or another comes from
turning on different pairs of VEVs of the Eg singlet fields C; and C; which are both F-flat
and D-flat. The extensions in (2.5.53) or (2.5.55) give one possible branch. We show the
full branch structure for a hidden sector built from two line bundles in Table 2.3, but for
the moment let us continue focusing on the (Cy), (C3) # 0 branch. We have seen that a
non-trivial extension is possible if and only if the cohomology groups H'(X, F ® £*) and

HY(X,K ® £*) are non-empty, that is

RHX, F®RE*) >0, MX,K@E)>0. (2.5.57)

It is useful to observe that the case where either of the line bundles F ® £€* or K ® £* is
ample is eliminated from the start, since ample line bundles have vanishing first cohomology
groups on a Calabi—Yau manifold. Hence, one must choose the line bundles L, Lo so that
F®E and K ® £* are not ample. That being said, computing the cohomology groups
HY (X, F®&*) and H(X,K ® £*) directly on our Schoen manifold X is a difficult task,
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which will not be included in this work.

Bundle Stability

The conditions above ensure that an extension is possible, which corresponds to the exis-
tence of non-zero VEVs of certain charged matter fields in the four-dimensional effective
theory. The existence of the deformed SU(3) bundle is not sufficient to ensure supersym-
metry, however. One must also require that the new bundle admits a connection that solves
the HYM equation; that is, the bundle must be slope-stable. Therefore, the next question
one must ask, assuming the extension exists, is whether the resulting bundle is slope-stable.
As we have emphasized, checking the stability of a bundle is generally a difficult calculation
which, at the moment, cannot be done algorithmically on our particular Schoen three-
fold. Instead, we will focus on some necessary conditions; specifically that some obvious
subbundles have negative slope and that the Bogomolov inequality is satisfied. This last
requirement is significant since often the Bogomolov inequality is the only obstruction to
finding a slope-stable bundle [20].

From the first sequence in (2.5.53), we learn that there is an embedding
K Vy. (2.5.58)

That is, the line bundle K injects into V3. Since V4 has a vanishing slope, the first necessary

condition for stability is that I has a negative tree-level slope:
p(K) = p(LiLs) <0 =  dijp(m' +nf)ala" <0, (2.5.59)

Furthermore, it would appear from (2.5.55) and (2.5.56), and is proven in Appendix E, that
the bundle F also injects into Vj,

F Vi, (2.5.60)
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and so the slope of u(F) must also be negative:
w(F)=pw(Ly?) <0 = —2d;pniaiad® <0. (2.5.61)

Given a choice of L; and Lo such that (2.5.59) and (2.5.61) are satisfied, the final

necessary condition that we impose is that V4 satisfies the Bogomolov inequality
/cz(vg) Aw>0. (2.5.62)

A bundle is stable only if it satisfies this highly non-trivial constraint. Thankfully, since ¢ is
topological, this can be computed from the data of the Whitney sum bundle V3 = FOKXHE.
The total Chern class is

c(V3) = c(Vs) = ¢(Ly? @ LiLy @ Ly ' Lo)

(2.5.63)
=1-3c(Ly) — A(Ly) + ...

from which we see that c2(V3) = 3¢3(La) — c(Lz). It follows that condition (3.4.6) becomes
dijkmimjak + 3dijkninjak <0. (2.5.64)

We emphasize that since the Kéhler form w appears in the calculation of the two slopes
and the Bogomolov inequality, all three of these conditions depend on where one is in the

Kahler cone, which is also restricted by the physical constraints discussed in Section 2.3

2.5.3 Line Bundles Scan

We are now in a position to look for an appropriate hidden sector bundle, which has a non-
trivial extension V4 that might be stable away from the decomposable locus. In addition
to the physical constraints discussed in Section 2.3, we impose the stability constraints

2

derived earlier. Specifically, we want to find two line bundles L1 = Ox(m!, m?, m?) and

Ly = Ox(n',n? n3) such that
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. Both L, and Ly are equivariant:

(m1 +mg2)mod3 =0, (n;+mnz)mod3=0. (2.5.65)

. The five-brane class is effective:

47 : :
W; = (3, 3 —4> + dijpmImF + 3d;jmin® >0 . (2.5.66)
7

. The cohomology groups H'(X,F @ £*) = HI(X,Lng?’) and HY(X,K ® &%) =
H'(X, L?) are non-zero. In this scan we will simply impose the necessary condition

that F @ & = L1 L;° and K ® £* = L} are not ample.

. The extended bundle Vj is stable. The necessary conditions that we impose are:

i) The slopes of the line bundles F and K are negative:
(i) g
dijr(m' +n)ald* <0,  —2dmiald" <0 . (2.5.67)
ii) The extension bundle Vg satisfies the Bogomolov inequality
3
diggm'm?a® + 3d;xn'nia® <0 (2.5.68)

We performed a systematic scan over all possible pairs of line bundles, with |m*|< 15,

|nf|< 15 for i = 1,2,3. The values of (a', a?, a®) we sample sit inside the “orange” subspaces

of the Kéhler cone shown in Figure 2.5. We find a number of pairs of line bundles that lead

to a solution satisfying all of these constraints. These include the line bundles

L1 =0x(=5,-1,1),  Ly=0x(2,1,-1). (2.5.69)

Before giving the other examples, let us analyze this case in more detail. For this pair of
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Branch  Field VEVs Sequences Ext

L@ o (TETITECL e e
2 (Cs), <é2> #0 0 0_>—>W6;2)_>_>W‘Z)(2)_>_,>C]:—>_(3 0 gig((: g g .lg;
3 oy T :VV?J e ok
1 (G () A0 Oojg’:};gfﬁwﬁf o B ser
5 (C3),(C1) #0 0 i_]):g_)%‘/?(/f)()@_)—%ﬁuf))ﬁ_(: 0 511(())2;22?)
e T

Table 2.3: The six extension branches of the split Whitney sum bundle V3 = F & KL @ €.
For each branch, there is also a second pair of sequences which corresponds to switching
the order of the extensions. The resulting bundles can be shown to be isomorphic [69] and,
hence, we do not display them.

line bundles, we find that the class of the five-brane is

W; = (2,0,18); , (2.5.70)

which is indeed effective (W; > 0). Furthermore, the bundles L1L53 = Ox(—11,-4,4) and
L% = Ox(-10,-2,2), associated with the 1_; 3 and the 1_5 o representations respectively,
are clearly non-ample. However, we do not know if the extensions in (2.5.53) exist without

computing the cohomologies

HY X, F® &)= HY(X,[1L;?) = H'(X,Ox(—11, —4,4)). (2.5.71)

HYX,K® &%) = HY(X,L}) = H'(X,0x(-10,-2,2)) . (2.5.72)
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2.5.4 Different Extension Branches

In the example in the previous section, we showed it might be possible to extend the
decomposable bundle V3, defined in (2.5.18), to a non-trivial stable SU(3) bundle V3 via
the extension sequences defined in (2.5.53). As we discussed, this extension is equivalent to
turning on VEVs for the fields C and C5 in the four-dimensional effective theory. We now
ask if we can still solve the system of vacuum constraints if we chose a different extension
sequence or, equivalently, if we chose to turn on VEVs for different combinations of C' and
C fields.

First of all, not all combinations of pairs of VEVs are allowed. The F-flatness conditions,
coming from the vanishing of the superpotential and its first derivative, reduce the fifteen
combinations of pairs of VEVs to six [69]. In Table 2.3 we give the allowed VEVs for each
branch and the corresponding extension sequences. The branch we studied in the previous

section corresponds to branch one in this table.

2.5.5 Possible Generalization

We finish by pointing out that the analyses and methods developed in this work can be
extended to models with hidden sectors built using different embeddings into Eg or from
three or more line bundles. In particular, the method of line bundle vectors [74] reviewed in
Section 2.5.1 is ideally suited for this problem. One could imagine algorithmically generating
hidden sectors built from line bundles. As a taste of how this would work, we finish with two
such examples that should make clear that there are a large number of models to explore.

Consider for instance another example built from two line bundles. We use two linearly

independent generators (¢1,t2) given by

¢, = (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,—2) |, (2.5.73)

ty = (OaOaOaOaana _250) y (2574)
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with the two line bundle vectors given by

V,= mitl + nitg . (2.5.75)

The non-Abelian commutant of U(1)? inside Eg is then SO(12).
Using the Mathematica package LieART [76,77], one can then find the decomposition

of the adjoint representation of FEg:

248 = 6600 +2 X 1gg+120+1 20+ 1p2+19_2+3210+32_10+3211+32;
+1211+12 91 +12¢ 1 +12_47 .

(2.5.76)

This breaking pattern is obtained by first breaking Fg to E7 x SU(2), under which the

adjoint representation of Fg decomposes as

248 = (133,1) + (56, 2) + (1,3) . (2.5.77)

Breaking F7 further to SO(12) x SU(2), the E7 representations that appear above decom-

pose as

56 = (12,2) + (32,1) ,
133 = (66,1) + (32,2) + (1,3) , (2.5.78)

1=(1,1).

Finally, we break both SU(2) groups down to U(1)s. The fundamental representation of

SU(2) decomposes as

2=1;+1_,, (2579)

(2.5.80)
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Putting this together, one sees that the adjoint representation of Fg decomposes under
SO(12) x U(1) x U(1) exactly as in (2.5.76) above.

Each of the two line bundles L; and L9 associated with the two U(1) factors are embed-
ded into an SU(2) bundle. At the decomposable locus we produce a diagonal SU(2) x SU(2)
bundle

Voxe = (Li' @ L) ® (Ly' @ Lo) . (2.5.81)

with U(1) x U(1) structure group

In this case, the only singlets under the non-Abelian factor that are charged under
the two U(1)s are (1)20, (1)o2 and their conjugates. These give charged singlet matter
fields whose VEVs may be used to set the D-terms associated with the low-energy U(1)s
to zero. Turning a combination of two VEVs would correspond to deforming the hidden
sector bundle with U(1) x U(1) structure group into one with SU(2) x SU(2) instead.

One could also go beyond the two line bundle embedding scenario and build a hidden
sector from three line bundles. We use three linearly independent generators (ti,to,%3)

given by

t; = (0,0,0,0,0,0,0,—2) , (2.5.82)
ty = (0,0,0,0,0,—1,—1,-2) , (2.5.83)
t3 = (0,0,0,0,0,0,—1,—1) , (2.5.84)

with the three line bundle vectors given by
V,= mitl -+ nitg —|—pit3 . (2585)
Using (2.5.6), one can then show that the non-Abelian commutant of U(1)? inside Eg is

SO(10), so that the low-energy gauge group is SO(10) x U(1)3. It is then simple to find
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the decomposition of the 248:

248 — 1234+ 1231 + 1211 + 1210+ 1o21 + 1o,0,1 + C.C. (2.5.86)
+310.0,0 + 45000 (2.5.87)
+10221 + 109,11 +10p,1,0 + c.C. (2.5.88)
+16;9271 + 16100+ 16_1_10+16_1 11 +c.c. (2.5.89)

This pattern corresponds to first breaking the Fg group to the maximal subgroup
SO(16), and then breaking further the SO(16) to SU(4) x SO(10). One could then embed
the U(1) x U(1) x U(1) structure group into the SU(4) connection to obtain a diagonal Vj
bundle at the decomposable locus of the type

Va=Li?® (L @ (L' ® L) ® L) ® Ls .

(2.5.90)
=13 ® Ly%L3 @& L1LoLs ® L' LoLs .

In the expression above, Li, Ly and L3 are the line bundles associated with the three U(1)
groups.

We see there are multiple SO(10) singlets that are charged under the three U(1)s.
These are the charged singlet matter fields whose VEVs may be used to set the D-terms
for the three U(1)s to zero. From a ten-dimensional perspective, these VEVs correspond to
deforming the hidden sector bundle constructed from the three line bundles to a non-trivial
SU(4) extension bundle. One can then impose conditions on these line bundles, following
the analysis laid out in this section.

Clearly, there are a large number of hidden sectors that one can construct using different

numbers of line bundles and various embeddings into Ej.
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2.6 Breaking Supersymmetry at Low Energy

In the previous sections, we presented the constraints imposed on a heterotic M-theory
vacuum whose hidden sector is defined by a single line bundle L with its U(1) structure
group embedded into the SU(2) subgroup of SU(2) x E; C Eg via the induced vector
bundle L @ L~'. We demanded that d = 4, N = 1 supersymmetry be exactly preserved.
In this section, however, we will analyze how spontaneous supersymmetry breaking in four
dimensions can occur due to gaugino condensation of E~ in the hidden sector.

As is well known [79-81], if the E; gauge group of the hidden sector becomes strongly
coupled below the compactification scale, then the associated gauginos condense and pro-
duce an effective superpotential for the relevant geometric moduli of the theory — in our
case, the dilaton S and the complexified Kihler moduli 7%, i = 1,2,3. The form of this

gaugino condensate superpotential is given by [48,79,80]

W7:<Aﬂﬁ3emo<—byg;yﬁﬁ) : (2.6.1)

where agut was defined in (2.2.3), and by, is a real number associated with the beta-function
of the E7 gauge coupling ¢(? for a choice of hidden sector line bundle L. Both b;, and the
associated “condensation scale” A will be defined below.

Remember that to order /-511{3, the general expressions for the gauge kinetic functions

are in [6, 8]

/ N

(2.6.2)

n=1
/
€5 A(N+1)
fo= S+ 28T
The real parts of the gauge kinetic functions are related to the gauge couplings on the two

sectors

47 , R N 90i (1)
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and
47

E N+1 (n)

— e 271N
@7 x Re(f2) =V (1 + €5y ngl 20" B, ) (2.6.4)
respectively. For a single line bundle L = Ox(I',1%,13) in the hidden sector and a single

five-brane, we find that
6, . .
fo=8+ ES(—(Z, 2,0); — dijpl/1M) T (2.6.5)

where T% = ' +i2y, i = 1,2, 3 and the strong coupling parameter €5 was defined in (2.2.7).
We want to emphasize that expressions (2.6.1) and (2.6.5) for the condensate superpotential
and f, respectively are known only to linear order in € [5,6,33,82].

An important point is that the potential induced by the gaugino superpotential is ac-
tually runaway and so does not fix the moduli fields at a minimum. Instead, we simply
assume that the moduli can be fixed to some values (such as by picking a point in the viable
region of Kéhler moduli space) and then analyze the supersymmetry breaking due to the
gaugino superpotential at those values of the moduli. In a complete model, one would be
able to fix all of the moduli fields dynamically. However, this is far outside the scope of the
present work.?

The observable sector Spin(10) gauge coupling g is fixed at the unification scale
(Mpr) based on phenomenological data. As discussed in [24] and Section 2, we find that
(o) = ﬁ in the split Wilson lines scenario and (o) = ﬁ in the simultaneous Wilson
lines scenario (with a = g(M2/47). We cannot determine the value of the hidden sector gauge
coupling ¢ at (My) based on direct observation. However, the two gauge couplings g™
and ¢ both occur in the d = 10 Hofava—Witten theory and, hence, it is possible to find an
expression relating them to couplings in the d = 4 effective theory after compactification. As

shown in eq. (2.2.3), in the observable sector the Spin(10) gauge coupling at the unification

20One could use gaugino condensation in multiple gauge groups to generate a potential with a determined
minimum and thus fix some of the moduli. However, this would still leave bundle moduli, complex structure
moduli, and so on, to fix [83-86]. To the knowledge of the authors, within the context of phenomenologically
realistic models, there are no models that fix all moduli.
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scale is given by [5,52]

_ agur
(o) = Re /) ' (2.6.6)

where fi is the gauge kinetic function on the observable sector. Similarly, the F7 hidden

sector gauge coupling at the unification scale (M) is defined to satisfy

(2)y _ @GUT
(@) =37 (2.6.7)

where we denote the hidden sector gauge parameter by a(?) = %. The moduli dependent

function fo was given in (2.6.5). Using the relations

ReS =V + 6;5(; + N2 Wt (2.6.8)
and )
ReT! =t = V?/3 : (2.6.9)
it follows from (2.6.5) that
Refo =V + e{gi ((—(1, 1,0); — ldijkljl’“)ai + (1 + /\)2Wiai> : (2.6.10)
Vi3 2 2

Finally, using (2.6.6) and (2.6.7), we find that

. Re f1

(@) = Ref, (o), (2.6.11)

allowing one to solve for <ag2)> at any point in moduli space. Remember that inside the

orange subspaces of the Kéahler cone shown in Figure 2.5, Ref; and Refs have positive
definite values. Hence, <a£2)> is well defined within that subspace.

For an arbitrary momentum p below the unification scale, the renormalization group

equation for the hidden sector gauge parameter a(? is given by

o (p)! = (@)1 = be (U‘i@) . (2.6.12)
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Note that for by, < 0, the value of a(® (p)~! is identical to the perturbative gauge coupling
<ozq(f)>_1 for p = (My) and only becomes more weakly coupled for p < (My). It follows that
the E- gauge group never becomes strongly coupled in the effective theory and, therefore,
gaugino condensation can never occur. Therefore, we will only consider line bundles L for
which

by > 0. (2.6.13)

In this case, roughly speaking, the hidden sector F; gauge theory becomes strongly coupled

-1

and, hence, its gauginos condense, at a momentum p ~ A where o?(A)~! can be well

approximated by 0. It then follows from (2.6.12) that, at this scale,

_ b (M)
@y-1 = 2L SIS 2.6.14
(o)t = g (1) (2:6.14)
The condensation scale A can then be expressed as
;27((0/2))71 —2n __Refy
A= (My)ete " = (My)e b Refilow) | (2.6.15)

A, like W defined in (2.6.1), is a function of the K&hler moduli. It remains to compute the
coefficient by,.
For any line bundle L = Ox(I},12,13) in the hidden sector satisfying all constraints in

Section 2, the beta-function coefficient by, for the Er gauge coupling is given by
by =3T(133) - > n,T(r) . (2.6.16)
T

Here, the sum is over the Fr representations r that arise in the decomposition of the of
the adjoint representation 248 of Eg with respect to the low-energy hidden sector gauge
group U(1) x E7, and the coefficients n, are the number of light chiral matter fields which

transform as r. T'(r) denotes the Dynkin index of the representation r, defined by
T(r) = tr, T2 , (2.6.17)
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where T, is an arbitrary Lie algebra generator of E; in the representation r. See, for
example, [87]. It follows that calculating the beta-function coefficient by, for a specific line
bundle L requires one to explicitly compute the particle content of its low-energy theory.
To do this, we first recall that all line bundles under consideration have their U(1) structure
group embed into the SU(2) subgroup of SU(2) x E7 C Eg. It follows that for all such line
bundles, the adjoint 248 representation of the hidden sector Eg decomposes under U(1) x E7
as

248 — (0,133) & ((1,56) & (—1,56)) ® ((2,1) @ (0,1) & (-2,1)) . (2.6.18)

The (0,133) corresponds to the adjoint representation of E7, while the (£1,56) give rise
to chiral matter superfields with £1 U(1) charges transforming in the 56 representation of
E7 in four dimensions. The (+2,1) are E7 singlet chiral superfields fields with charges 42
under U(1). Finally, the (0, 1) gives the one dimensional adjoint representation of the U(1)
gauge group. The embedding of the line bundle is such that fields with U(1) charge —1 are
counted by H*(X, L), charge —2 fields are counted by H*(X, L?) and so on.

The low-energy massless spectrum can be determined by examining the chiral fermionic
zero-modes of the Dirac operators for the various representations in the decomposition of
the 248. The Euler characteristic x(F) counts ng —ny,, where ng and ny, are the number of
right- and left-chiral zero-modes respectively transforming under the group representation
associated with the bundle 7. With the notable exception of F = Ox, which corresponds
to the massless vector superfields of both the (0,133) and (0, 1) adjoint representations of
E7; and U(1) respectively, right-chiral and left-chiral zero modes pair up and form massive
fermion states, which can then be integrated out of the low-energy theory. However, the
remaining unpaired zero modes of the d = 4 effective theory remain massless and are
precisely those counted by the Euler characteristic for each representation. On a Calabi-
Yau threefold X, x(F) can be computed using the Atiyah—Singer index theorem and is
given by

X(F) = /X ch(F) A TA(X) | (2.6.19)
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where ch(F) is the Chern character of 7 and Td(X) is the Todd class of the tangent bundle
of X. It is useful to note that for a line bundle of the form F = Ox(f*, f2, f3), expression

(2.6.19) simplifies to

X(F) = %(fl + 3+ édijkﬂfﬁf’f . (2.6.20)

For the decomposition of the 248 presented in (2.6.18), the bundles F corresponding to
the U(1) x E; representations (0,133), (£1,56), (£2,1) and (0,1) are F = Ox, LT, LF2
and Ox respectively. Using the fact that the E; singlet states (+2,1) and (0,1) cannot

contribute to by, that is,

T(1) =0, (2.6.21)

we need only consider (0,133) and(+1,56). Furthermore, since the E7 adjoint represen-
tation can occur only once in the spectrum, it follows that we need to determine only the
number of states (+£1,56). Of these, the low-energy spectrum consists of the left chiral
states only, which correspond to (+1,56). They are counted by the Euler characteristic of
the line bundle L~!. It follows from (2.6.20) that for L = Ox (I*,1%,13),

1
(L) = =2 (1 207+ (122 + (1) + 611 (2.6.22)

With this information about the low-energy spectrum, we can now compute the by,
coefficient for any line bundle L = Ox (I*,?,1?) in the hidden sector satisfying all constraints

in Section 2. Noting [87] that the Dynkin indices satisfy (2.6.21) and
T(133) =18 T(56) =6, (2.6.23)
we find, using (2.6.16), that

by, =3 x T(133) — |x(LY)|xT(56) = 54 — 6|x (L) (2.6.24)
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and, hence, from (2.6.22) that
by = 54 — 201 + 212 + (IN212 + 1M (1%)* + 6111213 . (2.6.25)

We can now explain why, out of all the line bundles satisfying the constraints in Section 2.4.5,
only the seven ample line bundles listed in (2.4.5) can exhibit E7 gaugino condensation.
Furthermore, we can now justify the preference for the line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3) in our
previous sections and the rest of the present work.

In Section 2.4.5 we introduced a new constraint; that is, we demanded that the line
bundle L be such that N = 1 supersymmetry is spontaneously broken by the condensation
of the E7 gauginos. However, as discussed above, for momenta below the unification scale
(My), the E; gauge theory becomes strongly coupled if and only if condition (2.6.13) is

satisfied. Therefore, we now impose, using (2.6.25), the extra condition that
54 — 20" 4+ 2% + (122 + 1M(1P)? + 61 PP > 0 (2.6.26)

We find that the only line bundles that satisfy all the constraints in Section 2, as well as

this new constraint, are

OX(27173) ) OX(1’273) ) OX(LZ’Q) ) OX(271)2) 3

Ox(2,1,1), Ox(1,2,1), O0x(2,1,0) , (2.6.27)
which are exactly those presented in (2.4.5). Calculating the by, coefficient for each of these
bundles using (2.6.25), we find that

e 0x(2,1,3) and Ox(1,2,3): by, = 6;
e 0x(2,1,2) and Ox(1,2,2): by = 18;
e Ox(2,1,1) and Ox(1,2,1): by, = 30;
o Ox(2,1,0): by = 42.

120



U(1l) x E; Cohomology Index x T(r)

(0,133) H*(X,Ox) 0 18
(0,1)  H*(X,Ox) 0 0
(—1,56) H*(X,L) 8 6
(1,56) H*(X,L7 -8 6
(-2,1)  H*(X,L? 58 0
(2,1) HYX,L7?) —58 0

Table 2.4: The chiral spectrum for the hidden sector U(1) x E7 with a single line bundle L =
Ox(2,1,3). The Euler characteristic (or index) y gives the difference between the number
of right- and left-chiral fermionic zero-modes transforming in the given representation. We
denote the line bundle dual to L by L~! and the trivial bundle L° by Ox.

For any other line bundle satisfying all the constraints given in Section 2, one can show
that by, < 0. For example, for Ox(2,1,4) and Ox(1,2,4), by, has already become negative;
that is by, = —6.

So which of the above line bundles is, from the point of view of low-energy phenomenol-
ogy, most interesting to study? It is clear from expression (2.6.15) that the gaugino conden-
sation scale A, at any fixed point in Kéhler moduli space, will be the smallest for the line
bundle L with the lowest value of b;,. For this reason, we will focus on the two line bundles
O0x(2,1,3) and Ox(1,2,3), each of which was shown above to have by, = 6. We also find
that the “viable” region of Kéhler moduli space, is considerably larger for the first of these
two bundles. Therefore, we will focus on the line bundle Ox (2,1, 3). For completeness, in
Table 2.4 we present the complete low energy spectrum, the Euler characteristics and the
Dynkin coefficients for the line bundle L = Ox (2,1, 3).

In a following section, we will explicitly calculate the soft supersymmetry breaking terms
in the observable matter sector. Here, however, we can use what we have learned so far to
predict the scale of those soft SUSY breaking terms. Supersymmetry breaking first occurs
in the S and 7% moduli via the gaugino condensate superpotential W given in (2.6.1). Here,

it is useful to note that writing fo = Re fo+ilm f2, and using (2.6.7) and (2.6.14), it follows
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Figure 2.9: Variation of the mass scale mgusy ~ 8wA3 / Mg of the soft breaking terms across
the “viable” region of Kéahler moduli space displayed with magenta in Figure 2.7, for the
line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3). The numbers indicate the mg,s, value corresponding to each
contour. Figures (a) and (b) respectively, show the results for both the split and the
simultaneous Wilson lines scenarios. mgyusy scales below the EW scale ~ 102 GeV become
unphysically small and, therefore, are not displayed.

that

W = A3e Viacor ™2 (2.6.28)

The supersymmetry breaking in the S and T° moduli is then gravitationally mediated to
the observable matter sector. The scale of SUSY breaking in the low-energy observable

matter sector is then of order

A3
Msusy ~ KIA® = 8T (2.6.29)
P

where A is the condensation scale given in (2.6.15) and we have used the fact that k3 =
8m/M?3.

For the configuration we studied in the previous section, with a hidden sector bundle
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defined by the line bundle L = Ox (2,1, 3), and a single five brane between the observable

and the hidden sector, at A = 0.49, the above relations become

1 1 1,1
Refi =V + ga1 - 6a2 +2a® + 55— AN)2(9a! +17a%) (2.6.30)
and
2 2 1,1
Refo=V - §a1 - ;aQ - 2a® + 5(5 +N)2(9at 4 17a?) (2.6.31)

where we have used the ”unity gauge” notation efg]:Z/ Vs =1,

Using these results, as well as (M) given in (2.3.7), by = 6 and the values for (ay,)
for the split and unified Wilson lines scenarios respectively, one can compute A in (2.6.15)
and, hence, using (2.6.29) the value of mg,sy. Clearly, the result is a function of the point
in moduli space where mgysy is evaluated. Plots of mgysy evaluated over the “viable” region

of Kéahler moduli space displayed with magenta in Figure 2.7, are shown in Figure 2.9.

2.6.1 Spontaneous Supersymmetry Breaking in the Low-Energy Effective
Theory

Spontaneous N = 1 supersymmetry breaking, induced by gaugino condensation in the
hidden sector, appears in the low-energy effective theory as potentially non-vanishing moduli
F-terms in the chiral superfields of the dilaton S, the complexified Kéhler moduli 7% and the
single five-brane modulus Z [48,80,81,88-95]. We will assume that the resulting moduli-
mediated soft terms [88,89,96-98] dominate over any anomaly-mediated SUSY breaking
effects [99-102]. Defining the index a which runs over (S, T T2 T3, 7), the moduli F-

terms are then given by
Fb = k2K 2 Kb (9, W + W,K) | (2.6.32)

where x5 = 87/ MPQ, and W is the gaugino condensate superpotential given in (2.6.1). In

addition, these F-terms depend strongly on the dimensionless Kahler potential K. Be-
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fore continuing, we note that since the scalar fields of all chiral multiplets have been cho-
sen to be dimensionless, it follows that all F' auxiliary fields have dimension one. Since
k3 W oc A3/M3, it follows that the mass scale of each F-term is O(8wA3/M3%). Thus,
although gaugino condensation and the superpotential W occur in the hidden sector, their
supersymmetry breaking effects on the S, 7% and Z moduli are mediated via gravitational
interactions and thus are Planck mass suppressed. The Kéahler potential K was defined

in [48] and is given by

K=Kgs+Kr, (2.6.33)
where
- e (Z+2)?
Ks——m(s+5-S ZH2"
2 Wi(T + T)Z (2 6 34)
— € (Z+Z)? o
~—In(S+8)+-=2 - —
WSSt S S Wi T Ty
. . . 1 _ .
Z =Wit'z + 2iW;(—n'v + x'z), with ' = §(T + 1), (2.6.35)
and
1 _ . _ . _
Kr=—1In (@dijk(T +T)(T + T)Y (T + T)k) (2.6.36)

2.6.2 Soft Supersymmetry Breaking Terms in the Observable Sector

The B— L MSSM, the Spin(10) group of the observable sector is broken near the unification
scale (My) to the low energy gauge group SU(3)c x SU(2), x U(1l)sg x U(1)p—1 by
two independent Wilson lines associated with the Zs x Zs homotopy group of the Calabi—
Yau threefold. The particle content of the resulting effective theory is precisely that of
the MSSM, with three right-handed neutrino chiral multiplets and a single Higgs-Higgs
conjugate pair, with no exotic fields.

The superpotential of the observable sector evaluated at (M) is given by

W = uHyHy + YoQHou® — YyQHyd® — YoQHye® + Y, QH v (2.6.37)
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where flavor and gauge indices have been suppressed and the Yukawa couplings are three-
by-three matrices in flavor space. The observed smallness of the three CKM mixing angles
and the CP-violating phase dictate that the quark and lepton Yukawa matrices should be
nearly diagonal and real. Furthermore, the smallness of the first and second family fermion
masses implies that all components of the up/down quark and lepton Yukawa couplings,
with the exception of the top and bottom quarks, and the tau lepton, can be neglected for
the this work. Similarly, the very light neutrino masses imply that the neutrino Yukawa
couplings can also be neglected in our analysis. The p-parameter can be chosen to be real,
but not necessarily positive, without loss of generality. We do not attempt to solve the
“p-problem”. Hence, we allow the dimension-one parameter p to take any value required
to obtain the correct Z-boson mass.

To align with the formalism presented in [89] and [48], where the general form of the
soft supersymmetry breaking terms in the Lagrangian which we use in this analysis were
computed, we rewrite the superpotential (2.6.37) in the form

W = %fmcfcf + %?”KCICJCK , (2.6.38)
where C! are the chiral superfields associated with the top and bottom quarks, the tau
lepton and the up- and down-Higgs particles. Comparing (2.6.37) and (2.6.38), it follows
that fi7; is symmetric and all components vanish with the exception of fiy, g, = p. Simi-
larly, the coefficients YK are completely symmetric and, following the formalism in [48],
are given by

Yok = 2V 2méGur vk (2.6.39)

where yr s are the physical Yukawa parameters for the top, bottom and tau particles scaled
up to (My).

The soft supersymmetry breaking terms associated with the observable sector of the
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B — L MSSM are of the form

1, 1 -0 1 - 1 9
_Esoft:<2M392+2 2W2+§ RWI%L‘FEMBLB,

—i—auQHuac — adQHddNC — (IeI:HdéC + a,,jI:Huﬂc +bH, Hy+ h.C.) (2 6 40)

QP rmie @ P+ |d° P | Lm0 Pm2e e

+my, [ Hu*+mEy, [ Hal* .

The b parameter can be chosen to be real and positive without loss of generality. The
gaugino soft masses can, in principle, be complex. This, however, could lead to CP-violating
effects that are not observed. Therefore, we proceed by assuming they all are real. The
a-parameters and soft scalar masses can, in general, be Hermitian matrices in family space.
Again, however, this could lead to unobserved flavor and CP violation. Therefore, we will
assume they all are diagonal and real. For more explanation of these assumptions, see [41].

As we did for the superpotential, to compare with the formalism presented in [48, 89,
we will rewrite the soft supersymmetry breaking terms in (2.6.40) as

Lot = (;Mmz b Sar 0 OIOR 4 LB, 0l0Y ¢ h> 2,6 (2.641)
where X! are the gauginos for ¢ = 3,2,3R, BL, and C! are the scalar components of the
chiral superfields associated with the top and bottom quarks, the tau lepton and up- and
down-Higgs particles. Comparing (2.6.41) with (2.6.40), it follows that a) the matrix m? 7

is diagonal with its I, J indices running over stop, sbottom, stau, and Higgs-up and Higgs-

down scalars, b) By is symmetric, all of whose terms vanish except By, m, = b and c)

arjk is totally symmetric where, as with m? o its indices I, J, K run over stop, sbottom,
stau and Higgs-up and Higgs-down scalars only, and are associated with the a-parameters
in (2.6.40) accordingly.

The parameters for each of these soft supersymmetry breaking terms — including the
induced gravitino mass which enters some of the soft breaking coefficients — can be ex-

plicitly computed for any spontaneous SUSY breaking mechanism which results in moduli-
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dominated soft terms. Using the notation of [89], the generic expressions for these param-
eters are the following:
1. The gravitino mass:

M3y = miek/2|W|.

2. The gaugino masses:
M; = $F%9,Ing;>.
Note that the gaugino mass is, in general not “universal” — that is, it is not necessarily
the same for all gauginos. However, for the present analysis of the B — L MSSM, the
gaugino masses will turn out to be identical. We explain why this is the case in the

discussion to follow.
3. The quadratic scalar masses:
miy = m?’)/QZIj — F*F’Rg7 -
Here Z; 7 is defined by Kmatter = Z7 jC'I C:'j for generic observable-sector scalar fields
CT. The explicit forms for Z 17 and R_3;7 are presented in the discussion below.
4. The cubic scalar coefficients:
aryx = FY0.Y1 ik + $ KoYk — 3F,]1V(IYJK)N) :

The parameters Y7 5 and Févl will be given in the following analysis.

5. The holomorphic quadratic coefficient:
Bry = F*(Oapry + 3(0.K) — 3FC]L\E[MJ)N) — M3 ofiL] -
The parameter py; will be discussed below.
The above expressions for the soft supersymmetry breaking terms are generic; that is,
they can arise from any vacuum state which spontaneously breaks SUSY via non-vanishing
F-terms. However, for the remainder of this section, we will consider supersymmetry break-

ing to occur explicitly from a “gaugino condensate” in the hidden sector of the B — L MSSM

theory.
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Gravitino Mass

The gravitino mass is simply defined to be
mys =K1K W] (2.6.42)

where 2 = 87 /M3, K is defined in (2.6.33) and W is the gaugino condensate superpotential

presented in (2.6.1).

Gaugino Mass

The generic expression for the gaugino mass associated with the i-th factor of an observable
sector gauge group of the form G = II;G; is given by

1 _
M; = 5Faaa Ing;? a=S8T.T%T% 7. (2.6.43)

In our case, the index ¢ spans the factors in the d = 4 low-energy gauge group G =
SUB)e x SU((2), xU(1)sg x U(1)p—y, of the B — L MSSM in the observable sector. That
is,

i=3,2 3R B-1L. (2.6.44)

As discussed in [24], in the simultaneous Wilson lines scenario each gauge coupling g7 is

related to its average value (g2) at the unification scale (My) = 3.15 x 10*® GeV by

97 = ci{gz) (2.6.45)
for some constant coefficient ¢;. Then
1 1 1 1 1
M; = ZF%,Ing 2 = “F 0,9, 2 = ~F%;(g>)0, 2.6.46
i= 5 o 111 g; 5 9;2 a9; 9 Cz<gu> aq(gﬁ) ( )

Now (2.6.6) implies that

(2.6.47)



where gyt is a constant parameter. It follows that the constants ¢; and gyt drop out
and, hence, the gaugino masses defined (2.6.43) are all identical. Defining this unique

parameter to be M5, we find that

1

My = mF 94 Re f1, (2.6.48)

as presented previously. A similar argument can be made for the split Wilson lines scenario.
From eq. we learn that the expression for the real part of fi, can be then be written as
S+S 1

N+1 .
Re fi=—— Zﬁg (ﬂg Tt 41

n 5§N+l)(T2 i TZ) + /BéNJrl)(T?» + T3) +2(Z + Z)) . (2.6.49)

It follows that

1 5(N+1) (N+2)
OsRe f1 = X O Re fi = —€g™2 T Or2Re fi = —ég™2 T (2.6.50)
(N+1) q
OpsRe fi = —€g™2 T O7Refi= —56/3 : (2.6.51)

Putting everything together, the universal gaugino soft supersymmetry breaking coefficient
is given, in unity gauge, by
1 1 (N+1D) BéNH) , (N+1) 1

3
Ml/Q:iQRefl 3 S—efg 14 FT" — € FT" — € 34 FT —e’S§FZ

(2.6.52)

In unity gauge, the real part of fi for the line bundle L = Ox (2,1, 3) was found to be

Ref—V—l—lal—ECLZ—i-Qa?’—i-1 LY QW‘ai (2.6.53)
1= 3 6 2\2 o o
where

Wi = (9,17,0) . (2.6.54)

and A = 0.49, as done in [24]. Therefore, one can compute the value of the universal gaugino
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soft supersymmetry breaking coefficient at any point in the physical “viable” subspace of

Kahler moduli space for L = Ox(2,1,3), as we did above for both mgysy and ms

1

M9 =
V2T o+ al = 12 4203 + 1 (3 = \) (94! + 17a2)) (2655)
1 s ,29 1 ,25 4o, g8 ,1_, h
X §F +€SEF +€S€F +€SF _€S§F

Quadratic Scalar Masses

The generic form for the quadratic scalar mass coefficients is given by [48, 80,89, 98]
m2;=m3 25— FF' Ry . (2.6.56)
To linear order in €y, it was shown in [48] that, for a single five-brane located at z € [0, 1],

/
__ Kr/3 _ €s i (0) 2
Zy; = okr! [KB”_MFBIJ(@ (=22 (2.6.57)
where ﬁi(o) is the “charge” on the observable wall and W; is the five-brane, which for the
B — L MSSM vacuum, is

o_ (2 1, 2
/31 (3, 3 ) (2.6.58)

The T'-dependent Kihler potential was presented in (2.6.36) and K, is defined by
Kpri=Gry, (2.6.59)

where G ; is a positive-definite Hermitian metric on the H! cohomologies associated with
the C matter scalars in the observable sector [48,80]. Generically, G 7 is moduli dependent.

The quantity I

577 1s given by

. ) . 2 . _. _ :
D1y =Ty = (T + T)Kpry = S(T"+ T)(T" + T%) Ky T

BIJ BIJ — BIJ (2.6.60)
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with

0K
_ ij BIJ
and K;J is the inverse of the matrix
o — P Kr B dpmiat dmijaiajdlpqapaq
T = 9TioTi T 4R2y1/3 16R4V2/3

Next, we consider the tensor R,;;7 in (2.6.56). It is defined to be
Ropry = 0a03215 — F ZNLF(;J )

where

N =2N0,7;, .

Writing the generic expression for Z;7 in (2.6.57) as

it follows that

where

Fg})N ( )NJ@ Z(O) F(ES)N (O)Njaazgzg) + Z(eg)NjaaZ§(}) )

JI7 al

Inserting these expressions into (2.6.63), we find that

___ pO ()
RabIJ - Ra51j+ RabS]J ’

with

© ©) _ [ON 70 [OL
R ablJ =9, aBZ ZNLFbJ ’
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(2.6.61)

(2.6.62)

(2.6.63)

(2.6.64)

(2.6.65)

(2.6.66)

(2.6.67)

(2.6.68)

(2.6.69)



and

() _ () _ DN 7O FOL _ [ON ZEEOL _ pON 70)
RS = 0,002, — T 2T QN 7 p O _pON 700 ¢

Putting everything together, one can express the quadratic scalar soft coefficients in

(2.6.56) as
miy = mff)Q + mf}sﬁ : (2.6.71)
where
0)2 0 a 0

m©? =m3,2\) — FFPRY) (2.6.72)

and
(c5)2 (€5) _ rra b ppl€s)
m, 2 =m3 25— F FbRabU, (2.6.73)

. 0 . . () . .
with Z;J) and ZE—S) defined in (2.6.65), and R(E)IJ and R 7 given in (2.6.69) and (2.6.70)
respectively.
Let us now compute these quantities explicitly. First of all, we note that there is
currently no known method to explicitly compute G j.3 With this in mind, for the rest

of this work we shall assume that Kp;7 = G5 is moduli independent, that is, simply an

Hermitian matrix of numbers. We will denote this choice by

We assume this to be the case henceforth. It then follows from (2.6.61) that F% ;7 = 0and,
hence,
I =—(T+71)G;. (2.6.75)

Then, using the metric (2.6.74), expression (2.6.57) for Z; 7 simplifies to

25 =29+ 2 (2.6.76)

3This should be computable using numeric metrics on Calabi-Yau threefolds [103-112] and their moduli
spaces [113], and the corresponding eigenmodes of the Laplacian [114,115].
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where

2V = efrl3g ; (2.6.77)
_ . = 2
(&) _ € rpps(T+T) (2 1 Z+Z
(€s) _ €8 K (2 1y 1-—2"2 ) wilg,-. 2.6.78
I~ ¢ S+5 [\3 3 i+ W,(T + T)! 91 ( )

Note that we have rewritten the last term so as to be able to differentiate this expression

with respect to Z. This will be necessary in order to compute R((l%gl)j below. It is also useful

(0

to rewrite the expressions for Z; j) and ZE—S) in terms of the R a’, V and \. Doing this, we

find

1
2\ = 5911 (2.6.79)

and

(€s) a’ 2 1 1 2 _
217 = esqyyar [(3’_3’4>i+(2_)\) Wi| Gr7 - (2.6.80)

Recall from (2.3.11) that unity gauge is defined by setting 6’5% = 1. It follows that in

unity gauge the expression for ZE}S) becomes

) a 2 1 1 )
7,5 = — -, —=,4 - — f 7. 2.6.81
T SRy [<3’ 3’ >i+(2 A) W} Grj (2.6.81)

Finally, evaluating this expression for the specific line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3) with W; =
(9,17,0) discussed above, we find that

() _ 1 2 1 2\ 1 1 1 2\ 2 3l g -
Let us now compute REL%)I yand Ri%sl)j using expressions (2.6.69) and (2.6.70) respectively.

We begin with R((l%)l 7 Using the fact that

ZONT — o=Kr[3gNJ (2.6.83)
it follows that
1
rON = 5(0ar)5 (2.6.84)
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and, hence

—(0)L 1
- FS)I)NZJ(\%FI%?L = §eKT/3(aaKT)(8EKT)g1j . (2.6.85)

It is straightforward to show from (2.6.77) that
1 1
0.0,2"°) = ef1/3 <g(aaKT)(a,—,KT) + 3(3@,—,}@)) Gy (2.6.86)

Using (2.6.85) and (2.6.86), expression (2.6.69) becomes

0a05K1)G1 7 - (2.6.87)

Note that this vanishes if index @ and/or bis S, Z. For a =i, b= j fori,j =1,2,3, 0;0;Kr
is given by (2.6.62). Let us now compute Ri%%)j It follows from (2.6.70) that, in addition

to the inverse of Z}(}) given in (2.6.83), one also needs to know the inverse Z%S)) in (2.6.78).

Calculating this to linear order in €} is straightforward. It is found to be

2 1 Z+7Z N° | ns

To continue, recall from (2.6.84) that

(INT _ _ﬁe—KT/g (T +1T)
2 S+ S

rON — é(aaKT)(S}V . (2.6.89)

Furthermore, using (2.6.78) and the inverse (2.6.88) one can show that

()N _ €5, ((T+T) N
s = S, (X, ) 6 2.6.
where we have introduced
2 1 Z+7Z \?
Xi=(2,-24 1-——"2__) w, 2.6.91
= (55 )*( ) (2:6.91)

to simplify the notation. Using (2.6.90) and (2.6.91) it is straightforward to show that the
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last three terms in (2.6.70) are given by

(€5)N ,(0) #(0)L (O)N (e5)=(0)L (O)N (0) (é)L
,Fa[S ZNEFBJ 7FaI ZN% ng F ZNL by
_ gL T D)
6" (3 515 [Xi(0aKr)(0Kr) (2.6.92)
(T + 1) (T +T)’
o (————=—1X1; K LK 2 [X); .
(g g X1 @) + (0 Kr)05( 5 - (X10) ) Grs

Similarly, using Zf]is ) in (2.6.78), it is tedious but straightforward to show that

(€5) Es oKr/3
QudyZ;7 = e r/

+04(

(G ok @) (2699
(T+T)
S+S

(T +T)
Oy Kp)~— 2/
+(0ad5 Kr) S+S

X1)(@5Kr) + @ukr)op T X))
(T +T)!

[X]i + 38ﬁb(ﬁ[ ]z‘))glj :

Adding (2.6.92) and (2.6.93), we see that the first three terms in each expression exactly

cancel and, hence, it follows from (2.6.70) that

(T +T)
S+ S

(€s) _ €s oK1/ K (T + Ti)l
R ((a O Kr) S

abl J 6 [X]’L + 38(181)(

[X]i))g[j : (2.6.94)

Having presented the generic expression for R(%)I 7 and R(%SI} in (2.6.87) and (2.6.94) re-
)

spectively, it is again useful to rewrite them in terms of the R, a', V. For R(H 7 we find

that

(0) 1
R o= g 5 2.6.95
ablJ 3R( ) 1J ( )

where 0,0;Kr is given in (2.6.62). The expression for R( s)

GLLT? however, is considerably more

complicated. In order to simplify a long calculation, we will present the components of this
quantity, not only in terms of the variables R, a’, V and ), but will further restrict the result
to the line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3) with W; = (9,17,0) discussed above only. Moreover, we

will present the results in the unity gauge, setting e’S]:Z/ V1/3. For this specific case, defining
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T3 Z we find that

'ﬂ |

the indices a = S, TV, 7%, 73, Z and b= S,T",
RS = Mg, ; 2.6.96
=My 017 (2.6.96)

where Mégs ) is the real, symmetric matrix specified by

S Terms: Mgg = (“ IR <2 )\> (9at + 17a2)> ,(2.6.97)

4RV3 3
Moo — 1 2. 9(L RY (2.6.98)
1 1 1 2
Moios = — _ _ 1 R 2.6.
g 8R2V5/3< 5+ 7<2 A)) : (2.6.99)
1
Mys=— (L) (1-2 >\+1 (9a' +17a?) (2.6.101)
78 — RV ) 2V a a s .0.
-1 1 2a'  a? 3
T Terms: Mpp = f(ﬁpaﬂKT) -5 3t 4a (2.6.102)
+ ( — )\) (9a' + 17a2)> ,
1 9 1 2
Mros = = (007 Kr) <§ - % + 4a® (2.6.103)
1 1 2
+ 5 9& + 17a ) y
1 2a'  a?
Mpsp = RV (8T38T1KT)< ) + 443 (2.6.104)
1 2
+ (2 - )\> (9a* + 17a2)> ,
9 (-2
My = —— 2 , 2.6.105
2T AR3V1/3 (9al 4+ 17a?) ( )
T2 Terms: M L (9 Kr) 200 @ (2.6.106)
TTIS 72 = —x A - — CL .0.
T2772 6RV T20T28T 3 3
1 2
- (2 — )\> (9a' + 17a2)> ,
1 2a'  a?
Mpsgz = ——(0p30p2 K - — +4d® 2.6.107
o = o Ok (%~ + 40 (26,107
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- (; - >\>2 (9a* + 17a2)> ,

1
Y
17 <2 )
Myr0 = —— 2.6.1
2T = T A R3YL/3 (9al + 17a2) (2:6.108)

T3 Terms : Mypsy —i(a Ops Kr) 27a1_a72+4a3 (2.6.109)
. T3T3 — GRV T30UT3 T 3 3 .0.
1 2
- (2 - A) (9a' + 17a2)> ,
Mygs =0, (2.6.110)
Z T M ! ! (2.6.111)
rms : ;= —= . .6.
s M2z = SRsy s (9al + 1742)
For completeness, we restate that
~dpmia’ dmgiatad dipgaPal
OrmOp K = — < , 2.6.112
O T YRy 16R4V2/3 ( )
where
ik _ 2192 1 99 2.3
dijra’a” = 30a + g(a )+ 2a%a” (2.6.113)
1)2
; 2
dajrala® = (a; + gala2 +2a'a® | (2.6.114)
dzjra’a® = 2a'a® . (2.6.115)

Using the above results, one can now calculate the coefficients of the quadratic scalar

soft supersymmetry breaking terms to linear order in €. Recall from (2.6.71) that
m?; =m0 g2 (2.6.116)
Then it follows from (2.6.72), (2.6.77) and (2.6.95) that
m\%? = }1? <m§/2 - ;F“Fb(aaal;KT)> G, (2.6.117)
and from (2.6.73), (2.6.82) and (2.6.96) that, in unity gauge for L = Ox(2,1,3) with
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W; = (9,17,0),

2
’ m
m!)? :( 5/2 (2.6.118)

1J 2RV

2 1 2\ 1 1 2N o,

_FanM(EZS)> G,

with the coefficients of M) given in (2.6.97) - (2.6.111). Adding (2.6.117) and (2.6.118),

a

the scalar masses squared m? 7 can be put in the simple form

myy=m2(a',a® a*)G;; , (2.6.119)

2

2 is a moduli-dependent function which is independent of the I, .J indices. This func-

where m
tion can be computed at any point inside the “viable” region of Kéhler moduli space associ-
ated with L = Ox(2,1,3). Recall that we have assumed that G;; is a moduli-independent

matrix, with numerical entries.

Cubic Scalar Coefficients

The generic form for the mass-dimension-one coefficients of the cubic scalar soft supersym-

metry breaking terms was shown in [89,96-98] to be
arjg = F° <8aY1JK + %(&J&)Y”K — 3Ffj(]YJK)N> , (2.6.120)
where K is given in (2.6.33), (2.6.34) and (2.6.36), and Y7k is
Yok = K2V i = 5122 2macur YIJK (2.6.121)

with &gyt defined in (2.2.3), yrsx the Yukawa couplings at mass scale (M) and, as defined
in (2.6.64),
ry =2N0,7;, . (2.6.122)
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Noting that (2.6.121) implies
1 N

0aY1sx = 5(0aK)Y1kc (2.6.123)

it follows that expression (2.6.120) can be simplified to
P— ((aaf()YUK _ 3P{ZV(IYJK)N> . (2.6.124)

As discussed previously, subject to the assumption that

0

2\ = efrl3g, ;| (2.6.125)

it follows from (2.6.89) and (2.6.90) that

y 1 € . (T+T)
TN = 1OV L SN (29, k) + S0, X)) oF 2.6.126
al al + al 3( T)+2 ((S+S)[ ]) I » ( )
where [X]; is defined in (2.6.91). Furthermore, the symmetry of the cubic couplings Y7 i
implies that
(T +1T)

N _ |1 €

Inserting this into (2.6.124) and using (2.6.33), it follows that

3,(T+T)

arjx = F0q (KS - 2€SM[X]Z'> Yisk - (2.6.128)

To compare this result to the formalism for the soft terms in the B — L MSSM presented

in [39], it is convenient to write (2.6.128) in the form

arjg = A(S, T, Z) yryk (2.6.129)
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where A is the specific function of the moduli given by

A(S, T, Z) = 2y/2nagurer /2F79, (i{s - Z’E’SM[X]i> . (2.6.130)
As discussed in detail in [40,41], in the renormalization analysis of the B — L MSSM the
experimental values of the quark and lepton Yukawa parameters y;jx are entered into the
theory at the electroweak scale. These parameters are then run-up using the RGEs to give
precise values for the Yukawa couplings y;jx at the unification scale (My). Hence, the
yr7Kk parameters in the above analysis and in (2.6.129) are completely specified. Hence, the
only unknown part of the soft supersymmetry breaking cubic parameters is the universal
moduli function A defined in (2.6.130). Its exact value will depend on where it is evaluated
in moduli space. We note, for completeness, that the renormalization group equation used
in [40,41] sets all Yukawa parameters to zero except for the top and bottom quarks and for
the tau lepton, including in the soft supersymmetry breaking terms. As shown in earlier
work, the remaining Yukawa parameters are too small to lead to significant effects and are

hence ignored.

The 9,(Kg — %e’s ((gf;); [X];) factors in the universal soft supersymmetry breaking cubic
coefficient (2.6.130) can be explicitly calculated as functions of the moduli using the ex-
pression for [X]; in (2.6.91). However, the generic results are not particularly enlightening.
As we did in previous sections, we will present each of these quantities written in terms of
the variables R, a’, V and ), and restricted to the case of the line bundle L = Ox(2,1,3)

discussed above. Furthermore, we will present the results in unity gauge efg]f%/ Vs =1,

For this specific case, defining the indices a = S,T", T2, T3, Z, we find that

=~ 3 (T+T) AR 1 12 3
ds (Kg S S5 [X]Z> =—5 <1 5r7(2a' — a® +120%) (2.6.131)
3 1\? | )
- 3,(T+T) 1
i | Kg — —€a— L [X = — — 2,—1,12); 2.6.132
on (Rs - 56 g XL) = - 2L (2.6.132)
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1\2
+ (3—2 ()\—i— 2> ) (9, 17,0)¢] )
- 3,(T+17T) 1 1
07 (Ks — —ég-—F[X]i | =———(3-2(N—= . 2.6.133
Z( ST 2% (5+9) | h) 2RV2/3 ( ( 2)) ( )
Putting these results into (2.6.130) and computing the associated F-term fields F'%, it follows
from (2.6.130) that one can compute the universal A coefficient for any given point in the
“viable” region of Kahler moduli space associated with the line bundle L = Ox (2,1, 3).

The Holomorphic Quadratic Term

The generic form for the mass-dimension-two coefficient of the quadratic scalar soft super-

symmetry breaking terms C7Cy + h.c. was shown in [89,96,97] to be
Byj = F° <aauu + %(&j{) — 3Fé\EINJ)N> — myjapry (2.6.134)
where K is given in (2.6.33), (2.6.34) and (2.6.36), M3/ is defined in (2.6.42) and
nry ="y, (2.6.135)

with fi7; the dimension-one parameter of the C!C” holomorphic term in the superpotential.

Note that the three terms in the brackets in (2.6.134) are exactly of the same form as the
expression for ayjx given in (2.6.120) in the previous subsection, with Y775 now replaced
by prj. Using the fact that pyy is symmetric in I.J, and following the same procedure as
was used to evaluate ayjx above, we find that

3,(T+T)

a 1 2% N a 2%
F <aa/.,l,]J + 5(811K> — SFQ(IIU/J)N> =F 6(1 <KS — 2€SM[X]Z> KmrJj , (26136)

where K is defined in (2.6.34) and [X]; is presented in (2.6.91). It follows that

K a % 3 (T+T)Z ~
B]J =€ /2 |:F 8(1 (KS - 56%@[)(]7/ - m3/2 KHrj - (26137)
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Restricting these expression to the line bundle L = Ox (2, 1, 3) discussed above and express-
ing the results in the variables R, a’, V and X in unity gauge, By can then be evaluated
using expressions in (2.6.131), (2.6.132), (2.6.133) and (2.6.42). As was the case for the

arji coefficients above, it is useful to write Brs in the form
Biy = B(S, T, Z)jur , (2.6.138)
where B is a function of the moduli given by

, 5 - 3,(T+T)
B(S, T, 2) =52 |Fo9, [ Kg — €y~ 2 [X]; | — . 2.6.139
(S, 1", Z) =e S 2€S(S+S)[ ] ms/2 ( )
To compare this result to the superpotential and the soft terms in the B— L MSSM presented

in (2.6.38) and (3.1.7) respectively, we note that

uw forI=H, J=HgorI=HyJ=H,,
hry = (2.6.140)

0 for other choices of I, .J ,

and, therefore, that

b forI=H, J=H,orI=HyJ=H,,
By = (2.6.141)

0 for other choices of I,.J ,

where

b=B(S, T, Z) i . (2.6.142)

As in [26-28, 40, 116], we make no attempt to solve the “u problem” [117]. Therefore,
the value of the parameter y at the unification scale is unconstrained. However, the ratio

between b and p

Z =B(S,T', 7) (2.6.143)

is constrained at the unification scale for any given viable point in moduli space.
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Chapter 3

Searching for the B — L MSSM at
the LHC

3.1 The Phenomenology of the B — L. MSSM

3.1.1 The B-L MSSM

In this chapter, we review the contents of the B — L MSSM theory relevant from a phe-
nomenological standpoint. Within this context, we analyze R-parity violating decays of
various superparticles and their potential signatures at the LHC.

The low energy manifestation of the “heterotic standard model”, that is, the B — L
MSSM, arises from the breaking of an SO(10) GUT theory via two independent Wilson
lines, denoted by x3r and xp_r, associated with the diagonal T3 generator of SU(2)r and
the generator Tp_1, of U(1)p_1 respectively. These specific generators are chosen since it
can be shown that there is no kinetic mixing of their respective Abelian gauge kinetic terms
at any energy scale— thus simplifying the RG calculations [39]. However, identical physical
results will be obtained for any linear combination of these generators. Associated with these
Wilson lines are two mass scales, M,,, and M, , ,, with three possible relations between

> MXBfL = MXB—L’

them; 1) My, , > My,,, 2) M

X3R

and 3) M

X3R

As discussed in [39],

the masses in the first two relations can be adjusted so as to enforce exact unification at one
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loop of all gauge couplings at the SO(10) unification scale My, whereas gauge unification
cannot occur for the third mass relationship without accounting for threshold effects at the
unification scale or the SUSY scale [37,39,118]. For this reason, we will not consider the
third option. The gauge coupling RG equations associated with each of the first two mass
relations were discussed in detail in [39] and, as far as low energy LHC phenomenology is
concerned, give almost identical results. For specificity, therefore, we will focus on the first

= My. The lower scale M.

relationship and, without loss of accuracy, choose M 3R>

XB—-L
which we henceforth denote by M7, is adjusted to obtain exact gauge coupling unification.
We emphasize, however, that the low energy results predicted for the LHC are almost
unchanged even if M; is chosen to yield only “approximate” gauge unification — with

moderate-sized gauge “thresholds”. Conventionally, the scale of supersymmetry breaking

is defined to be
Msuysy = /mgmg, , (3.1.1)

where mj and m;, are the lightest and heaviest stop masses respectively; see ,for example,
[41]. Suffice it here to say that for supersymmetry breaking to occur between the electroweak
scale and 10 TeV, which will be the case in this analysis, the unification scale My is found
to be O(3 x 10'® GeV). Over the same range of supersymmetry breaking, however, the
intermediate scale M changes from O(2 x 1016 GeV) to O(3 x 101° GeV) respectively [37].

The details of the symmetry breaking and the respective mass spectra for this choice
of Wilson line hierarchy were given in [39]. Here, we simply note that in the mass regime
between My and My, the gauge group is broken from SO(10) to SU(3)¢c x SU(2)r x
SU(2)r x U(1) p—r, with the spectrum shown in Figure 1.6. This theory is referred to as the
“left-right” model [119] [120]. As discussed above, for the supersymmetry breaking scales
of interest in this analysis, this mass regime will on average be considerably smaller than
one order of magnitude in GeV.

At the “intermediate” scale Mj, the second Wilson line breaks this “left-right” model
down to the exact B — L MSSM. This theory has the SU(3)c x SU(2)r x Uy(1) gauge

group of the standard model augmented by an additional U(1)p_z Abelian symmetry. As
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mentioned above, it is convenient— and equivalent —to use the Abelian group U(1)sr with
the generator
B-L

in the RGE’s since the associated gauge kinetic term cannot mix with the gauge kinetic
energy of U(1)p_r. That is, the B — L MSSM gauge group is chosen, for computational
convenience, to be

SUB)c®SU2),oU1)sr@U(1)p-1 - (3.1.3)

The associated gauge couplings will be denoted by g3, g2, gr and gpr. The spectrum, as
shown in Figure 1.6, is exactly that of the MSSM with three right-handed neutrino chiral
multiplets, one per family; that is, three generations of matter superfields

u’ ~ (37 ]—7 _1/2a _l)

u 1 3
Q: N(35270)§) _ )
d°~ (3,1,1/2,-3)

v v~ (1,1,-1/2,1)

L= ~(1,2,0,—-1) , (3.1.4)
e e~ (1,1,1/2,1)

o HY
Hy, = ~(1,2,1/2,0) , Hq= ~(1,2,-1/2,0) . (3.1.5)
HY Hy

The superpotential of the B — L MSSM is given by
W =Y, QH,u" — Y,QHyd® — Y. LHqe® + Y, LH,v° + nH,Hy , (3.1.6)

where flavor and gauge indices have been suppressed and the Yukawa couplings are three-
by-three matrices in flavor space. In principle, the Yukawa matrices are arbitrary complex
matrices. However, the observed smallness of the three CKM mixing angles and the CP-

violating phase dictate that the quark Yukawa matrices be taken to be nearly diagonal and

145



real. The charged lepton Yukawa coupling matrix can also be chosen to be diagonal and real.
This is accomplished by moving the rotation angles and phases into the neutrino Yukawa
couplings which, henceforth, must be complex matrices. Furthermore, the smallness of the
first and second family fermion masses implies that all components of the up, down quark
and charged lepton Yukawa couplings— with the exception of the (3,3) components —can be
neglected for the purposes of the RG running. Similarly, the very light neutrino masses
imply that the neutrino Yukawa couplings are sufficiently small so as to be neglected for the
purposes of RG running. However, the Y,;3, ¢ = 1,2, 3 neutrino Yukawa couplings cannot
be neglected for the calculations of the neutralino, neutrino and chargino mass matrices,
as well as in decay rates/branching ratios. The p-parameter can be chosen to be real, but
not necessarily positive, without loss of generality. We implement these constraints in the
remainder of our analysis.

Spontaneous supersymmetry breaking is assumed to occur in a hidden sector— a natural
feature of both strongly and weakly coupled FEg x Eg heterotic string theory —and be trans-
mitted through gravitational mediation to the observable sector and, hence, to the B — L
MSSM. Since the B — L MSSM first manifests itself at the scale My, we will begin our
analysis by presenting the most general soft supersymmetry breaking interactions at that
scale. That is, at scale My, the soft supersymmetry breaking Lagrangian is given by

—Lsoft = (;Mz’)g? + % W+ % RWE + %MBLB/Z
+auQHuﬂC - adQHdJc — aeinéc + al,IN/Huﬁc +bH, Hy + h.c.) (3.1.7)
+ mG|Q+mie |6 P4 m [d°[P+m | LIP+m3e |5 *+mi e
+miy, | Hu*+mi | Hal? -
The b parameter can be chosen to be real and positive without loss of generality. The
gaugino soft masses can, in principle, be complex. This, however, could lead to CP-violating

effects that are not observed. Therefore, we proceed by assuming they all are real. The

a-parameters and scalar soft mass can, in general, be Hermitian matrices in family space.
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Again, however, this could lead to unobserved flavor and CP violation. Therefore, we
will assume they all are diagonal and real. Furthermore, we assume that only the (3,3)
components of the up, down quark and charged lepton a-parameters are significant and
that the neutrino a parameters are negligible for the RG running and all other purposes.
For more explanation of these assumptions, see [41].

As discussed in [41], without loss of generality one can assume that the third generation
right-handed sneutrino, since it carries the appropriate T3z and B — L charges, spontaneous
breaks the B — L symmetry by developing a non-vanishing VEV

|

(5) = ﬁvR . (3.1.8)
This VEV spontaneously breaks U(1)srg ® U(1)p—r, down to the hypercharge gauge group
U(1)y. We denote the associated gauge parameter by ¢’. However, since sneutrinos are
singlets under the SU(3)c ® SU(2)r @ U(1)y gauge group, it does not break any of the SM
symmetries. At a lower mass scale, electroweak symmetry is spontaneously broken by the
neutral components of both the up and down Higgs multiplets acquiring non-zero VEV’s.

In combination with the right-handed sneutrino VEV, this also induces a VEV in each of

the three generations of left-handed sneutrinos. The notation for the relevant VEVs is

1

750 (3.1.9)

~ 1 0
() = Evm, (Hy) = va (Hy) =
where ¢ = 1,2, 3 is the generation index. The neutral gauge boson that becomes massive
due to B — L symmetry breaking, Zr, has a mass at leading order, in the relevant limit

that vgp > v, of

M2 1(2+2)2 TR/ B (3.1.10)
= - v -5 | , .
Zr = 4 \Yr T IBL) VR 9%4-9%,;1)12%

where

2

v? =03 +v2 . (3.1.11)

The second term in the parenthesis is a small effect due to mixing in the neutral gauge
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boson sector.

A discussion of the neutrino masses is presented in the next section, where they are
shown to be roughly proportional to the Y,;; and vy; parameters. It follows that Y,;; <1
and vp; < vy 4,vR. In this phenomenologically relevant limit, the minimization conditions

of the potential are simple, leading to the VEV’s

—8m127§ + g% (v — vj)

2
v = , (3.1.12)
" 9h+ 9Br
B(Yr pvg — al, vy)
oL V2 92%3 vis g“ (3.1.13)
. — Gt - ) - T
1 m% tan? 8 — m%[
“MZo = —u? : 3.1.14
2 2° wot 1 —tan?f ’ ( )
2 =2p* +m3, +m3 (3.1.15)
sin 23 Hu Ha o
where
tanf = 2 . (3.1.16)
Va

Here, the first two equations correspond to the sneutrino VEVs. The third and fourth
equations are of the same form as in the MSSM, but new B — L scale contributions to mp,
and mp, shift their values significantly compared to the MSSM. Eq. (3.1.12) can be used

to re-express the Zr mass as

M2 o= o2 (14 IV (3.1.17)
Zr — vs 912%—’—9%[/1}% . .

This makes it clear that, to leading order, the Zr mass is determined by the soft SUSY
breaking mass of the third family right-handed sneutrino. The term proportional to v?/v%
is insignificant in comparison and, henceforth, neglected in our calculations.

Recall that R-parity is defined as

R = (—1)3B-1)+2s, (3.1.18)
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It follows that a direct consequence of generating a VEV for the third family sneutrino is
the spontaneous breaking of B — L symmetry and, hence, R-parity. The R-parity violating

operators induced in the superpotential are given by

1
W DeeHI — —=Yevp,;, Hy €, 3.1.19
N ( )
where
1
6= —Y, 50 3.1.20
\/i 3VR ( )

and Yg; is the ¢th component of the diagonal lepton Yukawa coupling. This general pattern
of R-parity violation is referred to as bilinear R-parity breaking and has been discussed
in many different contexts [121-124]. In addition, the Lagrangian contains bilinear terms
generated by vy; and vk in the super-covariant derivatives. These are

1 ~ ~ -
LD~ §’UL§‘ {92 (\/ieiW+ + VLiW0> —gprvr, B’
1 . -
— §UR [—ng/gWR + gBLl/gB/} + h.c.

(3.1.21)

The consequences of spontaneous R-parity violation are quite interesting, and have been
discussed in a number of papers [42,44,125-131]. In this section, we will present the decay
channels for arbitrary mass charginos and neutralinos, and analytically determine their
decay rates. In the following sections, we will explore the phenomenological consequences of
the R-parity violating (RPV) decays of the lightest, and next-to-lightest, supersymmetric
particles; referred to as the LSP and NLSP respectively. These decays are potentially
observable at the ATLAS detector of the LHC. Hence, if detected, these explicit decays
could verify the existence of low energy N = 1 supersymmetry, shed light on the structure of
the precise supersymmetric model— such as the B— L MSSM —and, as will become apparent,
even constrain whether the neutrino mass hierarchy is “normal” or “inverted”. However,
as is clear from expressions (3.1.19) and (3.1.21), these results will depend explicitly on the
values of the parameters ¢;, i = 1,2,3 and vy, i = 1,2,3 defined in (3.1.20) and (3.1.13)

respectively. In turn, these parameters are dependent on the present experimental values
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of the neutrino masses. These reduce the number of independent RPV parameters from six
to one and potentially restrict the value of the remaining independent coefficient. For that
reason, we will discuss the neutrino masses and their direct relationship to the ¢; and vy,

parameters next.

3.1.2 Neutrino Masses and the RPV Parameters

As discussed in [30,31,40,41,130], it follows from the above Lagrangian that the third family
right-handed neutrino and the three left-chiral neutrinos v;, i = 1, 2, 3 mix with the fermionic
superpartners of the neutral gauge bosons and with the up- and down- neutral Higgsinos.
In other words, the neutralinos now mix with the neutral fermions of the standard model.
The mixing with the third-family right-handed sneutrino, through terms proportional to
€& =Y, 0R/ V2 and vr,, allows the third-family right-handed sneutrino to act as a seesaw
field giving rise to Majorana neutrino masses. This is reviewed here.

First, we note that this analysis is focused on the consequences of RPV decays at the
LHC. There is the possibility that the RPV parameters are so small that the LSP decay
length is too long for it to decay within the detector. Then the LSP would be effectively
stable within the detector. For certain cases, such effectively stable sparticles have been
searched for in [132]. If the LSP decay length is small enough to decay within the detector,
but greater than about 1 mm, this would lead to “displaced” vertices, such as those searched
for in, for example, [133]. We will choose parameters so that the decay length of the LSP,
whatever sparticle that may be, is less than about 1 mm. We refer to such decays as
“prompt” decays. Therefore, even though the analysis in this work is valid for any mass
chargino and neutralino, should we choose the initial conditions so that they are the LSP,
then their RPV decays will be prompt.

As was shown in the case of stops and sbottoms in [30,31], prompt decays require the
RPYV parameters to be large enough to allow for significant Majorana neutrino masses. We
expect the same to hold true for a variety of LSPs. Therefore, we focus on the case of

significant Majorana neutrino masses. Note that, in addition to these Majorana neutrino
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masses, there can be pure Dirac mass contributions coming from the neutrino Yukawa

coupling. The components Y,,,, which couple the left-handed neutrinos to the third-family

right-handed neutrino, allow the third-family right-handed neutrino to act like a seesaw field
and give rise to Majorana neutrino masses. The other components, Y,,, and Y,,,, couple
the left-handed neutrinos to the first- and second-family right-handed neutrinos. Note
that in this model, the heavy third-family right-handed neutrino acts as a seesaw field,
while the first- and second-family right-handed neutrinos remain as light sterile neutrinos.
This means that the Dirac mass terms related to Y,,, and Y,,, can give rise to active-
sterile oscillations in the neutrino sector. There have been some experimental hints of such
oscillations, see [134] for review. However, it is not yet clear that these results are due
to true active-sterile oscillations. Hence, we proceed under the assumption that no such
oscillations exist and that the Y,,; and Y,,2 components of the neutrino Yukawa coupling
must, therefore, be negligible, so they do not appear in the neutralino mass matrix below.
It may be interesting to revisit the question of active-sterile neutrino oscillations in the
B — L MSSM in the future, perhaps after there is more experimental data.

In the basis (WR, wo, flg, HY, B, v, I/Z'> with ¢ = 1,2, 3, the neutralino mass ma-

trix is of the form

Mo mp
Mpo=] ¥ : (3.1.22)

X
T
mp  03x3

where Mo is a six-by-six matrix of order a TeV given by

Mg 0 —39RVd 5 9RVu 0 —39RVR
0 Mo % g2 V4 f% g2 Uy 0 0
Mo = _1% grve 5192 K o ! " (3.1.23)
59RVy  —35 020y — 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 Mpr  39BLVR
—39RVR 0 0 0 3 9BL VR 0
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and mp is a six-by-three matrix

O1x3

1
3 92 ULI

mp = O (3.1.24)

€

1
—59BL YL}

1
vz Yy i3 vu

of order an MeV. This allows the mass matrix to be diagonalized perturbatively. Note
that we have suppressed all terms of the form vy, Y,;; in ./\/l>~<0 since both vy, and the neu-
trino Yukawa parameters are small. In addition, we emphasize that since only the third
family right-handed sneutrino gets a non-vanishing VEV, only v§ couples to the gaugi-
nos/Higgsinos. It follows that only the Dirac mass of the third-family neutrino enters the
above mass matrix, whereas the first and second family Dirac neutrino masses are excluded.

The entire mass matrix Myo in (3.1.22) can be diagonalized to
MZ = N*MpNT (3.1.25)

with
N 03x3 Isxe —&o
N = ) ) : (3.1.26)
03><3 VPTMNS f(T) 13><3

where N is the matrix that diagonalizes Mo given in eq. (3.1.23). Requiring that /\/lgo be
diagonal yields
o = M;;olmz)' (3.1.27)

The second matrix on the right-hand side of N rotates away the neutralino/left-handed
neutrino mixing, whereas the first matrix diagonalizes the six neutralino/third family right-
handed neutrino states as well as the three left-chiral neutrino states. In this section, we
will consider the diagonal 3 x 3 left-handed neutrino Majorana mass matrix only, returning

to the diagonal neutralino mass matrix later.
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The diagonal left-chiral neutrino Majorana mass matrix is found to be

my,; (VP:J;ANS my VPMNS) o (3.1.28)

VZ]: 1)

The 3 x 3 matrix m,, is given by [31]

Myi; = AUL;'}(UL; + B (UL?GJ' + eivL;) + CEiEj , (3.1.29)
where
M
A= 3.1.30
2 Myvyvg — 4Mo My p ( )
5 Mzvq <2M§R + g%Rvg) — Zg%Rg%LMgMR,uvu (3.1.31)
B AMZ (Msvyvq — 2My Map) o
C = (294ZRM2MBLMR MZU?L
— Q%RMBLM (g% g%RMsz + g%Mg (ZJLM%R + g%Rvi)) vdvu>
(3.1.32)
J (AMh, 1 (2Mg My — Myvg,) )
M;,vg
2u (2MY/M2 w— Mﬁvdvu)
and
9% = 9BL + 9% - (3.1.33)

As will be discussed in detail below, the soft mass parameters are all initialized statistically
at the scale My, whereas the measured values of the gauge couplings are introduced at
the electroweak scale. All of these parameters are then run to the appropriate energy
scale using the RGEs discussed in detail in [41]. Additionally, the value of tanf will be
chosen statistically within a physically relevant interval and, for a given value of tans, the
parameters v, and vg are the measured Higgs VEVs. Finally, for any given set of statistical
initial data, we fine-tune the value of the parameter p using equation (3.1.14), so as to

obtain the experimental value of the electroweak gauge boson Z" and, hence, the measured
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values for W+ as well. The 3 x 3 Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata matrix is

c12€13 512€13 s1ze”"

— i i
Venns = —512C23 — €12523513€"°  C12C23 — S12523513€" C13523

)

. s
512823 — C€12€23513€"°  —C12523 — $12C23513€"  C13C23

xdiag(1, "2 1) | (3.1.34)

with ¢up(Sap) = €08 04p(sinb,p). The mixing angles and phases are determined by neutrino
experiments. For the mixing angles, we use the values and uncertainties from [135]. They
are

sin? 015 = 0.307 £ 0.013 , sin? 013 = (2.12 £ 0.08) x 1072 (3.1.35)

for both the normal and inverted neutrino mass hierarchies. For 653, however, the best-fit
values depend on the hierarchy, and the data admits multiple best-fit values. In the normal

hierarchy, one finds
sin? fog = 0.417 75025 or  0.597 10020 (3.1.36)
while in the inverted hierarchy

sin? g3 = 0.421 70033 or  0.529 T9023 (3.1.37)

In this analysis, we will do a complete study of all four of the cases in equations (3.1.36)
and (3.1.37). Regarding the CP-violating phase, §, we use the recent results in [135] that
in the normal hierarchy

§ =231.6° Tabes, (3.1.38)

while in the inverted hierarchy

§ =273.6° TS T (3.1.39)

In addition, note that there is only one “Majorana” phase, that is, the parameter A, since in
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both the normal and the inverted hierarchy one of the neutrinos is massless and, therefore,
does not have a Majorana mass. The value of A is unknown and, hence, we will simply
throw it statistically in the interval [0°, 360°].

The mathematical expressions for the mass eigenvalues of the Majorana neutrino mass

D
vij

matrix m,;; can be constructed from the A,B,C components of m,;; given in (3.1.30),
(3.1.31) and (3.1.32) respectively, as well as from the PMNS matrix given in (3.1.34). This
has been done in detail in [31], to which we refer the reader for details. Given values for
all the relevant parameters discussed above, and the measured values for the neutrino mass
eigenvalues for the normal and inverted hierarchies, this allows one to solve for the RPV
parameters €;, vy, ¢ = 1,2, 3. Respectively, the experimental values of the mass eigenvalues

of the normal and inverted hierarchies are [134]

e Normal Hierarchy:

m1 =0, my=(8.684+0.10) x 1072 eV, m3 = (50.84 4 0.50) x 1073 eV (3.1.40)

e Inverted Hierarchy:

my = (49.84+0.40) x 1072 eV, my = (50.01£0.40) x 10~ eV, mg =0. (3.1.41)

In each case, all three v;, parameters, as well as two of the ¢ parameters, can be de-
termined in terms of a third € parameter. The explicit expressions, of course, differ in the
normal and inverted hierarchy cases, and are presented in detail in [31]. These are encoded
into the computer program by which we determine all decay rates and branching ratios
and won’t be presented here. Suffice it to say that, in each case, which parameter ¢; is in-
putted is undetermined. Thus, we will statistically decide which of the three ¢; parameters
is selected. Furthermore, we choose its value by randomly throwing it to be in the interval
[107%,1.0] GeV with a log-uniform distribution. We limit the upper bound to 1.0 GeV to

avoid excessive fine-tuning in the neutrino masses. Furthermore, we cut off the lower bound
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at 10~ GeV- although this could be taken to 0 —to enhance the readability of our branching
ratio plots. It is important to note that, having statistically chosen one of the ¢ parameters
in the above range, the other two ¢ parameters are determined by the computer code and
are not necessarily bounded by this interval. For example, at least one of the remaining
two € parameters could, in principle, be considerably larger than 1.0 GeV. If so, this could
have important consequences for the suppression of lepton number violating interactions.
The reason is the following.

It was shown in [136], and discussed in [31], that the experimental bound on the decay

of © — e~y leads to the constraint on ¢; and e that

€1€2
2
W

mpe
V3

<25%x 1073 (—2—
|5 25 310 ({55 qev

)72 (3.1.42)

Scanning the initial parameters in the B — L MSSM, using (3.1.10), (3.1.17) and the values

for the gauge parameters discussed in [39], we find that this becomes

c162 <68 GeV? . (3.1.43)

Therefore, to adequately suppress the lepton number violating decays, it is essential to show
that this bound is satisfied for any physically interesting set of initial data in this analysis.

Later, we will demonstrate that for the LSPs of interest this constraint is easily satisfied.

3.1.3 Physically Acceptable Vacua

Having stated the structure of the B—L MSSM, and defined all of the associated parameters,
we now use the computer code specified in detail in [41] to find the initial values of the
parameters leading to completely acceptable physical vacua. The choice of initial parameters
will be subject to all experimental observations presented above. For example, as discussed
in Section 3.1.1, we will assume that the ratio of the Wilson line masses M, , , and M,.,
is such that all gauge parameters unify at M, that all quark and charged lepton Yukawa

couplings can be taken to be nearly diagonal and real and, as discussed in Section 3.1.2, only

156



the Y,;3 components of the neutrino Yukawa couplings are non-negligible. In addition, we
solve for the physically acceptable initial conditions subject to several new, and important,

constraints. These are the following:

e Scattering Range of the Dimensionful Soft SUSY Breaking Parameters:

[

M
T,Mf | where M =15TeV , f=6.7. (3.1.44)

The median supersymmetry breaking mass M and the parameter f are chosen so that the
range of dimensionful soft masses can have random values from just above the electroweak
scale to a scale approaching the upper bound of what will be observable at the LHC. That
is, range (3.1.44) is approximately [200 GeV , 10 TeV].

e Random Sign of the Soft SUSY Breaking Parameters u, M and a:

[ +] . (3.1.45)

The sign of x4 and the various soft parameters of the form M and a are chosen randomly to

have either a 4 or - sign.

e Randomly Scattered Choice of tang:

tanf € [1.2 , 65] . (3.1.46)

The upper and lower bounds for tanf are taken from [117] and are consistent with present

bounds that ensure perturbative Yukawa couplings.

In addition to being subject to the above constraints, physically acceptable initial con-

ditions are those which lead to the following phenomenological results. First, B — L gauge
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SUSY Particle Lower Bound
Left-handed sneutrinos 45.6 GeV
Charginos, sleptons 100 GeV
Squarks, except stop or bottom LSP 1000 GeV
Stop LSP (admixture) 550 GeV
Stop LSP (right-handed) 400 GeV
Sbottom LSP 500 GeV
Gluino 1300 GeV

Table 3.1: Current lower bounds on the SUSY particle masses.

symmetry must be spontaneously broken at a sufficiently high scale. Presently, the mea-

sured lower bound on the Zr mass is given by [137]

My, =4.1TeV . (3.1.47)

Secondly, electroweak (EW) symmetry must be spontaneously broken so that the Z° and

W masses have the measured values of [134]

Mzo =91.1876 £ 0.0021 GeV, My+ = 80.379 +0.012 GeV . (3.1.48)

Third, the remaining sparticles must be above their measured lower bounds [41] given in

Table 3.1.

Finally, the Higgs mass must be within the 30 allowed range from ATLAS combined run 1

and run 2 results [138]. This is found to be

Mo = 124.97 £0.72 GeV . (3.1.49)

We now want to search for physically acceptable initial data, subject to all of the con-

straints and phenomenological conditions introduced above. Before applying any of these
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constraints, the number of parameters appearing in the B — L. MSSM greatly exceeds 100.
However, subject to the constraints discussed above, this number is significantly reduced—
down to only 24 soft SUSY breaking parameters, as well as tan and p. The RG code [41]
that we use in this analysis involves all 24 SUSY breaking parameters. It is, however,
helpful to point out that many of the RGE’s are dominated by two specific sums of these

parameters given by

Spr =Tr (2m% —m2. — mfzc - 2m2i + mZe + mg.) (3.1.50)
Ssp =m3; — m%{d + Tr (—%m%c + %mfzc —im2. + %mgc> ,  (3.1.51)

where the traces are over generational indices. This is helpful in that one can now reasonably
plot initial data points in two-dimensional Sg; — S3r space, rather than in the full 24-
dimensional space of all parameters. At the electroweak scale, we randomly set the value of
tanf. Furthermore, and importantly, we do not run the parameter . Rather, after running
all other parameters down to the electroweak scale, we fine-tune p to give the measured
values for the electroweak gauge bosons, as discussed above.

Searching for physically acceptable initial data, subject to all of the constraints and
phenomenological conditions above, we find the following. For 100 million sets of randomly
scattered initial conditions, it is found that 4,351,809 break B — L symmetry with the
Zr mass above the lower bound in equation (3.1.47). These are plotted as the green
points in Figure 3.1. Running the RG down to the EW scale, one finds that of these
4,351,809 appropriate B — L initial points, only 3,142,657 break electroweak symmetry with
the experimentally measured values for Mzo and My, + given in equation (3.1.48). These
are shown as the purple points in the Figure. Now applying the constraints that all sparticle
masses be at or above their currently measured lower bounds presented in Table 3.1, we
find that of these 3,142,657 initial points, only 342,236 are acceptable. These are indicated
by cyan-colored points in the Figure. Finally, it turns out that of these 342,236 points, only

67,576 also lead to the currently measured Higgs mass given in equation (3.1.49). That is,
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of the 100 million sets of randomly scattered initial conditions, 67,576 satisfy all present
phenomenological requirements. In Figure 3.1, we represent these “valid” points in black.
That is, of the 100 million randomly scattered initial points, approximately .067% satisfy all
present experimental conditions. Although this might— at first sight —appear to be a small
percentage, it is worth noting that these initial points not only break B — L symmetry
appropriately and have all sparticle masses above their present experimental lower bounds,
but also give the measured experimental values for the mass of the EW gauge bosons and,
remarkably, the Higgs boson mass as welll From this point of view, this percentage of valid
black points seems remarkably high. The electroweak gauge boson masses were obtained,
as discussed above, by fine-tuning the parameter . For example, a typical value of the
fine-tuning of u is of the order of 1 in 1000 [40]. However, one might also be concerned
that getting the Higgs mass correct might require some other fine-tuning of the 24 initial
parameters that may not be apparent. However, in previous work [41] it was shown that
the 24 parameters associated with any given black point are generically widely disparate
with no apparent other fine-tuning.

We conclude that the B — L MSSM, in addition to arising as a vacuum of heterotic M-
theory and having exactly the mass spectrum of the MSSM, satisfies all present experimental
low-energy physical bounds for a remarkably large number of disparate initial data points.
Given this, it becomes of real interest to determine whether the RPV decays of the B —
L MSSM can be directly observed at the LHC at CERN. These decays are most easily
observed in the lightest sparticles in the mass spectrum; that is, the LSP has the best
prospects for RPV detection in general. There are, however, cases in which the next lightest
supersymmetric particle (NLSP) is highly degenerate in mass with the LSP— see examples
presented in [41] —and, hence, their RPV decay channels become relevant as well. Hence, in
the sections to follow, we compute the decays of charginos and neutralinos without making
any assumptions regarding their masses. The particle spectrum of each of the 67,576 valid
black points is exactly determined by the computer code [41]. It follows that we can compute

the LSP associated with each valid black point. It turns out that there are many possible
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Figure 3.1: Plot of the 100 million initial data points for the RG analysis evaluated at Mj.
The 4,351,809 green points lead to the appropriate breaking of the B — L symmetry. Of
these, the 3,142,657 purple points also break the EW symmetry with the correct vector
boson masses. The cyan points correspond to 342,236 initial points that, in addition to
appropriate B — L and EW breaking, also satisfy all lower bounds on the sparticle masses.
Finally, as a subset of these 342,236 initial points, there are 67,576 valid black points that
lead to the experimentally measured value of the Higgs boson mass.

different LSPs. Before enumerating these, however, we must be more specific about the
definition and structure of any LSP. Although the original fields entering the B — L MSSM
Lagrangian are “gauge” eigenstates, the LSP associated with a given valid black point is,
by definition, a “mass” eigenstate— generically a linear combination of the original fields.
For example, the lightest mass eigenstate chargino of either charge, which we denote by )Zf,
is found to be an R-parity conserving linear combination of the charged Wino, W=, and
the charged Higgsino, H * added to RPV terms proportional to the left and right chiral
charged leptons. The RPV coefficients are very small and, hence, can be ignored in the
discussion of the masses of the charginos. Therefore, in this section, since we are analyzing

the possible LSPs, we will consider the R-parity conserving part of the chargino states only.
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It then follows that when My < |u| the lightest chargino is given by
X& = cos g W* fsinpL H | (3.1.52)

whereas for |u|< |Ma|

XE = —sinpsW* +cospp HE . (3.1.53)

The angles ¢ are exactly determined for any given black point. It follows that for some
black points the mass eigenstate )Zli is predominantly a charged Wino, whereas for other
black points it is mainly a charged Higgsino. We will, henceforth, denote the first and
second type of mass eigenstates by fﬁ, and Xﬁ, and refer to them as “Wino charginos” and
“Higgsino charginos” respectively. That is, instead of labeling a chargino LSP simply as Xli,
and counting the number of valid black points associated with it, we can be more specific—
breaking the chargino LSP into two different types of states, )Zﬁ, and )Zi respectively, and
counting the number of black points associated with each type individually. This gives
additional information about the structure of the LSPs.

With this in mind, we have calculated the LSP associated with each of the 67,576 valid
black points and plotted the results as a histogram in Figure 3.2. The notation for the
various possible LSPs is specified in Table 3.2. For example, out of the 67,576 valid black
points, there are 4,858 that have a )Zﬁ, Wino chargino as their LSP. Similarly, out of all the
valid black point initial conditions, 4,869 have a )Z?,V Wino neutralino as their LSP. And
so on. Notice that the cases in which the chargino LSP is dominantly a charged Higgsino—
that is, ﬁfl —are rare. In fact, in Figure 3.2 there is precisely one such black point. As
discussed above and shown in Section 3.2, the lighter chargino state is dominantly Wino
if |Ma|< |u|, and dominantly Higgsino if |u|< |Ma|. The little hierarchy problem tells us
that p is generally large, of the order of a few TeV. However, the M, parameter generally
takes smaller values in our simulation. For this reason, the instances in which |u|< |Ma|-
required for the Higgsino chargino to be the LSP —are scarce.

Associated with a given choice of LSP, there are a fixed number of valid initial points.

162



109

—_
(an)
ot
T

1100.0%

—_
S
=~
T
|

110.0%

— 1 | {1.0%

number of valid points
— —
L =
|
percent of valid points

10.1%

1
107 10.01%

| | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | | |
AN TR TS RS S Ny Y
ShES < o [N =
3

—_
[a)
[

LSP

Figure 3.2: A histogram of the LSPs associated with a random scan of 100 million initial
data points, showing the percentage of valid black points with a given LSP. Sparticles which
did not appear as LSPs are omitted. The y-axis has a log scale. The notation and discussion
of the sparticle symbols on the x-axis is presented in Table 3.2

For example, as mentioned above, a Wino chargino LSP arises from 4,858 black points.
For each such black point, we 1) statistically throw one of the parameters ¢;,i = 1,2,3 in
the interval [10~4,1.0] GeV, 2) choose the neutrino mass hierarchy to be either normal or
inverted and, having done so, choose the associated value of 633, 3) then, using (3.1.29),
determine the remaining two epsilon parameters and the three v; parameters using the
computer code. Let us denote the maximum one of the three ¢ parameters by €pax. By
running over all 4,858 black points subject to a fixed choice of the neutrino hierarchy and
A>3, one can create a histogram of the number of valid points associated with a given value
for emax. For example, the results of, first, choosing a normal neutrino hierarchy and 63
such that sinfls = 0.597 and, second, choosing an inverted neutrino hierarchy and 63
with sinfe3 = 0.529 are graphically depicted in Figure 3.3. We find only a statistically
insignificant number of points, in the case of the normal hierarchy 1 point and in the case of
the inverted hierarchy 4 points, that exceed v/68 GeV. If €. = €3, then constraint (3.1.43)
is immediately satisfied. Even if this parameter is, say, €2, it remains statistically extremely

likely that constraint (3.1.43) remains satisfied. It follows that, for the choice of a normal
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Figure 3.3: For each of the 4,858 black points with a Wino chargino LSP, we statistically
sample one of the three ¢; parmeters in the range [10*4, 1.0] GeV and, for this graph, choose
1) a normal neutrino hierarchy and sinfe3 = 0.597- indicated in red —and 2) an inverted
hierarchy with sin 23 = 0.529- indicated in blue. We then solve for the other two e values
numerically. For each case, we plot a histogram of the number of valid black points associ-
ated with a Wino chargino LSP against the value of ey, the largest of the three epsilon
parameters. We find that most values of €, are smaller than 1 GeV. For larger values, the
viable points become much less numerous, since such values would require more fine-tuning
to match the existent neutrino data. The bound v/68 GeV, beyond which unphysical lepton
number violation is possible, is indicated by the dashed line. We find only 1 and 4 points
beyond this line for the normal and inverted hierarchy cases respectively. Hence, lepton
number violation, if it occurs at all, is statistically insignificant in our simulation.

neutrino hierarchy and sin o3 = 0.597 and an inverted hierarchy with sin 235 = 0.529, lepton
number violation via p — e is statistically highly suppressed in our theory. We find similar
results for each of the other two choices of 033. The identical conclusion can be drawn for
the Wino neutralino. We conclude that lepton number violation is highly suppressed in the
B — L MSSM- at least when the LSP is a Wino chargino or a Wino neutralino.

In series of papers [30,31] analyzed the RPV decays of the “admixture” stop. Stops
have a very high production cross section from proton-proton collisions. Furthermore, their
decay products are relatively easy to observe at the LHC detectors. For these reasons, the
ATLAS group at the LHC did a detailed study of the RPV decays of the admixture stop

LSPs [138-141]. However, it is clear from Figure 3.2 that neutralinos and charginos are
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Symbol \ Description
X% Mostly a neutral Bino.
)Z?/V Mostly a neutral Wino.
)Zgga , Mostly third generation right-handed neutrino.
56% Mostly a neutral Higgsino.
fﬁv Mostly a charged Wino.
)ﬁ} Mostly a charged Higgsino.
J Gluino.
tad Left- and right-handed stop admixture.
ty Mostly right-handed stop (over 99%).
q° Right-handed 1st and 2nd generation squarks.
b Mostly left-handed sbottom.
b° Mostly right-handed sbottom.
U1 2 1st and 2nd generation left-handed sneutrinos.
LSPs evenly split among two generations.
U3 Third generation left-handed sneutrino.
Z® 1st and 2nd generation right-handed sneutrinos.
T Third generation left-handed stau.
e, n° 1st and 2nd generation right-handed sleptons.
LSPs evenly split among two generations.
7€ Third generation right-handed stau.

Table 3.2: The notation used for the LSP states on the x-axis of Figure 3.2.

much more prevalent as LSPs of the B — L MSSM. Therefore, we begin a study of the RPV

decays of neutralinos and charginos.

3.2 Chargino and Neutralino states

3.2.1 Chargino mass eigenstates

After EW breaking, the Higgs fields acquire a VEV which induces off-diagonal couplings
between the charged gauginos of the theory. The terms that enter the chargino mass matrix,

in the absence of RPV effects, are

L5 "L, W H +vgWHHy| — My|W2—pH} Hy + hec.

V2
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The first terms come from the supercovariant derivative of the Higgs chiral fields, the
Wino mass term originates in the soft SUSY breaking Lagrangian, while the last term is
introduced in the superpotential W. Combining the charged Higgsinos and the charged

Winos into = = (W, H;}) and v~ = (W, H; ), we can write the previous terms in the

form
1 0 M"Y [of
£ -5 (W) X + hec. (3.2.2)
Mxi 0 1/)_
where M= is the 2 x 2 matrix given by
My —=gouvy
Mg+ = V2 . (3.2.3)
%92% H

The mass eigenstates Xt = V¢* and x~ = Uy~ diagonalize M= to

M_x 0
UMVt =MP =] X

p (3.2.4)

0 Mg

with M. < and Mﬁ positive. One can solve analytically for the eigenvalues and obtain

1
2 2 _ 4 2 2 2
Me, M2 = 2[|M2\ 2 2M2,

= M2+ |20 ) — Aluddy — M3, sin2B2 ], (3:2.5)

where M;li and M%t correspond to the — and + sign in front of the square root respectively.
We will always choose the square root to be positive, so that the ”minus” sign— and, hence,
)Zic —corresponds to the lighter mass eigenstate. That is, with this convention M)Zit < Miél:
The expressions for the mass eigenvalues can be simplified by noting that the lower bounds
on sparticle masses are well above My, «. It follows that Mgvi < M2, u%. Therefore, the

mass eigenvalues depend primarily on the parameters My and . When |Ms|<S |p|, we find
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that
M%/i (M3 + psin2p3)

Mg ~ | M- Y , (3.2.6)
sgn(p) My« (p + Ma sin 25)
Mg = |u|+ oy (3.2.7)

whereas for |p|< |Ms], the expressions for the mass eigenvalues are simply exchanged; that

is,
sgn(u) M3, (1 + My sin 23)

M_+ ~ 3.2.8
M, (Ma + psin2p3)
M+ ~ |My|——X . 3.2.9
o = Mel-— e (3.29)
The mixing matrices U and V, defined by

X0 W= X7 W
Yl=ul| |, l=v| , (3.2.10)

X2 Hy X3 H,f

also are dependent on the relative sizes of My and p. For |Ms|< |u| they are found to be

O+, det M)N(i >0
U=0_, V= (3.2.11)

O'30+, det Mxi <0 5

where

cos sin
Oy = = Smos] (3.2.12)

—sing+ cos ¢+

The Pauli matrix o3 is inserted so that the diagonal entries of M are always positive. The

angles ¢+ are given by

pcos 8+ Masin B
tan 2¢_ = 2V 2M 3.2.13
an ¢ f Wj:ILL2—M22—2M5ViCOSQB ( )
i M
tan 264 = 2320y —FSO+ Macos (3.2.14)

p? — M2+ 2M5Vi cos2f3
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respectively. On the other hand, when |u|< |Ms|, we find that (3.2.11) remains the same,
as do the expressions (3.3.4) and (3.3.5) for the angles ¢1. However, the matrix O1 now

becomes

—sin cos
04 = = 7 (3.2.15)
—cos¢p4+ —sing

It is important to note that the |u|< |Ma| results for the U, V matrices can be obtained

from the |Ms|< |p| expressions (3.2.11), (3.2.12), (3.3.4) and (3.3.5) simply by replacing

¢+ — O+ + g (3.2.16)

in all expressions. We will use this replacement, when required, in the main numerical
analysis to follow.

It is useful to note that when | M| < ||, it follows from (3.2.12) that the lightest chargino
eigenstate is

XE = cos p+ W+ +singr HE . (3.2.17)

Since M7, < M3, p?, we see from (3.3.4) and (3.3.5) that tan 2¢+ < 1 and, hence,

|cos ¢4 |> [sin ¢4 |. It follows that

T~ WE . (3.2.18)

We say that )Z{E is “predominantly” a charged Wino and, regardless of the exact value of

¢+, denote it by f(‘jfv. On the other hand, when |u|< |Ma| it follows from (3.2.15) that
XT = —singsW* + cospL H . (3.2.19)
Expressions (3.3.4) and (3.3.5) again tell us that |sin ¢4 |< |cos ¢+ | and, hence
T~ HE . (3.2.20)

That is, ﬁt is “predominantly” a charged Higgsino and, regardless of the exact value of
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¢+, we denote it by )Zﬁ Having made this analysis, we note that the results could have
been read off directly from the leading term in the expressions for the mass eigenvalues
given in (3.2.6) and (3.2.8). Specifically, for |M|< ||, the leading term in (3.2.6) is |My],
the soft mass associated with the charged Wino— indicating that )Zit ~ W=, Similarly, for
|u|< | Ma|, the leading term in (3.2.8) is |u|, the parameter associated with the charged
Higgsino— indicating that ﬁc ~ H?*, as above. As stated previously, we will refer to the
mass eigenstates )Zﬁ, and )le} simply as a Wino chargino and Higgsino chargino respectively,
even though they are only “predominantly” the pure states of W+ and HT respectively.
Let us now include the R-parity violation terms in the Lagrangian. These will not
significantly affect the chargino masses, but they do introduce mixing between the charginos
and the standard model charged leptons. These mixings are central to our study because
they allow RPV chargino decays. In the extended bases v = (W, Hf, e%) and ¢~ =

(W=, H7 ,e;), the mixing matrix can again be written in the form of eq. (3.2.2),

1 0 MeT) [oF
£5—5 (Why) X + hec. (3.2.21)
Mii 0 (o
now, however, where
My 59200 0 0 0
%92% ju —Eme —Emy, —TEBmy
M)zi == %92’%1* —€1 Me 0 0 (3222)
%QQULQ* —€9 0 mu 0
%QQ’ULB* —€3 0 0 msr

and me, my,, and m, denote the Dirac masses of the standard model charged leptons. This

matrix can be expressed in a schematic form that will be useful in diagonalizing it. Let us

write
M)Zi 1—‘
./\/l;(i = (3.2.23)
GT Me,
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where

M,  Jgov
My = Vel (3.2.24)
%92% 2

and

0 0 0 %92%1* —€1
r= , G = Lpvt —e (3.2.25)

_vn _ VL2 _ VL3
Me VA, VM

vd 1

ﬂQQULB* —€3

and m, is the 3 x 3 matrix with diagonal entries (m.,m,, m;). The G, I', and m., matrices
have entries that are much smaller than the entries of the Mg+ matrix and, therefore, can
be used to perturbatively diagonalize the Mg+ matrix. The mass eigenstates are related

to the gauge eigenstates by unitary matrices V and U defined by

ey W= el w
Xa Hy X3 Hy
Xz | =U| e |> wl=Vv] e |- (3.2.26)
X1 €2 Xi €5
X5 €3 X3 €3

They are chosen so that
Z/{*Mxiv_l = /\/lgi = diag (Mf(f[’ MX%[,MX;, Mf(f’ M)Z?) , (3.2.27)

where all eigenvalues are positive. The first two eigenstates, fog’ are mostly charged
Wino and charged Higgsino. The RPV couplings are small enough that their masses are
still given by egs. (3.2.6) and (3.2.7) or (3.2.8) and (3.2.9), depending on the values of the
parameters Ms and p. Similarly, the masses of the leptons are basically unchanged; that

is, ij: are the standard model charged lepton masses, m,,;, where e123 = e, u, 7. The
241
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phenomenologically important effect of the RPV mixing is the RPV decays of the charginos.

The matrices U and V can be written schematically as

Y U 02><3 12><2 _57 ’ V= |4 02><3 12><2 _EJF . (3.2.28)

O3x2  13x3 3R P O3x2  13x3 €L 1axs

Next, requiring that U* M+ V1 is diagonal allows one to compute the &, and £_ matrices.
To first order, they are given by

¢ =— (M) '@, & =—(Mp)'T. (3.2.29)

The values of all the U and V matrix elements are presented in the Appendix G.1. These
matrices will be crucial in calculating the decay rates of the charginos via RPV processes.
In general, the exact expressions for the five charged mass eigenstates are complicated, and
will be dealt with numerically in our calculations. However, it of interest to present the
complete analytic expressions, including the RPV terms, for the mass eigenstates )Zli We

find that the positive eigenvector )Zf is
XE = VoWt + Vi ! + Visyef (3.2.30)

where one sums over i = 1,2,3. When |Ms|< |u|, the V coeflicients are given by

Vi1 =cos¢y , Vio =sing (3.2.31)
and
Vv p g2 tan Bme, +sin Me, (3.2.32)
i = —Cos L T—— vy, +singpr—vyr, . 2.
Lot My T g

The result for |u|< |Ma| is found by replacing ¢ — ¢4 +7 in these expressions, as discussed

above. Similarly, the negative eigenvector x; is found to be

Xp =UNW™ + U o Hy + U ogie (3.2.33)
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where one sums over i = 1,2,3. When |Ms|< |u|, the U coefficients are given by

L{1 1 = COS qb, s L{12 = sin qf), (3234)
and
govg 4 . €
Uio1; =—cosp_———¢; +sing_—* . 3.2.35
+1 \/§M2'u 7 1 ( )

The result for |u|< |Ma] is found by replacing ¢ — ¢_ + 5 in these expressions. Note
that the first two terms of )Zli are independent of RPV and are identical to the expressions
given in (3.2.17) and (3.2.19) for |Ma|< |u| and |u|< |Ma| respectively. Also, note that
these terms dominate over the RPV terms and, hence, are the main contributors to the
mass eigenvalues. However, although they are numerically smaller, the RPV terms in )Zf
play a crucial role in the R-parity violating decays of chargino LSPs and, hence, cannot be

ignored.

3.2.2 Neutralino mass eigenstates

In the absence of the RPV violating terms proportional to €; and vy, the neutral Higgsinos
and gauginos of the theory mix with the third generation right handed neutrino. In the

gauge eigenstate basis ¥ = (WR, Wo, E[g, ﬁg, B, I/§),

Lo oNT 0
e ()" My’ + c.c (3.2.36)
where
Mg 0 —19RVa  39RVL 0 —39RVR
0 My 19204 —3920y 0 0
lovws Lo 0 _ 0 0
My = | 297 20 . (3.2.37)
$9RVW  —392Vu  —l 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 Mpr  59BLUR
—39RVR 0 0 0 19BLVR 0
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The mass eigenstates are related to the gauge states by the unitary matrix N where

)ZO = N?/JO. N is chosen so that

D .
N*MyoN' = ME = diag (Myg, Mg, My, Mg, Myg, Mg ) (3.2.38)

where all eigenvalues are positive. The B — L MSSM does not explicitly contain a Bino,
associated with the hypercharge group U(1)y. Instead, it contains a Blino and a Rino, the
gauginos associated with U(1)p_z, and U(1)3r respectively. Nevertheless, the theory does
effectively contain a Bino. To see this, consider the limit M‘%Vi, M%O < M]%, MQQ, M%L —
that is, when the EW scale is much lower than the soft breaking scale so that the Higgs
VEV’s are negligible. In this limit, the mass matrix in eq. (3.2.37) becomes

Mg 0 0 0 0 —LgrvR
0 My, O 0 0 0
0 0 0 —u 0 0
Myo = (3.2.39)
0 0 —u 0 0 0
0 0 0 O Mpr  39BLUR
—39rvr 0 0 0 Zgprug 0

The first, fifth, and sixth columns, corresponding to the Blino, the Rino and the third
generation right-handed neutrino, are now decoupled from the others and mix only with

each other. In the reduced basis (Vg, Wr, B’ ), the mixing matrix is

0 —cospMz, sinOrMgz,
— cosOpMz, Mg 0 , cosfp= 28 (3.2.40)
2 2
\/9r T 9BL
sin GRMZR 0 MBL

The limit in which the gaugino masses are much smaller than Mz, is phenomenologically
relevant due to the lower bound on Mz, being much higher than typical gaugino mass lower
bounds. This limit is also motivated theoretically because RG running makes the gauginos

masses lighter. In this limit, the mass eigenstates can be found as an expansion in the
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gaugino masses. At zeroth order, they are

B = Wgsinfg + B cosfp , (3.2.41)

1 ~ -
V5, = —=(v°s — Wgcosfg + B'sinfg) , (3.2.42)

- %

Ve = — (1% 4+ Wgcosfp — B sinf 3.2.43
3b \@( 3 R R R) ( )

with masses, calculated to first order, given by

M, = sin? OrMp + cos? OrMpy, Myc,, = MZR7 Myey, = My (3.2.44)

R -

respectively. The state B with mass M is effectively a Bino. We can rotate from the
old basis, (WR,WO,ﬁg,fIS,B’,V53>, to the new one, (B,Wg,ﬁg,ﬁg,yga,y§b>, using a

rotation matrix, which at zeroth order has the form:

sinfr 0 0 O cosOg 0

0 1 00 0 0

0 01 0 0 0

(3.2.45)

0 0 0 1 0 0

1 1 1
- cosfg 0 0 O EsmGR 7
1 1 o 1
WCOSHR 0 0 O —ﬁstR 7

We then get a new neutralino mass matrix, which is in agreement with the MSSM model

after B-L breaking. It is given by

M, 0 —%g’vd %g'vu 0 0
0 M %Qﬂfd —%92% 0 0
1 7 1
——=q'Vq —_ Vd O — O O
Mo = f? Vng : (3.2.46)
ﬁg Uy _ﬁg2vu —H 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 Mye,. 0
0 0 0 0 0 ey,

Since the EW scale is generally much lower than the gaugino mass scale, the off-diagonal
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terms are small,

M2, sin? Oy (M + psin 23)

~ z
My =~ | M|~ EETr , (3.2.47)
M. (Ms + psin2)
Mg =~ |My|——% 3.2.48
5 = | M| [2 — M2 ’ ( )
Moo o ‘MH_MZO (sgn(p) x 1 —sin28)(p + M cos? Oy + Masin? Oy ) (3.2.49)
A3 2(p+ M) (p + M) ’
Moo o |M|+MZO (sgn(p) x 1 +sin28)(u — M cos? Oy — My sin? Oy ) (3.2.50)
i 2(p — M) (p — M2) ’
Mig ~ MZR N (3251)
Mig ~ MZR (3252)

where Oy is the Weinberg angle. Unlike for charginos discussed previously, our labels do not
imply any mass ordering. The exact eigenstates are more difficult to compute than in the
chargino case. They are, generically, linear combinations of the six gauge neutralino states.
However, as was discussed in detail for charginos, the dominant gauge neutralino in an
eigenstate can be read off directly from the leading term in the associated mass eigenvalue.

Using this, as well as explicit numerical computation, we find that
~0  ,,C ~0 o ,,C
y X5 =V3q 5 X6 =Vs3p - (3253)

As with the charginos, we henceforth denote these mass eigenstates by )Z%, )Z?,V, )Z?qd, )Z%u, )Zgga, ngb
respectively; and refer to them as a Bino neutralino, a Wino neutralino and so on, even

though they are only “predominantly” the pure neutral state.

Let us now add the RPV couplings €¢; and vr,. This introduces mixing between the
neutralinos and the neutral fermions of the standard model — the neutrinos. As discussed
at the beginning of Section 3.1.2, mixing with the first- and second-family right-handed
neutrino would lead to active-sterile neutrino oscillations. Unless and until there is more
experimental evidence of such oscillations, we will continue to assume that they do not exist

and, therefore, that the mixing with the first- and second-family right-handed neutrinos is
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negligible. Therefore, the neutrino mass matrix given below includes only mixing with the
three families of left-handed neutrinos— the seventh column —and the third-family right-
handed neutrino— the sixth column. As in the case of the charginos, the effect of adding
these RPV couplings is important because it will allow RPV decays of the neutralinos. It’s
effect on the physical masses of the neutralinos, however, is negligible. The new basis is
then extended to (WR, Wg, f[g,ﬁg, B’, Vs, V1, V2, 1/3). The extended mass matrix is given
by

Mg 0 —39RVd  39RVu 0 —39RUR 01x3
0 M; 59204 —392Vu 0 0 39207,
—%ngd %QQUd 0 — i 0 0 O1x3
Mso = %gm}u —%ggvu — i 0 0 0 €; (3.2.54)
0 0 0 0 Mgr, 19BLUR  —39BLV,
- %QRUR 0 0 0 %QBLUR 0 %Yuzﬁvu
O3x1 %ngj O3x1 €5 _%QBLUZJ' %Yujsvu O3x3

This is the matrix that was introduced in eq. (3.1.22). Just as for charginos, we can write
the neutralino matrix in a schematic form that will help us diagonalize it perturbatively.

As discussed in detail in Section 3.1.2, Mo can be expressed as

Moo mp
Y (3.2.55)
mb, Osx3

where M,, and m? are given in (3.1.23) and (3.1.24) respectively. The mass eigenstates are
related to the gauge eigenstates by the unitary matrix A/, which diagonalizes the neutralino
mixing matrix

MZ = N*MpNT . (3.2.56)

N can be written in the perturbative form

N N O3xs3 lexe  —&o | (3.257)

03x3 VIiMNS fg Isx3

where N is the unitary matrix introduced below eq. (3.4.2). It is a 6 x 6 matrix, analogous
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to the 2 x 2 matrices U and V' in Section 3.2.1. However, while eq. (3.2.11), (3.2.12) and
(3.2.15) provide simple analytic expressions for U and V' in terms of the rotation angles ¢,
it is much harder to solve for N without approximations. We will compute N numerically,
using the the relevant soft mass terms and couplings as input.

The equation &0 = M )golm p is obtained by requiring that M)?O be diagonal. We denote
the mass eigenstates as Y° = N¢". The entries of A/ are central in calculating the neu-
tralino decay rates and are all presented in Appendix B. However, exactly as in the case
of the charginos discussed above, the physical masses of the “proper” meutralinos are not
significantly changed by introducing the RPV couplings, so egs. (3.4.13) — (3.2.52) remain
valid. The states x% 4; for i =1,2,3 are the three left-handed neutrinos which now receive
Majorana masses. This process has been discussed in detail in Section 3.1.2. As in the
case of charginos, it is important to note that, although small compared to the R-parity
preserving coefficients, the RPV terms make important contributions to the RPV decays of

the neutralino LSPs and, hence, cannot be ignored.

3.2.3 Chargino and neutralino decay channels

The general B— L MSSM Lagrangian, written in terms of chiral multiplet component fields,

(¢4, i), and vector multiplet components, (Af, A*), has the generic form

L =—0,0"0"p; +ip1'5" 0,1, (kinetic terms)
—igT* A" 0" i + c.c + e (T“Az)(TbAb“)qSﬂﬁ*i + ng6“T“Azwi ( covariant derivative)
— \@g(d)*T“w))\“ — V290 (YIT) + g(¢*T¢) D* (covariant derivative supersymmterization)
+ i)\TaW‘Bﬂ)\“ + igf“bc)\T“5“AZ)\c — %F“””F“W + %D“Da (gauge field self-interactions)
1

1 o .y
— iMljwiz/)j — iMi*jwthj + Mi*kMquﬁ*l(éj (superpotential mass terms)

1. 1 L
— §Y” k@'%'i/% — i}ﬁjkqﬁ*zwh ks (superpotential scalar-fermion-fermion Yukawa coupling)
1_ . ) 1 . . 1 ..
—|—§Mm j’ﬁm¢i¢>*7qﬁ*k—f—iM;ij"(b“qﬁj(ék—FEY”"Y,C*ln@d)jqﬁ*k(é*l (3 and 4-scalar interactions).
(3.2.58)

177



The interaction vertices that allow the charginos and neutralinos to decay into standard
model particles are encoded in its complicated interactions. In order to read these RPV
vertices from this Lagrangian, one needs to follow a series of steps:

First, one writes this general Lagrangian in terms of the component fields of the theory.
The B — L MSSM matter content is give in (3.1.4) and (3.1.5), whereas the gauge fields
and gauginos are those associated with gauge group (3.1.3).

In the first step, the component fields are pure gauge states. After B— L and electroweak
symmetry breaking, these states mix to form massive states. We have already discussed
how massive chargino and neutralino states are constructed. The second step then, is to
write all gauge eigenstates in the Lagrangian in terms of their mass eigenstate expansion.

After the second step is completed, one can identify the RPV vertices that couple a
single chargino or a single neutralino to two standard model particles, typically a boson
and a lepton. However, so far the theory has been written in terms of 2-component Weyl
spinors, while the physical fermions are described by 4-component spinors. The final step,
then, is to write the identified RPV vertices in 4-component spinor notation.

In the following sections, we will identify the RPV decay amplitudes for the charginos
and neutralinos displayed in Table 3.3, using the three steps described above. We find that
such sparticle decays are due entirely to the RPV couplings proportional to ¢ and vr,,
1 = 1,2,3 that mix the three generations of leptons and the gauginos of the MSSM inside
the chargino and neutralino mass matrices. That is, the mass eigenstate charginos and
neutralinos can decay into SM particles precisely because they have lepton components.
Only after we express the B — L MSSM Lagrangian in terms of the mass eigenstates, will
the decay processes in Table 3.3 become apparent. Henceforth, we use y*° when referring
to chargino and neutralino 2-component Weyl fermions and X+ when referring to chargino
and neutralino 4-component Dirac fermions. Furthermore, we use ¢e;, 1 = 1, 2, 3 for the three
families of charged leptons Weyl fermions, and ¢;, ¢ = 1,2, 3 for the three families expressed

as Dirac fermions. The Dirac fermion states are defined in eq. (3.2.89).
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Charginos Neutralinos
X+ - Why | X0 - whef
Xt = 2% | X0 — 20,
X+t = n0F | X0 hOy

Table 3.3: Chargino and Neutralino RPV decay channels, expressed in terms of 4-component
Spinors.

Mass eigenstate expansion

The chargino mass eigenstates Y+ = ()ﬁc, )Z%t, )Z?“,—L, )fo, )ch) are related to the gauge eigen-
states T = (W, HF, e5, €5, €§) and v~ = (W~ H, e1, ez, e3) via the unitary matrices

U and V defined in Section 3.2 and given in Appendix G.1 . That is,
X =Uy, xt=vyt. (3.2.59)

There are two things worth pointing out here. First, only the mass eigenstates ﬁc and
)ZQi are considered to be the actual charginos. They have dominant contributions from the
MSSM gauginos and only small SM lepton components. Moreover, the mass eigenstates
fé,)t ~eq, ef, Xf ~ eg, €5, th ~~ e3, e are considered to be the three generations of charged
leptons (to be more precise, the left-handed Weyl spinors of the negatively and positively
charged leptons). Second, the U and V matrices are defined so that the chargino states
ﬁc are lighter than the chargino states )25':; that is, M)Zit < M;Qi The state )Zf can be
dominantly charged Wino or charged Higgsino, but it will be always be less massive than
X

In terms of the chargino mass eigenstates, the gauge eigenstate can be expressed as

Y~ =UTY™ and T = VIxYT. We then have the following mass eigenstate decomposition:
ei =Uly X1 +UsopiXo + U39 X3 +UiopiXy +USo X5 (3.2.60)

€f = ViouiX! + VaoriXa + VioriXa + ViowiXa + VioriXe (3.2.61)
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Similarly, the Wino and Higgsino gauge eigenstate can be expressed as:

W™ =U X7 +Us1Xy +US X5 +UTIXG +Us X5 (3.2.62)
Wt = VIiXT +Vs1Xs +VaiXa +Viixd +Viixa (3.2.63)
Hy =UiyXy +UsaXy +UsaXs +UiaXg +USHXs (3.2.64)
HE =VioXT +Vioxd + VioXs + ViaXa + Vioxs (3.2.65)

The neutralino mass eigenstates Y° = ()Z(l), 543, )2%, )Zg, )Zg, )28, )Zg, )Zg, )28) are related to
the gauge eigenstates 1" = (WR, Wo, HY, ffg, B/, V§, Ve, Vy, V7) via the unitary matrix

N, defined in Section 3.2 and given in Appendix G.2. That is,
X0 =Nyl (3.2.66)

Just as for the chargino states, it is important to remember that only the first six states
X1,2,3,4,5,6 are considered actual MSSM neutralinos, since their dominant contributions are
from sparticles. The states X789 are the three generations of left handed neutrinos, which
obtain Majorana masses after the neutralino matrix diagonalization. However, the notation
of the six neutralino mass eigenstates differs from that of the chargino mass eigenstates. In
the case of charginos, the states are defined such that M. g < M o where both fd[ and )Z2i
could be dominantly charged Wino or charged Higgsino. As discussed above, usually |Ma|<
|ie], in which case ﬁc would be dominantly charged Wino, while )@t would be dominantly
charged Higgsino. In the rare case when |u|< |Ms|, X would be dominantly charged
Higgsino, while )@t would be dominantly charged Wino. For the neutralino mass eigenstates,
however, we always have Y mostly Bino, ¥ mostly Wino, )2(314 mostly Higgsino, )Zg,@‘ mostly
right-handed third generation neutrino. We don’t know, a priori, which state is the lightest,
nor how to order them in terms of mass. Their masses are computed after we diagonalize the
6 x 6 neutralino mixing matrix Myo— neglecting RPV couplings —an operation significantly

more complicated than the diagonalization of the 2 x 2 chargino mass matrix, Mg+, in the
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absence of RPV couplings.

In terms of the neutralino mass eigesntates, the gauge eigenstates are given by
0 = NTX0 . (3.2.67)

For the three neutrino gauge eigenstates ve,v,, v =v;, i1 =1,2,3

~0 0 ~0 ~0
vi = NT61iXi + NogriXa + N3eriXs + NieriXa

~0 ~0 ~0 ~0 ~0
+ NEgriXe + NgoriXe + NoeriXs + NeeriXa + NVoeriXg , (3.2.68)
while for the rest of the mass eigenstates, we have

~ 20 750 750 B ~c % ~0 * ~0 * ~0
Wr, W%, Hy, H,, B, 7§ = N{123456X1 + No123456X2 +N3123456X3T
+ Ny g+ N X5+ NG Yo + N7 o+
41,2,3,4,5,6 X4 51,2,3,4,5,6X5 61,2,3,4,5,6X6 71,2,3,4,5,6X7

+ Ng123456X8 T No123456X9 - (3.2.69)

The Higgs scalar fields in the MSSM consist of two complex SU(2);, doublets; that is,
eight degrees of freedom. When electroweak symmetry is broken, three of them become the
Goldstone bosons G, G*, where G~ = G1*. The rest will be Higgs scalar mass eigenstates;
that is, CP-even neutral scalars h? and H°, a CP-odd neutral scalar I'’ and a charged H*

and a conjugate H~ = H*". They are defined by [117].

Hy o Lr " "R ¢ (3.2.70)
= + —= Iy +—= ’ e
HY v V2o \mo| V2 * 1o
H Gt
“ | =Rg, (3.2.71)
H;” HT

where R, Rg,, g, are rotation matrices. Specifically, the matrix in front of the Standard
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Model Higgs Boson R is

cosa  sina

Ry = , (3.2.72)

—sina  cosa

while, to lowest order, the other matrices are

sinf8 cosp
Rg, = Rg, = , (3.2.73)

—cosfB sinf

where tan 5 = v, /vg. The mixing angle « is, at tree level:

tan 2« _ Mlgo + M%o sin 2a _ _MJ%IO + M}?O (3.2.74)
tan28  Mp, — MZ,’ sin 23 M2, — M2,
where the masses of the Higgs eigenstates are
Mpo = 2b/sin 28 = 2|ul*+m¥, +mi;, , (3.2.75)
1
Mo o = 3 (Ml%o + M2 F \/(Mgo — M2,)? + 4MZ, M2, sin2(26)> (3.2.76)
and
M2 _ M2 M2
HE — 170 + w=* - (3277)

Interaction vertices

We now express Lagrangian (3.2.58) in terms of all the matter and gauge fields in our B— L
MSSM theory, and then replace all gauge eigenstates with their mass eigenstate expansion.
However, the full B—L MSSM Lagrangian is complicated when expressed in its most general
form. We proceed, therefore, by looking only for the terms that can lead to chargino or

neutralino decays into standard model particles. We identify the following tri-couplings:

o gq/}iT(f”TaAZl/Ju from the covariant derivative of the fermionic matter fields

o —2g(¢™*T4P;)A* and —v/ 29\ (*1T2¢;), from the supercovariant derivatives
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o igfitexaigh Az)\c, from the gauge self-interaction
o —1Vikpapiapy and —%Y;;kqﬁi*wﬂw“, from the superpotential Yukawa couplings

We now want to write these interactions in terms of the B — L. MSSM component fields.
The procedure is non-trivial. Hence, we split these interactions terms into two categories :
1) those responsible for the neutralino or chargino decays into a gauge boson (Z°-boson or

Wi—boson) and a lepton; that is
¥ — 2% W* — lepton (3.2.78)
and 2) those responsible for the decays into a Higgs boson and a lepton; that is
0 = h® — lepton. (3.2.79)

The terms with Yukawa couplings and those from the supercovariant derivatives are relevant

only for the Higgs boson-lepton decay channel, as we will show.

xE0 —Z°% W*-lepton

The part of the Lagrangian responsible for the gauge boson-lepton decay channels is
L4070 Wt epton O gUTGHT* Alap; + ig frPX g1 AD X°, (3.2.80)

where this expression represents the sum over SU(2) and U(1)y. The i = 1,2, 3 represents

the three lepton families. Expressed in terms of the MSSM component fields this becomes

L4020 W tepton O 92 (Lo 7° L+ Hioh e i, + Hlo" v Hy ) W
1 1~ ~ 1~ ~
+q <—2e15“ei +eclatet; + SHla" i, - 2H§5“Hd) B,

+iga fOW G WOW, (3.2.81)
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where we sum over the i index, Wy, a = 1,2,3 are the three vector bosons of the SU(2)L
group and B,, the vector boson of the hypercharge U(1)y group. Here, go and ¢’ are the
SU(2)r and Uy (1) couplings. In addition, L; represents the i-th SU(2)y, left chiral lepton

doublet defined in (3.1.4). We now make the replacements

0% cosfy  sinfy BY

1
Z0 —sinfy  cos Oy wo V2 92
where Oy is the Weinberg angle, and rearrange the previous expression to obtain

g2 _ _ . .
Li+.0 70 W _lopton D —2(,1*‘%+ + JW+ TEW J}}TWM )+ el + iBarm) Ve

V2

g2 0 g s . . .
2 cos Oy (Jﬁ + JﬁH) Zy+ Gg(WHer W+ — WTa W ~)(cos Ow Z,, + sinbw,)

+ g (WO W + W iGWOWF + go(WOTeH W~ — WH WO, . (3.2.83)

Jt, J and jh,, are the usual weak charged, neutral and electromagnetic currents from
the standard model theory of EW breaking, while Ji;, J", and jk,,, are the equivalent
currents of the Higgsino fermionic fields. Also note that e is the electromagnetic coupling

e=—%29 _ Ip 2-component Weyl notation these currents are:

e Weak charged currents, coupling to W= bosons

JE=vlote, ,  Jl=HGMAY + HY 61 H; (3.2.84)

e Electromagnetic currents, coupling to the photon ~°

Gy = edlates —elote; ,  jlyy = B OMHT — 0y 6" Hy (3.2.85)

%

e Neutral currents, coupling to the Z° boson

JI = ity — (1 — 2sin? Oy )el ate; — 2sin? OyesTares | (3.2.86)
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Tt = (1= 2sin 0y H 6" H — (1 + 2sin2 0y ) HO 5+ FO

+ (1+ 2sin? 0y ) HY 67 HY — (1 — 2sin2 0y ) H; 6P H;  (3.2.87)

where in J#, ng and J} we sum over i = 1,2, 3. Plugging these currents into eq. (3.2.83),

and arranging the couplings in terms of W*, Z% and ~° respectively, we get

Lt 020 witepton D Wi [elotve + AN L + Hy ' 1Y+ V2(W s

V2
- W*Ta“Wo)] + %WJ [u}&”ei + HTe"H, + HY 6" Hy +V2(WTatWw° — WOTﬁ“W*)]
+ gchZ2 [W+T6“W+ — W_T6“W_] + 297222 [1/36“1/1- — (1 — 283y )elate; — 252 esT ot el
cw

+ (1= 282 G HT — (1+ 253 )0 6" HO + (1 + 25%)HY 6" HY — (1 — 2s€V)ﬁ;T5“H;]

+ g25w ) [W“&“W* — W*Tﬁ“W*] +ev) [e”&”ef —elote + H oM A} — I:I;]Lé“lj[(;}, (3.2.88)

i

where we have used the notation sy = sin 0y, ¢y = cos Oy and summed over 7 = 1,2, 3.
Finally, we are in a position to expand all gauge eigenstates in terms of the mass eigen-
states, as in equations (3.2.60)-(3.2.65) and (3.2.68)-(3.2.69). After this procedure, the La-
grangian (3.2.88) is expressed in terms of the mass eigenstates fﬁ, )Z?L, e, vifori=1,2,3,
and their hermitian conjugates. Notice that we keep only )Zli to simplify our results, since
)Zic are always lighter than )Zéc and, hence, have better prospects to be detected. Their
charged Wino and charged Higgsino content are determined from the rotation matrices U
and V in eq. (3.2.11). At the same time, we study the vertices of general neutralino Y"
states for n = 1,2,3,4,5,6, since we have no a priori mass ordering for these states. We
remind the reader that n = 1 means a mostly Bino neutralino y! = )Z%, n = 2 means a
mostly Wino neutralino Y = )Z?,V, n = 3,4 means a mostly Higgsino neutralino )227 4= )Z%
and n = 5,6 means a mostly third generation right-handed neutrino neutralino )2876 = ng.
Until now, we have used 2-component Weyl spinor notation for all of our matter fields.
Since we are interested in the decays of physical particles, we will henceforth introduce and

use 4-component spinor notation for the initial and final states of the interacting particles.
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The 4-component spinors are defined in terms of the 2-component Weyl spinors as

e: e¢ Ui _ X, B >~<+ _ >~<0

(R T I S PRZE I P o Bl P cal i B S

st el v el Xl o
(3.2.89)

In our model, E;.t, X fc are Dirac fermions, while v;, X are Majorana fermions. Note that,
for simplicity, we use the same symbol, v;, for both a Weyl and Majorana neutrino. The

Lagrangian (3.2.88) then becomes

‘C)Zi’ 070, W= —lepton -

z 1 /1 . 1 /1 . .
9222X1 o —— 5~ S%V Uspjilhy oy —— | 5— 312/1/ Ui oy ;o — cwlyy ;Ui | Pr
Cw 2 Cw 2

1 N 1 1 N N _
+ <S%VV2+¢ 24 V104 — — ( - 8%/;/) VariaVio — cw Vi1 Vayi 1>PR t;
cw cw \ 2
0 :-‘r yn 1 1 2 * 1 1 2 * *
922, Xy = — 5 7 sw | Ulaylharingg — —— | 5 = Sw | Unollaviz — cwllayinldyy ) Pr
w cw \ 2

1

1, .. 1 . .
+ (S%VV%”' 24 V1245 = — ( - 3%{/) VarioViz —cwViiVay, 1) Pl tf
cw cw \ 2

" %W"_X;W [(ul 2N s + Ui 2N ori — V2NG ol 1) PL

— (NosiaVig + V2V Nops 2)PR} v (3.2.90)

— (NG aVie +V2V1NGL Q)PL} v
+ £W/:X27” [(Nn WViyio+ \/§V5+i 1Nn2)Pr
+ (—Usri o1 iNyy oy — Ui aNiy 5 + V2N o 1 1)PR] o

R [V it VN ) P

+ (U3t 04 jNnerj —Usy i oNns + V2N, oUs 1)PL}€;

1
5T 3%4/) Nn4Ng+i4)PL

= 1 § 1
+ 92Z2X27“ [(ENn 6+jN6+j 6+ o (2

1 /1
- = ( + sav) NousNiiPr|vi

Cw 2
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- 1 1 /1 ]
- 92Z2X27“ [(ENn 6+jN6+j 6+i — a (2 + 8%/1/) Nn 4N6+i 4)PR

1 1
- ( + 3%4/) N;3N6+i3PL} v

Cw 2

- 6’725(1_7” (Ut iUy 04 + UL U5 + UG UL PL

VoyioriViogj + VorioVia + Vi Vari1) Pr| 4

+evn X! | (Usy U yi o + Us lhayio + Usi1Us 1) Pr

+ VogiopjVior; + Vo oVie +ViaVa ) Pr o

where we sum over all neutralino states n = 1,2, 3,4,5, 6, all lepton families i = 1,2,3 and
7 =1,2,3. P, and Pg are the projection operators # and # respectively.

It is important to note, however, that the last terms in this expression—that is, those
proportional to the photon yp—exactly cancel. This occurs because the unitary matrices U

and V satisfy the identities
Uy j1Uztiog +UTUario + Uzl =0 (3.2.91)

and

VayiapjVizdj +VapioVi2 + Vi1V 1 =0 (3.2.92)

It follows that the amplitude for the decay channel Xli — ~ol* vanishes. Therefore,

charginos cannot decay into a photon and a lepton

xE0 —hO-lepton

The part of the Lagrangian responsible for the Higgs boson-lepton decay channels is

‘Cf(i’ 0—h0—lepton ) _\/ig(¢i*Ta¢i))‘a - \/igAaT (¢iTTa¢i)

L L (3.2.93)
— Y it — S Yoy M,
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where this expression represents the sum over SU(2) and U(1)y. The index ¢ = 1,2,3
sums over the three lepton families. The terms with Yukawa couplings arising from the

B — L MSSM superpotential enter the Lagrangian as

— Y., (HYeief + Hg*edej) + Y, (Hovv% + Hg*z/cz-ry;r). (3.2.94)

)

Notice that we have kept only the terms with neutral Higgs scalar components, since only
those have a Higgs boson mass eigenstate component h". Other terms responsible for this

decay channel arise from the supercovariant derivatives of the Higgs fields of the type

—V29(dT i) A + h.c. (3.2.95)

in Lagrangian (3.2.93). For the B — L MSSM, these produce the terms

1 . 1 N | R 1 e
- 592(}[:[ HS)WJF - ﬁgﬂHS HJ)W - E%(Hg H, )W+ - E92<Hd Hg)W
1 oo~ 1 I 1 e~ 1 .~
- \ﬁgﬂHJ HW? + ﬁm(HS H)W* + EQQ(Hd H )W — EQQ(Hd Hyg)W?
1 e~ 1 v o~ 1 s 1 . o~ =
- ﬁg’(HI HB - %g’(Hg H)B + \ﬁg’(H; H;)B+ \ﬁg’(Hg HNB+ h.c. (3.2.96)

It follows that the part of the Lagrangian responsible for the y* ¢ — h0 —lepton decays is
the sum of the equations (3.2.94) and (3.2.96). Note that these expressions are written in
terms of the gauge eigenstates. As in the previous section, we expand the gauge eigenstates
in terms of the mass eigenstates )Zf, 0, ei, v for n = 1,2,3,4,5,6, i = 1,2,3 and their
hermitian conjugates. Once this step is completed, we group the terms into 4-component

spinors to get

‘Cii» 0—h0—lepton >

1 . S . _
_EYQ sin ahOX1 [Vl ot iUsyioy i PL+ Variogjlh 2+jPR] f]-

1, . . .
+ Ve sin ah® X3 [VQ o Ul as Pr A Vil QHPR} o
"‘ggho):(f [( —cosaVi Uy, iy —sinally V1) PL

+( — COS O[v2+i old1 1 — sin addy 2V2+i 1)PR:| EZ_
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—i—%zho):(l+ {(cos aVs iUl +sinaldy 3V, i) Pr
+ (cos aVy aldo i1 + sin aldari 2 V1 1)PR} o
+952):(2h0 {(COSQ(MTALNék-l—iZ + NeyiaNy o) +sina(Ng s NG o + NG 3N;2))PL
—(COS (N aNoti2 + Noti aNp 2) +sina(Ny sNeti 2 + Noti SNM))PR] Vi

n

_ifoho
2

[cos a((sin Or(N; N1+ N i 1) + s ORONG a5 + Ny G s) )
+sim(sin O (NG aNG i1 + NG 1) + €08 Or(NG oG + N aNis) ) | P
- [COS a(Sin ORWNanNi6+i + Nie+iNn1) + cosOr(Ny aNoyi 5 + Noti aNy, 5))

+sina(sin Or(Np 3Nori1 + NorisNn1) + cosOr(Ny sNeri s + Nots SNH5))}PR

v

1 Y * * * *
+EY1/31' cos aXh’ K = Ny 6+iNe i 6 T Notj 64+iNa 6)PL

+ <_Nn 6+iNo1j 6 + NotjoriNn G)PR} vj (3.2.97)

where the angle « is defined in equation (3.2.74) and we sum over all lepton families i, j =
1,2,3.

One now has the information required to compute the amplitude for each of the processes
listed in Table 3.3. To do this, we need the exact expression for the vertex coeflicient
associated with each such process. These can be read off from the Lagrangians in Egs.
(3.2.90) and (3.2.97). For example, consider the the decay channel X; — Z°¢;. Then it

follows from (3.2.90) that the vertex coupling is
9%z~ = Grxgop-Po+ Gry p0, Pr (3.2.98)
where
GLx- 700 = 927" (1 (1 - 312/V> Ustj1Usyjori
1 i cw \ 2

1 1 .
- — ( — 812/1/) U 2U5+i2 + 2CWZ/{2+Z' 11Uy 1) (3.2.99)
Cw 2
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and

1
2 *
GRir g0 = 927" (CWSWV2+¢ 2+ V124

1 /1

- — ( — 312/V> VotioVie + 2ew Vi Vagti 1) . (3.2.100)
cw \ 2

3.2.4 Chargino decay diagrams

The form and derivations of the interactions shown in the previous section are somewhat
cumbersome. With this in mind, we provide a series of diagrams to pictorially express
the origin of these interaction terms in the Lagrangian. The following figures show the
processes which contain the positively charged chargino state X1 only. We assume that X,
is the lightest chargino and is either dominantly charged Higgsino or charged Wino .The
vertices associated with the negatively charged chargino decays are the hermitian conjugates
of those.

In each of the following figures, the diagrams on the left side are expressed in terms
of gauge eigenstates, written as 2-component Weyl spinors and correspond to interaction
terms shown in eq. (3.2.88) and (3.2.96). They represent the origin of the processes shown
on the right.

The diagrams on the right side represent the Feynman diagrams of the same vertices,
but expressed in terms of the mass eigenstates, obtained via the decompositions shown in eq.
(3.2.60)-(3.2.65) and (3.2.68)-(3.2.69). Note that we choose to represent these interactions
in terms of 4-component Dirac mass eigenstates, shown in eq. (3.2.89), thus reproducing
the interaction terms shown in eq. (3.2.90) and (3.2.97).

The associated amplitudes of each process are also shown, expressed in terms of the
gauge and Yukawa couplings of the B — L MSSM, as well as the elements of the rotation
matrices U, V and N given in eq. (3.2.28) and (3.2.57), respectively. We use "red” to
represent the matrix elements which are proportional to the RPV coupling €; /Mg, ¢, and

"blue” for the matrix elements which are of order unity, with small RPV corrections 1 —
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€;/Mgope. At first order, the decay amplitudes are proportional to (1—e€;/Mgoft) ¥ €5/ Moty ™

Ei/Msoft-
Xi'_ — W+V,'
W= W+
T ~
€ X
v; Vi
(al) (b1)
%5“ +%u1 21 NGt 647" P
w- w= W+ w+
;' o X X
HY HJO v Vi
(a2) (a3) (b2) (b3)
92 b 22 G FU NG " P = VIoNsy a0 PR
— wW-— W+ W+
Wt W Xy X7
WO WOT v v;
(ad) (ab) (b4) (b5)
— o Goat — 92U 1 NG o7 P =92V} 1No1i oV Pr
(a) (b)

Figure 3.4: a) Interaction vertices as they appear in the MSSM Lagrangian, in terms of the
gauge eigenstates, expressed as 2-component Weyl fermions. Vertices (al), (a2) and (a3)
arise from the covariant derivatives of the lepton and Higgsino matter fields, respectively.
Vertices (a4) and (ab) come from the covariant derivative of the non-Abelian gaugino fields.
b) We express the interactions in terms of the mass eigenstates relevant for the chargino

decay into SM particles, expressed as 4-component Dirac fermions.
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Figure 3.5: a) Interaction vertices as they appear in the MSSM Lagrangian, in terms of the
gauge eigenstates, expressed as 2-component Weyl fermions. Vertices (al), (a2) and (a3)
arise from the covariant derivatives of the lepton and Higgsino matter fields, respectively.
Vertices (a4) and (ab) come from the covariant derivative of the non-Abelian gaugino fields.
b) We express the interactions in terms of the mass eigenstates relevant for the chargino
decay into SM particles, expressed as 4-component Dirac fermions.
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Figure 3.6: a) Interaction vertices as they appear in the MSSM Lagrangian, in terms of the
gauge eigenstates, expressed as 2-component Weyl fermions. Vertices (al), (a2) and (a3)
arise from the covariant derivatives of the lepton and Higgsino matter fields, respectively.
Vertices (a4) and (a5) come from the covariant derivative of the non-Abelian gaugino fields.
b) We express the interactions in terms of the mass eigenstates relevant for the chargino
decay into SM particles, expressed as 4-component Dirac fermions.

3.2.5 Neutralino decay diagrams

We will now outline the RPV decay processes of the Neutralino into SM particles Unlike

for chargino, the lightest neutralino can be any state Y2 with n = 1 Bino dominant, n = 2
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for neutral Wino dominant, n = 3,4 for neutral Higgsino dominant, and n = 5,6 for right
handed sterile neutrino dominant.

In each of the following figures, the diagrams on the left side correspond to interaction
terms shown in eq. (3.2.88) and (3.2.96). They represent the origin of the processes shown
on the right. The diagrams on the right side represent the Feynman diagrams of the same
vertices, in terms of 4-component Dirac mass eigenstates, thus reproducing the interaction

terms shown in eq. (3.2.90) and (3.2.97).
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Figure 3.7: a) We show the MSSM vertices, in terms of the gauge eigenstates, expressed as
2-component Weyl fermions. (al), (a2) and (a3) come from the covariant derivatives of the
lepton and Higgsino matter fields, respectively. b) We express these interactions in terms
of the mass eigenstates relevant for the neutralino decay into SM particles, expressed as
4-component fermions.
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Figure 3.8: a) We show the MSSM vertices, in terms of the gauge eigenstates, expressed
as 2-component Weyl fermions. (al), (a2) and (a3) come from the covariant derivatives of
the lepton and Higgsino matter fields, respectively. (a4) and (a5) come from the covariant
derivatives of the non-Abelian gauge fileds. b) We express these interactions in terms of
the mass eigenstates relevant for the neutralino decay into SM particles, expressed as 4-

component fermions.
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Figure 3.9: a) We show the MSSM vertices in terms of the gauge eigenstates, expressed as
2-component Weyl fermions. (al) comes from the Yukawa couplings of the leptons to the
Higgs field in the superpotential, whereas (a2), (a3), (a4), (a5) come from the supercovariant
derivative terms. b) We express these interactions in terms of the mass eigenstates relevant
for the neutralino decay into SM particles, expressed as 4-component fermions.
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3.2.6 Decay rates

In the previous discussion, we presented all relevant RPV decay channels of charginos )Zic
and neutralinos X\, n = 1,2, 3,4, 5,6 into standard model particles and gave the associated
Lagrangian interactions. In this section, we will use these results to calculate the decay rates
associated with each such process. The calculations are carried out using the dominant
linear terms in the RPV couplings ¢; and vy, only, since higher order terms are highly
suppressed. The analysis is completely general, regardless of whether or not the charginos
or the neutralinos are the LSPs. However, only the lightest sparticles decay exclusively via
RPYV processes into SM particles. Furthermore, they have best prospects for detection at
the LHC. Therefore, in subsequent publications, we will use these results to compute the

RPYV branching ratios of chargino and neutralinos LSPs and NLSPs.

Wino/Higgsino Chargino

We are ultimately interested in LSP and NSLP decays via RPV channels. Thus, we calcu-
late the decay rates of the )ﬁc charginos only, which are defined to be lighter than the )@t
charginos. A chargino mass eigenstate is a superposition of a charged Wino, a charged Hig-
gsino and an RPV sum over left-chiral and right-chiral charged leptons gauge eigenstates.
In the present analysis, we will consider the decays of a generic chargino with arbitrary
mixed charged Wino, charged Higgsino and RPV charged lepton content. More specialized
decays involving predominantly Wino chargino or Higgsino chargino mass eigenstates, will

be considered in the next sections.

° Xli — W:tl/i
The terms in the Lagrangian associated with these decay channels have been calcu-

lated in eq. (3.2.90) and illustrated in Figure 3.4. Summing all the vertices, one
finds
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. — PG - fer
9% swy, =7 GLX;—>W-WPL + GRX;—>W-WPR

- _\%W (U 94 iNotjo4i + Ut oNoyis — V2NGriolly 1) Pr
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Next, using the expressions for the matrix elements of ¢/, V and N given in Appendices

B.1 and B.2, we get

* g2 92vq . 6;)
G ¢ = o _ === —=coso_ € +singp_—
LXF—swHty, RX[ Wy, V2 [( ¢ V2Map ¢ 1
. 1
— sin (ﬁ_m (M;/v%zvu(vdﬁj — por;) — AMop(Myvg + Q%MBLUZ)EJ)
X
+V2cos ¢ éqdw <29?%MBL’UdU12ﬁj + My v (vaej + /wzj)> [Vemns]j;  (3.2.103)
Xo
and
GrRi+ swiy, = —GLi- w1, =

2 | 1 . .
% [sm ¢+m[M@v%0u(vdej + por,) — 4g%uMgMBLvdvuej]
X

Vis] - (3:2.100)

ij

g
—V2cos ¢+%[29%M3Lvd’036j + Myv%(vdej + ,U,’ULj)]
X

The decay width I is proportional to the square of the amplitude of this process. Note
that we account for the longitudinal degrees of freedom of the resultant W+ gauge

bosons (Goldostone equivalence theorem) in calculating this decay width. This results
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in an amplification of this channel, which becomes more significant as the mass of the

decaying chargino increases. The result is

2 2
(L e

Ff(li—ﬂ/l/iui = 647
2.1
s, o \? o (3.2.105)
X - W= 142 W=
M2 M? M?
w# X X5
Note that ’GL|§ZfE—>Wiui and \GR@%_)W%Z_ are proportional to the RPV couplings ¢;

and vy, at first order. Therefore, the decay of the chargino into the SM particles W+

boson and neutrino would vanish in the absence of RPV.

) Xli — Zofii
The terms in the Lagrangian associated with these decay channels have been calcu-

lated in eq. (3.2.90) and illustrated in Figure 3.5. Summing all the vertices, one
finds

95+ ozorr =V GLxt 700 PL+ 7V GR3 g0+ PR

1 1 *
—r [( <_2 - s%v> Upij1lhsyioy;

w

1 1 * *
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and

Istzoer = VGLxt 700 PL+ V" Gr3t g0+ PR

1 1
= g2V [(CW (—2 - s%y) Ust i1 Uztiogj
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Using the expressions for the matrix elements of I/ and V from the Appendix B.1, we

get
CLiyozot = ~CRY; 00
= —gzcw( P2 (44¢; + ,lwzi)) cos o+
V2Mop
o (1 - . (3.2.108)
+ 2= (2 =g (—cos _ €; + sin ,—Z)
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(3.2.109)
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ew VR Mop 1vd

_ 9 1_82 sin ¢ <%U )
e \ 2 %% + Vafl L)

where there is no sum over the 7 in vy, me,.

The decay width I' is proportional to the square of the amplitude of this process. We
note that we have accounted for the longitudinal degrees of freedom of the resultant
79 gauge bosons (Goldstone equivalence theorem) in calculating this decay width.

This results in an amplification of this channel which becomes more significant as the
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mass of the decaying chargino increases. We find that

2 2
i, <|GL’)~(?:—>ZO£?E+’GR|)~(§E—>ZOZ?) .

Xf:ﬁZOZii = 647
A3 5 \ 2 ) (3.2.110)
)Zli MZO MzO
X3 1-— 12 1+ 2M2
]\4Z0 X1 )Z{':

Note that both G g+ _, ,0,+ coefficients are proportional to the RPV couplings ¢; and
vy, at first order. Therefore, there would be no decay of the chargino into the SM Z°

boson and charged leptons if the RPV effects were non-existent.

o Xit — nOrF
The terms in the Lagrangian associated with these decay channels have been calcu-

lated in eq. (3.2.97) and illustrated in Figure 3.6. Summing all the vertices, one
finds
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1 . * *
= _ﬁ}/ei sin o [V1 21 jUs i 04 PL + Varioglh 2+jPR}

(3.2.111)

+ % [(— cos AV oly ;1 — sinaldy i pVi1)PL

+ (—cosaVayiolh1 1 — sinaldy 2Vay I)PR}

and

957 —noe- = GLgr o Pr+ GRir poet PR
1 .
= 7Ye¢ Sin &« [V;-Fj 2+iUf2+]~PL +WVi 2+7;u2+j 2+iPR}

V2 (3.2.112)
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Next, using the expressions for the matrix elements of &/ and V from the Appendix

G.1, we get
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where we do not sum over the ¢ in either of these expressions. The decay width I" is

proportional to the square of the amplitude of this process, and is found to be

2
<|GL|§~(i port TIG R % oﬂ:) M?
. _ Lok LG M (1 =20 ) L (32115
Xionoe Gin S VL ( )
1

Again, note that G . _,,0,+ are proportional to the RPV couplings ¢; and vy, at first
order. Hence, there would be no decay of the chargino into the SM Higgs boson and

charged leptons if there would be no RPV effects.

Neutralinos

Recall that the index n indicates the neutralino species as follows:

XP=Xp, X9=Xy, X{=X}, X{=X}, X0=X) , X=X, (3.2.116)

V3q?
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For a general neutralino state n, we found expressions for the parameters of the decay to

two standard model particles.

° Xg — ZOZ/Z'

To begin with, it follows from eq. (3.2.90) and the vertices in Figure 3.7 that
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2CW 2
Using these results, one can compute the associated decay rate. It is found to be

(168 0, 16 y 50,,)
FX%—)ZOW - 647
(3.2.120)
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° Xg — Wiﬁf

Similarly, it follows from eq. (3.2.90) and the vertices in Figure 3.8 that
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Using these results, one can compute the decay rate
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(3.2.122)

(3.2.123)
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Finally, from eq. (3.2.90) and the vertices in Figure 3.8 we find
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The decay rate is given by

2 2 2
(|GL|X2—>h0ui+‘GR|X3—>h0ui) M 1 M;%o (3.2.129)
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X9—hOy; 647 Xn M)%%
Note that in the above neutralino expressions, we sum over j = 1,2,3. Using the

matrix elements of 4, V and N given in Appendices G.1 and G.2, one can can calculate the
values of the decay rates numerically. Just as for charginos, it can be shown that the decay
amplitudes are proportional to the RPV couplings €; and vy, at first order. Hence, RPV is

directly responsible for the neutralino decays into SM particles.

3.3 Wino Chargino and Wino Neutralino LSP decays

The B — L MSSM appears to be the simplest possible phenomenologically realistic theory
of heterotic superstring/M-theory; being exactly the MSSM with right-handed neutrino
chiral supermultiplets and spontaneously broken R-parity. We would like to point out
that, although the B — L MSSM was originally derived from the “top-down” point of view
of heterotic M-theory, it was also constructed from a low energy, “bottom-up” approach
in [42,44,125-128]. For all of these reasons, it would seem to be to be a rich arena to
study the phenomenological predictions of the B — L MSSM at energies low enough to be
observable by the ATLAS detector at the LHC at CERN. This requires taking the interval
of soft supersymmetry breaking parameters to be in the range 0.2 — 10 TeV, as discussed
in the previous section.

The generic supersymmetric interactions of the B — L MSSM are extremely compli-
cated for arbitrary mass sparticles, with the RP conserving processes being much larger
than, and, hence, potentially making unobservable, the RPV decays. However, there is one
very clean and obvious window where experimental observation of supersymmetric interac-
tions becomes vastly simplified. That window is for the so-called lightest supersymmetric
particle-the LSP. By definition, in an R-parity conserving theory, the LSP cannot further

decay, either to other sparticles or to standard model particles. However, in a theory in
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which R-parity is spontaneously broken, the LSP, while still unable to decay via RP con-
serving interactions, can now decay through RPV processes to standard model particles.
In the B — L MSSM, these decay channels, their decay rates and the associated branching
fractions can be explicitly calculated. We propose, therefore, that the RPV decays of the
LSPs of the B — L MSSM be searched for experimentally, and the results compared to the
theoretical predictions. Any positive result obtained in this regard could be a first indica-
tion of the existence of N = 1 supersymmetry, as well as a potential confirmation of the
B — L MSSM theory.

This program has already been carried out for the lightest admixture stop, which was
shown to be one of the LSPs of the B — L MSSM. The branching ratios for the RPV decay
of the lightest stop LSP to a bottom quark and a charged lepton, the dominant decay
mode, along with the relationship of these decays to the neutrino mass hierarchy and the
23 neutrino mixing angle, were presented in [30,31]. The admixture stop LSP was chosen
for two reasons. First, it carries both electric and color charge and, therefore, is “exotic”;
in the sense that in RP conserving theories such an LSP would contribute to “dark matter”
which must be gauge neutral. Second, it has a high production cross section at the LHC.
Based on the results of these two papers, a search for stop LSP decays in the recent ATLAS
LHC data was carried out in [139-142]. No direct detection was observed. However, the
lower bounds on the stop LSP mass were significantly strengthened. Be that as it may, as
was discussed in [40,41] and will be described in the next section, the number of physically
realistic initial conditions leading to a stop LSP are relatively small compared to other
sparticles. Therefore, in a series of papers, we will pursue this program focussing, however,
on other sparticles that occur more frequently as LSPs of the B — L. MSSM.

In this section, we will explore the decay channels, the decay rates and calculate the
branching ratios to standard model particles for Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs,
using the explicit results for generic chargino and neutralino sparticles presented in the
previous section. As seen in Figure 3.2, the Wino charginos/neutralinos occur with much

more frequency as LSPs of realistic initial conditions of the B — L MSSM compared to the
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stops.

We will discuss the relationship of their decays to standard model particles to the neu-
trino mass hierarchy and the 033 neutrino mixing angle. Finally, we find that for a Wino
chargino LSP, the NLSP is the Wino neutralino, and vice versa. Furthermore, the mass
splitting between them is very small, on the order of several hundred MeV. It follows that
a) the RPC decays of the Wino NLSP are highly suppressed relative to its RPV decays
and b) that, in addition to the RPV decays of the Wino LSP, the RPV decays of the Wino
NLSP should be observable in the detector at the LHC as well.

Finally, we want to make three important statements concerning the computations in,

and the context of, this section. These are:

1. All calculations in this section, as well as those in previous analyses of the B — L
MSSM, are carried out using the one-loop corrected 5 and - renormalization group
functions associated with the dimensionless and dimensionful parameters of the the-
ory. However, we systematically ignore all higher-loop corrections to the RGEs as well
as any finite one-loop and higher-loop corrections to the effective Lagrangian. For the
purposes of this analysis this is sufficient, since our goal is to present the allowed RPV
decay channels of Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs in the B — L MSSM the-
ory and to give their leading order decay rates, branching ratios and the relationship
of these to the neutrino mass hierarchy. However, we are well aware that some of
these processes can be substantially effected by higher-loop corrections, both in the
RG running of the parameters and in finite quantities, such as particle masses. For
example, in the Higgs mass calculation two-loop RGEs and higher-loop finite correc-
tions could indeed be very important. We conclude that the calculations presented
here could, and depending on specific experimental searches being performed to verify
them should, be carried out to higher precision than the results presented in this anal-
ysis. This would put the B — L MSSM computations on the same footing as the the
more commonly studied MSSM. Indeed, the computational tools required to extend

our work to finite one-loop and higher-loop RG and finite corrections already exist in
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the literature, such as in ISAJET [143], FlexibleSUSY [144], NMSPEC [145], SUS-
PECT [146], SARAH [147], SPHENO [148], SUSEFLAV [149] and the latest version
of SOFTSUSY [150].

. The initial soft supersymmetry breaking parameters are selected statistically using
a “log-uniform” distribution over a mass range compatible with LHC energies. This
is the standard distribution used in analyzing such initial conditions. We are well
aware, however, that one could choose other statistical distributions for the initial
parameters—such as a uniform distribution. However, the justification for which dis-
tribution to use depends on the choice of the explicit mechanism for spontaneous
supersymmetry breaking. The analysis is restricted to the low energy phenomenology
of the observable sector only, and does not specify the mechanism of supersymmetry
breaking. This could be due, for example, to various non-vanishing F-terms, D-terms
or gaugino condensation in the hidden sector of the theory, and is far from unique.
Therefore we simply add to the effective Lagrangian the most general allowed soft su-
persymmetry breaking terms and choose the values of their parameters statistically.
Since the log-uniform distribution is the standard distribution as justified above, we
will employ it uniquely. Furthermore, as we now discuss, choosing a log-uniform

distribution is sufficient for the purposes of this analyis.

To begin, we are simply seeking a set of “viable” initial parameters that, when scaled
using the RG to lower energy, are completely consistent with all present phenomeno-
logical requirements. Using this log-uniform distribution, we show that there are
indeed a very large number of such viable initial conditions. It is then demonstrated
that, within this context, there is a subset of such parameters that lead to Wino
chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs. Were one to use a different initial distribution
of parameters, one would find a potentially different set of viable points, some pre-
sumably already contained within the log-uniform distribution and, perhaps, some
new viable points. However, any such new viable points will not greatly effect the

calculations and conclusions. The first important example of this is the following. It is
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of some interest to ask, within the context of a log-uniform distribution, what the set
of all allowed LSPs is and, furthermore, what percentage of the viable initial points
correspond to Wino charginos and Wino neutralinos. This information is presented
in the histogram in Figure 3.2. We find, within the log-uniform context, that the
percentage of valid initial points with Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs is
relatively large. Now, it is indeed possible that choosing a different initial distribution
would change the percentages for the individual LSPs in this histogram. That being
said, the actual content of this study is independent of whether or not these specific
LSPs are statistically prominent. Rather, as was the case for the stop LSPs discussed
in previous work [30, 31]—which are statistically minimal in the histogram in Figure
3.2-we focus on Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs because their RPV decays

are readily observable at the ATLAS detector at the LHC.

Secondly, it is obvious that the explicit decay channels, the analytic expressions for
the the decay rates and, hence, the LSP lifetimes, as well as the analytic expressions
for the associated branching ratios—both summing and not summing over the fami-
lies of final states—are completely independent of the choice of initial parameters and,
hence, the choice of the initial distribution. That being said, the statistical plots for
the branching ratios and decay lifetimes of Wino charginos and Wino neutralinos, as
well as the statistical decay rates of the RPC versus RPV processes for the NLSP
presented in the analysis which follows in this work, are all calculated using the same
log-uniform initial distribution. The choice of some different initial distribution of
parameters, while reproducing much of these plots, can be expected to alter them
somewhat. However, exactly as with the LSP histogram 3.2, these statistical plots
are presented to give a concrete representation of what decay channels of the Wino
charginos and Wino neutralinos should be observed at the ATLAS detector at the
LHC, whether or not an individual such decay can be “prompt”, has a “displaced
vertex” or occurs outside the ATLAS detector, and what the relative probability is of

observing a given decay channel as opposed to another channel. If one simply adds
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the new viable points of a different distribution to the log-uniform points, all of the
LHC observational conclusions drawn from the log-uniform priors will remain, essen-
tially, unchanged. However, were one to repeat the entire analysis using a completely
different initial distribution—not including the log-uniform priors—then, although the
explicit decay channels will remain the same, their decay lifetimes and relative branch-
ing ratios could be altered. However, there is no physical reason to expect the viable
points of the log-uniform distribution to be excluded. Furthermore, the choice of a
“non-standard” initial distribution, not including the viable log-uniform priors, would
require a physical and mathematical analysis of the exact mechanism of spontaneous
supersymmetry breaking which, as discussed above, is beyond the present scope. To
conclude, the present analysis uses the standard log-prior distribution of initial points.
The observational LHC conclusions will only be minimally altered if the viable initial

points of additional distributions are added.

. Finally, there is a long literature discussing RPV decays within a vast variety of con-
texts. Reference [136] reviews the theoretical aspects of RPV violation with both
bilinear and trilinear RPV couplings added in the superpotential. Relevant to the
content of this analyis, this review discussed both explicit and, more briefly, spon-
taneous RPV due to both left- and right-chiral sneutrinos developing VEVs. More
recently, the subject was reviewed in 2015 [151]. This discussed explicit RPV in the
MSSM but, in particular, focused on spontaneous breaking of R-parity in theories
where the standard model symmetry is extended by a gauged U(1)p_r. More re-
cently, there was a comprehensive paper [152] investigating the phenomenology of the
MSSM extended by a single trilinear RPV coupling at the unification scale. It goes
on to discuss the RPV decay of some of the LSPs; specifically the Bino neutralino and
the stau sparticle, within the context of the RPV-CMSSM. The mechanism of gener-
ating Majorana neutrino masses through RPV bilinear terms is treated in [153-155].
This set of papers also studies the decay modes of some LSPs, with emphasis on the

decay modes of the lightest neutralino. There are papers such as [152,156,157], which
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study the RPV decay signatures of chargino, stop, gluinos and charged and neutral
Higgsinos, using parameter scans in agreement with the existent experimental bounds.

However, they work in different, more general theoretical contexts than our own.

The RPV decays of the Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs share many of
the concepts and techniques contained in these papers, such as RG evolution, the
associated LSP calculations and their RPV decays, relationship to neutrino masses
and so on. However, the purpose of our present work is to discuss the RPV decays
of Wino charginos and Wino neutralinos precisely within the context of the B — L
MSSM; a minimal and specific extension of the MSSM with spontaneously broken
R-parity. Furthermore, the initial conditions of this theory are chosen so as to be
completely consistent with all phenomenological requirements, a property not shared
by much of the previous literature. Our analysis is performed so as to predict RPV
LSP decays amenable to observation at the LHC and arising from a minimal, realistic,
N = 1 supersymmetric theory. The calculation of the leading order RPV decays of the
Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs in this specific context have not previously

appeared in the literature.

3.3.1 Mock LSP Data

We use the data points shown in Figure 3.1. The RGE computer simulation used to obtain
these data points was presented in the same section.
Here, we want to emphasize that the interval over which all 24 dimensionful soft super-

symmetry breaking parameters are statistically scattered was chosen to be

[ ]fW,Mf ] where M =15TeV, f=6.7. (3.3.1)

This guarantees, as mentioned above, that all mass parameters in the theory lie approxi-
mately in the range

[200 GeV, 10 TeV] . (3.3.2)
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The values of M and f were chosen to maximize the number of points that are of phe-
nomenological interest — that is, compatible with current LHC bounds while also being
potentially amenable to observation at the LHC. Since this mass interval is ultimately used
our analysis, it is important that our results do not significantly depend on these values.
Varying M and f changes the range that the massive soft supersymmetry breaking param-
eters can take and, hence, effects how spread out the low energy mass spectrum can be.
However, the primary focus is the branching ratios and decay lengths of Wino LSPs and
NLSPs. We have tested our code with substantially different values of M and f and found
that our primary results, that is, the branching ratios and decay lengths of Wino LSPs and
NLSPs, indeed do not significantly depend on the choice of M and f.

The soft supersymmetry breaking parameters are statistically scattered in the range
(3.3.1) with a log-uniform distribution. This is a standard choice of prior distribution.
For examples and discussion see [118,156,158,159]. There are at least three reasons for
choosing a log-uniform distribution. First, it has the intuitive property of scattering masses
evenly around the value M. That is, 50% of the scattered masses will be above M and
50% will be below. A uniform distribution does not have this property. See [41] for further
discussion. Second, using a log-uniform distribution addresses ambiguities in how the soft
supersymmetry breaking parameters are scattered. For example, should we scatter the mass
or the mass squared? The log-uniform distribution addresses this because it is actually
invariant with respect to such choices. This ensures that our results are independent of
these choices. See [118,159] for discussion of this. Third, the statistical inference literature
identifies the log-uniform distribution as a more objective one to use because it is non-
informative in a formal sense [160].

Out of 100 million initial statistical data points, we found that 65,576 satisfied all
phenomenological requirements when scaled to low energy using the RGEs. These were
called “valid black points”. This result is explained in the previous section and displayed
in Figure 3.1.

Although each such black point satisfies all physical requirements, they can have different
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LSPs (see Figure 3.2). A generic chargino is an R-parity conserving mixture of a charged
Wino, W¥, and a charged Higgsino, HE, along with a small RPV component of charged
leptons, €f,e;, ¢ = 1,2,3. A Wino chargino is a chargino which is predominantly the
charged Wino. A generic neutralino is an R-parity conserving linear combination of six
neutralino sparticles, including the neutral Wino, W?, along with a small RPV component
of neutrinos, v;, ¢ = 1,2,3. A Wino neutralino is a neutralino that is predominantly
the neutral Wino. First, notice that the “Wino chargino”, S(ﬁ/, and the associated “Wino
neutralino”, )Z?,V are statistically favourable LSP candidates. Our statistical analysis shows
that the Wino chargino, )Zﬁ,, and the Wino neutralino, )2%,, arise from 4,858 and 4,869 valid
black points respectively; that is, each occurring approximately 7.40% of the time.

It will be helpful in our analysis to be more explicit about the properties of Wino
chargino and Wino neutralino mass eigenstates. We refer the reader to Section 3.2 for a
detailed definition of these states respectively. Here, we simply point out that the RPV
terms in the definition of both of these sparticles are always very small compared to the
R-parity conserving terms. It follows that, although essential in the discussion of RPV
decays to standard model particles in the following sections, these RPV terms give negligible
contributions to the mass eigenvalues. Hence, in this section, where we are discussing their
LSP properties, we will consider only the R-parity conserving components of the Wino
chargino and Wino neutralino eigenstates.

First consider the Wino chargino. After diagonalizing the chargino mass mixing matrix,
one obtains two chargino mass eigenstates, )2?: and )Zzi, labeled such that ﬁc is lighter than
Xi. If the dimensionful parameters My and p in the B — L MSSM satisfy |Ma|< |u|, then

(ignoring the R-parity violating components) the lighter state )ﬁ is given by
XE = cos poW* +sings HE | (3.3.3)

where W= and H* are the pure charged Wino and charged Higgsino respectively. The
angles ¢+ are defined in equations (3.3.4) and (3.3.5). The 4,858 viable initial points

leading to an observable chargino LSP will naturally tend to require |Ma|< |u| and, hence,
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satisfy (3.3.3). Generically, one finds |Ma3| to be of order of several hundred GeV to ensure
that the associated LSP is observable at the LHC, whereas p is much larger, of order a few
TeV, to solve the “little hierarchy problem”. Importantly, these mass scales, along with one

other important input, allow one to estimate the sizes of the ¢+ angles. These angles are

defined by
pecos B+ Mysin 8
tan2¢_ = 2v2M 3.3.4
an (b f WiMQ—Mg—QMa/iCOSQ/B ( )
i M.
tan 26, = 2v/2Myye PSP T Macosp (3.3.5)

p? — Mz +2M;,, cos2
Clearly, the final required input is an estimate of the size of tan 8. Although we sample
tan 8 with a uniform prior between 1 and 65, we find that the 4,858 valid black points,
subject to all low energy phenomenological constraints, tend to prefer larger values of tan 3
over the smaller ones. That is, for most of the black points with chargino LSPs, sing ~ 1

and cos 8 < 1. With these insights, we expect

M
by ~ ;Vi ~0(1072,107Y) (3.3.6)
and
M M.
b~ ;Vi (COSB + :) ~ 0 (107%,107?), (3.3.7)

where My + = 80.379 GeV is the measured mass of the W weak gauge bosons. These
angles |¢| can be evaluated numerically for each of the 4,858 associated black points. The
results are shown as a histogram in Figure 3.10. It is clear that both angles are extremely
small for any such black points, which is in agreement with our estimates in (3.3.6) and

(3.3.7). It then follows from (3.3.3) that
XE~W* (3.3.8)

Therefore, we will denote

XE = ;g%vtv (3.3.9)
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Figure 3.10: The mixing angles |¢4| and |¢_| plotted against the 4,858 valid black points
leading to a Wino chargino LSP’s. It is clear that both angles are extremely small and,
hence cos ¢4 ~ 1 and sin ¢4 ~ 0 for any such LSP.

and refer to )Zﬁ, as the Wino chargino.

Let us now consider the Wino neutralino. Ignoring the very small RPV corrections,
there are 6 neutralino mass eigenstates, each a complicated linear combination of the neutral
gauge eigenstates. Here, we will only consider one of them, the Wino neutralino LSP , )Z?,V,
and the 4,869 valid black points associated with it. The numerical calculation described
in Section 3.1.3 allows us to compute, for each valid black point, the coefficients of the
linear combination of neutral gauge eigenstates comprising the Wino neutralino. Here, we
will simply state the result that the coefficient of the neutral Wino, W°, component is
largely predominant, whereas all other coefficients are very small. Hence, to a high degree
of approximation,

Oy =2 WO (3.3.10)

That is, the Wino neutralino LSP mass eigenstate is almost the neutral Wino.

216



For any given choice of LSP, we can plot the number of such points as a function of their
masses in GeV. As an example, Figure 3.30a and 3.30b presents such a mass distribution for
Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs respectively. We obtain viable supersymmetric
spectra with Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSP masses ranging from about 200
GeV to 1700 GeV. A striking feature of the Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSP mass
distributions in Figure 3.11 is the peak towards the low mass values. Higher LSP masses are
exponentially less probable. The reason is that we sample all soft mass terms log-uniformly
in the interval [200 GeV, 10 TeV]. This includes the My gaugino mass term, which gives
the dominant contribution for both the Wino chargino and Wino neutralino masses, see
(3.2.6) and (3.4.14) respectively. If we would plot all the Wino chargino or Wino neutralino
masses for all the viable points in our simulation, we would obtain an almost uniform mass
distribution. However, for the Wino charginos or Wino neutralinos to be the LSPs, their
masses must be lower than all the other random soft masses in our simulation. Conversely,
it demands that all the other random soft mass terms be larger than a Wino chargino or
Wino neutralino mass value for each viable point. This is exponentially less likely as this
mass value increases, following a Boltzmann distribution. We point out that this discussion
is a simplification of what actually happens, since it omits the running of the soft mass
terms, as well as their mixing in the final mass eigenstates. These details, however, do not
effect the essence of the above argument, since the mass runnings and the mass mixing

couplings are generically very small.

3.3.2 Wino Chargino LSP Decay Analysis

The minimal B-L extension of the MSSM, that is, the B— L MSSM, introduces RPV vertices
that allow LSPs to decay directly into SM particles. In this section, we will investigate the
RPYV decays of a Wino chargino LSP. A generic chargino mass eigenstate is a superposition
of a charged Wino, a charged Higgsino and charged lepton gauge eigenstates. The R-parity
conserving component of the Wino chargino is given by the linear combination of a charged

Wino and charged Higgsino presented in (3.3.3), where the charged Wino component dom-
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Figure 3.11: a) Mass distribution of the Wino chargino LSP’s for the 4,858 valid black
points. The masses range from 200 GeV to 1820 GeV, peaking towards the low mass end.
b) Mass distribution of the Wino neutralino LSP’s for the 4,869 valid black points. The
masses range from 200 GeV to 1734 GeV, peaking towards the low mass end.

inates. For the case at hand, where |Ms|< |u/, the smaller RPV contribution to the Wino

chargino was found to be

thanﬁme- . Me,
Vigxie; where Vigi; = —cosdL—————vp, + sin Lur, 3.3.11
124i€; 124 b+ NI b+ oyl ( )
for )Z% and
Upsiie; where Upsss = —cosd —22%0 ¢t 4ging G (3.3.12)
o i V2Mop ! Nz o

for xy;,. We sum (3.3.11) and (3.3.12) over i = 1,2, 3.

One of the goals of of this analysis is to predict the possible signals produced by the
RPYV decays of Wino chargino LSPs, were such particles to exist and be light enough to be
detected at the LHC. In Section 3.2.6, we analyzed RPV decay channels using 4-component
spinor notation for the mass eigenstates. For example, the Dirac spinor associated with the

Weyl fermions )Z?,EV is defined to be
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Figure 3.12: RPV decays of a general massive chargino state Xa[,. There are three possible
channels, each with ¢ = 1,2, 3, that allow for Wino chargino LSP decays. The decay rates
into each individual channel were calculated in Section 3.2.6, for generic charginos

>Z:N:

XE=1""1. (3.3.13)
Vail
Xw

We found that X é[[, can decay into standard model particles via three RPV channels. These
are shown in Figure 3.12. Each of these three channels have different properties concerning
their potential experimental detection. The Xatv — Zoﬁf process is the Wino chargino
decays most easily observed at the LHC. On the other hand, the left handed neutrinos
produced during f(viv — W*y; can only be detected as missing energy, while the Higgs
boson h? resulting from the decay va — hoﬁf couples to both quarks and leptons, leading
to traces in the detector that are harder to interpret. In the following, we will explicitly
compute the decay rates and branching ratios for all three channels. Sufficiently large
probabilities for the process Xviv — Zoﬂf may indicate favorable prospects for detecting
Wino chargino LSPs at the LHC, whereas finding that this channel is subdominant would

then make these experimental efforts more difficult.

Branching ratios of the decay channels

The decay rates into each individual channel were calculated analytically in Section 3.2.6,

for generic charginos. For a fized lepton family i, these decay rates depend explicitly on the
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choice of the neutrino hierarchy and the value of fa3'. We will discuss this in detail at the
end of this section. However, for the present, we will confine ourselves to a calculation of
the overall branching ratio for a given type of decay process, which explicitly involves a sum
Z?Zl over the lepton families. The relative prevalence of each channel type is determined
by its associated branching ratio. A statistical analysis shows that, for any given decay
channel, the sum over the three lepton families makes the branching ratio approximately
independent of both the choice of the neutrino hierarchy and the value of 623. We will now
evaluate these branching ratios for each of the 4,858 valid black points associated with a
Wino chargino LSP, separating the data into statistically relevant bins of both tan 8 and
the Wino chargino mass. To begin with, these calculations will be carried out assuming
a normal hierarchy with 633 = 0.597. Later on in this section, we will discuss the small
statistical differences that would occur had we chosen one of the other possible neutrino data
sets. To make this process transparent, we now present our explicit calculational procedure.

For specificity, let us first discuss f(%, = 7Z Oﬁf for any ¢ = 1,2, 3. For this decay channel,

the branching ratio is defined by

23—1 Lz 00t
i= w— 5

Brge o = (3.3.14)

Yo (FX‘ﬂ;,%WiW Tl g0 + Ff(éf,ah%f)
We now proceed to evaluate (3.3.14) for each of the valid black points associated with a
Wino chargino LSP. Since there will be 4,858 different values of Br Kk s gopes We find it
convenient to divide up this data into separate bins. Specifically, we will do the following.
First, recall from Figure 3.11 that the physical mass of a Wino chargino is much more likely
to be small, on the order of 200 GeV, and approximately 1072 times less likely to be on the
order of 1 TeV. This leads us to divide the Wino chargino LSP mass range into three bins
given by

MXViV € [200, 300], [300, 600], [600, 1820] GeV . (3.3.15)

'Each of the measured values of f23 in both the normal and inverted hierarchies have small uncertainties
around a central value. These uncertainties are incorporated into our computer code in all calculations.
However, for simplicity of notation, when we refer to the value of 623, we will suppress these error intervals
and indicate the central values only.
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Figure 3.13: A scatter plot of all 4,858 branching ratios, BrX%/ _, 704+, associated with a
Wino chargino LSP versus tan 8. The plot is broken up into the three M X& mass bins

given in (3.3.15). In each plot, the values of the branching fractions are highly scattered
around the a green curve which represents the “best fit” to the data. The vertical blue
lines mark the boundaries of the four regions where the behavior of the best fit lines are
approximately identical.

The range of each bin is chosen so that each contains approximately a third of the 4,858
valid black points. Second, as we will see below, the value of tan 8 plays a significant role
in the relative sizes of the branching ratios of the three decay channels. With this in mind,
we plot the values of Br Kk g0k against tan 3 for each of the three mass bins in (3.3.15).

In each case, we present the “best fit” to the data as a green curve. We further partition
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each of these plots into bins— represented by the vertical, dashed blue lines —where the best
fit curves in each plot behave similarly. The results are presented in Figure 3.13. We see
from these plots that the range of tan 5 is naturally broken into four regions approximately
given by

tan 8 € [1.2,5], [5,8], [8,16], [16, 65] . (3.3.16)

Having broken up the ranges of M X and tan 8 into 3 and 4 bins respectively, we now
calculate the median, the interquartile range and the maximum and the minimum values? of
the branching ratio Br Xt g0k for the decay channel X I%V — 7 Oﬂf in each of the 3 x 4 data
bins. Using an identical procedure, one can compute the same quantities for the remaining
two branching ratios Brf(atv o+, and BrXa:V _pop+ as well. The results are displayed in
Figure 3.14.

For example, for the valid black points with Wino chargino LSP mass between 200 and
300 GeV and with tan 8 between 8 and 16, Figure 3.14 can be interpreted in the following

way:

e The branching ratios have median values of 0.064 for the X %/ — W*v channel, 0.0445
for the Xa[[/ — Z%%* channel, and 0.882 for the Xa[, — h¢* channel. We therefore
expect h® Higgs boson production via chargino RPV decays to dominate for these

ranges of mass and tan 5.

e After solving for the RPV couplings and the decay rates, we generally obtain different
branching ratio values for different viable initial conditions in our simulation. The
data is scattered around the “best fit” values, as shown in Figure 3.13 . However,
the branching ratios take values only within certain ranges, allowing for theoretical
predictions for the decay patterns of the Wino Chargino LSPs. The dashed error bars
in Figure 3.14 indicate the full range of values that the branching ratios take. For

example, in our chosen bin, the branching ratios for the Xﬁ, — Z9¢* channel are not

2To make these terms explicit— a) the “median” is the value of a quantity for which 50% of that quantity
have larger values and 50% are smaller and b) the “interquartile” range is the interval of that quantity
which contains 25% of all values that lie above the median and 25% that lie below it. 3) The meaning of
the “maximum” and “minimum” values is self-evident
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higher than approximately 0.18 while they can be very close to 0. At the same time,
the branching ratios for the )N(%V — h9¢* channel are approximately between 0.72 and

0.95.

e The boxes show the interquartile ranges, within which 50% of the points lie around
the median value. In our chosen bin we learn, for example, that while the branching
ratios for the le, — Z%* channel can take any value between approximately 0.18

and 0, they tend to accumulate in the more restricted interval 0.03 — 0.08.

Generically, for all three mass ranges and all four tan 5 bins in Figure 3.14, one can
conclude the following. It is clear that the X%V — h9¢* channel is the most abundant and
becomes increasingly so for higher values of tan 5. . For tanf < 5, the medians of the
branching fractions for the most experimentally visible channel, Xatv — Z90% lie between
0.20-0.65, depending on the mass bin. However, there are very few such cases in our
simulation-only 1.8%. Much more likely is a scenario in which tan 3 is large. We find that
69.1% of the total number of points have tan 8 > 16. For this parameter region, however,
the branching fraction of Xatv — Z%* drops between 0.05 — 0.18, and the prospects of
detecting it become slimmer.

The results in Figure 3.14 were calculated using numerical inputs into the complicated
expressions for the decay rates given in Section 3.2.6. Hence, the origin of the physical trends
displayed in that Figure is obscure. However, the formulas for the decay rates can, under
certain assumptions, be simplified— allowing for a physical interpretation for the observed

relationships between the three decay channels. To do this, we note the following:

e As shown in Figure 2 above, the values for the angles |¢4| are very small for each of
the 4,858 black points associated with the Wino chargino; with |¢_| being generically
smaller than |¢|. Hence, to a high degree of approximation, one can set cos¢_ = 1
and sin ¢_ = 0. However, due to the fact that the values for |¢ |, although very small,

tend to be somewhat larger than |¢_|, we can only take cos ¢4 ~ 1 and sin ¢ ~ 0.

e The lepton masses, my,, are insignificant compared to the other masses in the ex-
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pressions for the decay rates and, hence, the terms containing them can be neglected.
Note that all occurences of the angle ¢, are contained in these terms. This facilitates
our simplification even further, since the slightly larger values of |¢| no longer enter

the approximation of the decay rates.

Using these two approximations, we obtain simplified expressions for the decay rates of

each of the three decay channels. They are

3
4 o M2 M2 2
92 ( V4 Mpru, ) X W Wt
r ; Vi 1- 142
Xi W=y, 647 \/§M2H6L Ml'U%z €5 [ PMNS]ﬂ, M‘%Vi M)Qz,i + M2~i )
w w
(3.3.17)
1 * 1 1 2
For gb [ Zzew(vaci + o) + o (5 — siy) vae <
X =201 6471 Moy
2
M?ii M2 M2
1o (12| (3318)
2 i 5
2
2 ) M2
o 92 .2 €i B ho
w

By examining (3.3.17)-(3.3.19), we understand why the )N(%V — h%¢* channel dominates,
being directly proportional to €/u, without the suppression vy/Ms that is present in the
other decay channels for similar terms. However, the vy;/Mjy suppression becomes less
pronounced for small tan 8 values, since vy = 174 GeV/(1 + tan [3) increases.

Therefore, channels of interest such as X'%V — Z9%* become increasingly more significant
towards smaller tan 5 values. The Goldstone equivalence theorem tells us that the first two
channels are amplified by the longitudinal degrees of freedom of the massive ZB and Wlf
bosons, so the traces of these two decays become more apparent in scenarios with more

massive LSP’s.
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Figure 3.14: Branching ratios for the four possible decay channels of the Wino chargino LSP,
presented for the three M X mass bins and four tan 5 regions. The colored horizontal line
inside each box indicate the median value of the branching fraction in that bin, the colored
box indicates the interquartile range in that bin, while the dashed error bars show the range
between the maximum and the minimum values of the branching ratio for that bin. The
case percentage indicate what percentage of the valid initial points have tan 8 values within
the range indicated. For each channel, we sum over all three families of possible leptons.
Note that X%V — hO¢* is strongly favored— except perhaps in the 1.2 < tan 8 < 5 bin. The
calculations were performed assuming a normal neutrino hierarchy, with 6235 = 0.597.

Choice of neutrino data

The neutrino mass hierarchy can be normal or inverted. Furthermore, for each of those

possible hierarchies, two different values of the neutrino mixing angle o33 fit the existing

3 As discussed above, each of the measured values of 623 in both the normal and inverted hierarchies have
small uncertainties around a central value— which &25ncorporated into our computer code. However, for



data. See [134,135]. For the normal hierarchy, the angle 63 can be 0.597 or 0.417, while
for the inverted one, #23 can be 0.529 or 0.421. So far, out of the four possibilities, we have
chosen a normal neutrino hierarchy with sin 3 = 0.597 to compute the branching ratios—
each summed over all three families of leptons —and their relative properties for each decay
channel. The results were shown in Figures 3.13 and 3.14. Can choosing the other neutrino
hierarchy and/or different values of f23 modify those predictions? To explore this question,
we begin by repeating the calculations for the inverted hierarchy with 623 = 0.529. We
find that the new median values of the branching ratios change, but are never outside the
interquartile ranges displayed in Figure 3.14. Furthermore, we find that switching between
the two possible values of the angle 6535 while keeping the hierarchy the same has no impact
on the results— for either the normal or the inverted hierarchy.

These results are best illustrated by plotting the branching ratios (summed over all mass
and tan 8 bins) for each decay channel against the other two channels— and doing this for
each of the four choices of neutrino input data. Each such plot is simplified by using the
fact

BrXViV*)WiI/ "‘ BI‘X%/HZOZ:‘: + BrX‘%/g)h()ei = ]. . (3320)

We have demonstrated (3.3.20) explicitly for the normal hierarchy with 623 = 0.597, and
have numerically shown that it remains true for the other three neutrino input possibilities.

It follows that BrXViV _w+, can be determined, using (3.3.20), from the remaining two
decay channels. Hence, one can plot 2D histograms associated with all 4,858 valid black
points associated with a Wino chargino LSP for each of the four possible neutrino input
scenarios. These are presented in Figure 3.15.

The most obvious fact that one learns by comparing the top and bottom plots for
each individual neutrino hierarchy in Figure 3.15 is that the 6.3 angles play no role in
determining the branching ratios— as stated above. The reason for this is the following.
First, note that the simplified expressions (3.3.17) - (3.3.19), although originally presented

for the normal hierarchy with 63 = 0.597, remain valid for the other three sets of neutrino

notational simplicity, we will ignore these uncertainties and write the central values only.
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Figure 3.15: Branching ratio to h%/* versus branching ratio to Z%* for Wino chargino
LSP decays, for both normal and inverted hierarchy. Wino chargino LSP decays via the
X‘}—L, — Z9%%* channel tend to be more abundant for a normal hierarchy. The choice of
the angle A23 has no impact on the statistics of these decays, for any of the two possible
hierarchies. The percentages indicate what proportion of the points is contained within
each third of the four plots.

data as well. When we sum over the three lepton families in these expressions, the decay
rates for each individual channel are proportional to the squared amplitudes of the RPV
couplings. Changing the value of the 053 angle results in a different unitary Vpyng matrix,
which rotates the ¢; and vr,, i« = 1,2,3 components differently, but does not change the

squared amplitudes of these couplings to produce a statistically observable effect. For this
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reason, switching between different 693 values inside any hierarchy doesn’t result in different
data patterns, as clearly shown in Figure 3.15. This is why using only one value of the angle (
for example 623 = 0.597 for the normal hierarchy and #s3 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy)
is sufficient to make experimental predictions. Note, however, that if one does not sum over
the three lepton families, this argument is no longer valid, and the value of 623 can play a
substantial role.

The second fact that one learns from comparing the left-hand and right-hand plots of
Figure 3.15 is that there is a difference in the distribution of branching ratios between the
normal and the inverted neutrino hierarchies. This is because, in our theory, the three
generations of left handed neutrinos have Majorana masses, directly proportional to the

squared amplitudes of these RPV couplings. In the normal hierarchy

my =0, my=(8.68%0.10) x 1072 eV, m3z = (50.84 4 0.50) x 1073 eV (3.3.21)
while in the inverted one

my = (49.84 £0.40) x 1072 eV, my = (50.01 £0.40) x 1072 eV, m3=0. (3.3.22)

We expect, therefore, that the amplitudes of the couplings will change with the choice of
neutrino hierarchy— leading to the differences in the branching ratios that we observe in
Figure 3.15. Note, however, from the distribution of points— plotted as percentages —in the
subsections of each plot, that the difference in branching ratios between the normal and
inverted hierarchies is relatively small, on the order of a few percent. This is consistent with
our statement above that the “new median values of the branching ratios (for the inverted
hierarchy) change, but are never outside the interquartile ranges displayed in Figure 6 (the
normal neutrino hierarchy).” Moreover, in the next section we show that the chargino decay
lengths are generally smaller when we assume the inverted hierarchy, compared to when we
assume a normal one.

Finally, from Figure 3.15 we learn that the Wino chargino decays via the X’%V — hOr*
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channel tend to be slightly more abundant for a normal hierarchy. However, the incremental
difference is relatively small, since the bulk of the points lie in the top left corner, where the
decay to h®¢* dominates. Although the effect is too small to be statistically distinguishable,
it is of interest to note how the choice of neutrino hierarchy can have small influence over

the decay rates.

Decay Length

There is one more issue to be discussed; that is, are the decays of the Wino chargino
“prompt”— defined to be decays where the overall decay length L, defined in (3.3.23),
satisfies L < Imm? The key to this problem lies in the magnitudes of the RPV parameters,
¢; and vr,. We find that for prompt decays, at least one of the couplings ¢; needs to be
larger than 10~* GeV. The overall scale of neutrino masses guarantees that this is well
satisfied. Putting the lower limit of this interval any lower would not change our results
significantly. The upper limit of this interval eliminates the problem of unphysical finely
tuned cancellations in the neutrino mass matrices. In Figure 3.16, we present two scatter

plots— one for the normal and one for the inverted neutrino hierarchy —of the decay length

L=cxt, U= (Tgswe, +Dxgozer + Tt opot) (3.3.23)

=1

M=

against the Wino chargino LSP mass for all of the 4,858 valid black points with a Wino
chargino LSP. The parameter c is the speed of light. Since the overall decay rate involves
a sum over the three lepton families, it follows from the results of the previous section that
the value of 053 plays no role for either hierarchy. We find that the viable Wino chargino
LSPs in our simulation decay promptly and produce prompt vertices in the detector for
both neutrino hierarchies. However, we note that the decay lengths tend to be slightly
smaller in the case of the inverted hierarchy. This follows from the fact that the masses of
the neutrinos are, overall, slightly larger in the inverted case. Hence, the RPV couplings will
be somewhat larger as well- resulting in a tiny increase in the decay rates and, therefore,

smaller decay lengths in the inverted hierarchy.

229



102 102

log, [Decay Length/mm]

counts in bin-Normal Hierarchy
log, [Decay Length/mm]
counts in bin-Inverted Hierarchy

— I N T N S TR T S | .u 11 0 P ;‘
00 600 1000 1400 1800 90 600 1000 1400 1800
MX%;/GCV MX‘?/GCV

0

Figure 3.16: Wino Chargino LSP decay length in millimeters, for the normal and inverted

hierarchies, summing over all three decay channels. The average decay length L = ¢ x %

decreases for larger values of Mg+, since the decay rates are amplified because of the

longitudinal degrees of freedom of the massive bosons produced. We have chosen 623 = 0.597
for the normal neutrino hierarchy and 653 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. However, the
choice of #23 has no impact on the decay length.

Although Figure 3.16 shows that Wino chargino LSPs decay promptly for all viable
initial points, their decay rates are strongly dominated by the X?V — h%* channel in
general. Recall that the notion of “prompt” used above involved a sum over all three
separate channels. This stimulates us to study the “promptness” of each individual decay
channel independently— although we continue to sum over the three lepton families.

For example, the decay length of Xa[, — Z90* is given by

1

Lgs 0 =X ST (3.3.24)

i=1" X5 —»200f

In Figure 3.17 we show that the Wino chargino LSP has decay lengths smaller than

1lmm when decaying via any of the channels Xé[v — Z00*, Xaf, — hO¢* and X%/ — Wtu.
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Figure 3.17: Wino Chargino LSP decay length in milimeters, for individual decay channels,
for both normal and inverted hierarchies. We have chosen 6535 = 0.597 for the normal
neutrino hierarchy and f23 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. The choice of #23 has no
impact on the decay lengths. All individual channels have decay lengths < 1mm

Lepton family production

As discussed above, for any one of the three generic decay channels, the branching ratio for
the decay into an single lepton family can, in principal, depend on the choice of the neutrino
hierarchy and the value of 23 used in determining the values of the ¢; and vy, parameters.
Using the available neutrino data with 3o errors for the neutrino masses, along with the
VpMns rotation matrix angles and CP violating phases for one can calculate, for any valid
black point associated with a Wino chargino LSP, the decay rate into each individual lepton
family for a given decay channel. Clearly, the value of the decay rate will depend explicitly
on the choice of neutrino hierarchy— either normal or inverted —and, for a given hierarchy,

on the choice of the two allowed values of 693. For example, to quantify the probability to
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observe an electron e® in the generic decay process X%V — Z%0*, we compute
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Figure 3.18: Branching ratios into the three lepton families, for each of the three main decay
channels of a Wino chargino LSP. The associated neutrino hierarchy and the value of fa3 is

specified by the color of the associated data point.

| e 0t
T (3.3.25)

9

Bry+ =
Xio—2Z%e* - - -
W FX%,—)ZOei + FX‘:,‘:V—>ZO;Li + FX%,%ZOTi

and similarly for a muon, u*, and a tauon, 7, final state. Using this result, we proceed to

quantify the branching ratios for each of the 3 decay processes X%, — Wy, XgEV — Zofgt
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and Xj — hO4" into their individual lepton families.

The results are shown in Figure 3.18. Each subgraph in Figure 3.18 has the following
characteristics. For a point near the top left corner of each subgraph, the branching ratio
into a third family lepton is the largest, whereas for a point near the bottom right corner,

the branching ratio into a first family lepton is the largest. Finally, using the fact that
Brf(af/—)ZOei + Brj(‘:}tv—)ZOui + BrX%/—}ZOTi =1 5 (3326)

it follows that for a point near the the bottom left corner, the branching ratio into a second
family lepton is the largest.

Perhaps the most striking feature of each such graph is the connection between the Wino
chargino decays, the neutrino hierarchy and the 23 angle. Should experimental observation
measure these branching ratios with sufficient precision, that could help shed light on the
neutrino hierarchy and the value of f33. For each neutrino hierarchy, there are two sets of
points of different color, since the present experimental data allows for two values of 6s3.

For example, let us consider the subgraph associated with the le,f, — Z%* decay
channels. If experimental observation finds that electrons are predominant after the Wino
chargino LSP decays, then the hierarchy is inverted. Depending on whether the experimen-
tal result is a green or a blue point, implies that A3 will be 0.421 or 0.529 respectively.
However, if the branching ratios to either the second or third family leptons are highly
dominant, then the hierarchy will be normal, with 623 given, most likely, by 0.597 and 0.417
respectively. That is, with sufficiently precise measured branching ratios one could deter-
mine the type of neutrino hierarchy and the value of the f23 mixing angle from the color of

the associated data point.
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Figure 3.19: RPV decays of a general massive Wino neutralino X 8[,. There are three possible
channels, each with ¢ = 1,2, 3, that allow for Wino neutralino LSP decays. The decay rates
into each individual channel were calculated analytically in Section 3.2.6.

3.3.3 Wino Neutralino LSP Decay Analysis

In this section, we analyze the RPV decay signatures of the Wino neutralino LSPs. Written

in 4-component spinor notation, the Wino neutralino Weyl spinor, )Z?,V, becomes

i %0
X0, = Z‘T’ : (3.3.27)
Xw

which is a Majorana spinor. In Section 3.2.6, we computed the RPV decay rates for all
neutralino mass eigenstates. The Wino neutralino corresponds to the case where n = 2.
Unlike the Wino chargino, the Wino neutralino has only three possible decay channels,

reproduced here in Figure 3.31.

Branching ratios of the decay channels

The XSV — Wiﬁf processes is the most favored for detection at the LHC. Similarly to
the Wino chargino decay products, the left handed neutrinos produced during ng — 70
decays can only be detected as missing energy, while the Higgs boson h° arising from
XBV — h%; couples to both quarks and leptons, leading to decay remnants in the detector
that are harder to interpret. Hence, the most interesting decay experimentally appears

to be the Wino neutralino decay into a W* massive boson and a charged lepton. The
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abundance of each channel is proportional to its branching ratio. For example, for the

process XI(/)V — WET the branching ratio is defined to be

23—1 F)ZO +¢F
i= w—o W=

Brgo Lo = (3.3.28)

Yo (Png—)ZUVi Tl e t Png—)hOVi)
We now study the decay patterns and branching ratios for each for the 3 decay channels
of the Wino neutralino. There are 4,869 valid black points associated with Wino neutralino
LSPs. For each of these, we compute the decay rates via RPV processes, using the expres-
sions from Section 3.2.6 with n = 2. The branching ratios of the main channels take different
values for different valid points in our simulation. These values are scattered around the
median values of these quantities. We compute the median values, interquartile ranges and
the minimum and maximum values of the branching fractions in the same “bins” of the
parameter space as we used in the study of the Wino chargino LSP decay channels.

That is, we sample the average branching fractions in the three bins for the LSP
mass Mf(“}, € [200,300], [300,600], [600,1734]* GeV and in the four intervals for tan 8 €
[1.2,5], [5,8], [8,16], [16,65]. The results are presented in Figure 3.32. To carry out the
explicit calculations, we have chosen a normal neutrino hierarchy with fs3 = 0.597. We
again find that assuming an inverted neutrino hierarchy changes these results only slightly,
while the exact value of 693 is statistically irrelevant.

Note that the )N(I?V — hY% is dominant in all regions of the parameter space. The
X 8[/ — WL process has relatively high occurrence, especially for spectra characterized by
small tan 8 values. Just as for charginos, the equations for the decay rates are complicated
and do not allow a simple explanation of the relative results. Furthermore, unlike for
charginos, the rotation matrices involved are much more complicated since there are six
neutralino species, while only two chargino species. Nevertheless, simplifying assumptions
can be made. One such assumption is that the soft breaking terms have much larger

magnitudes than the electroweak scale. This renders the Wino neutralino to be almost

4Note that the highest mass for a Wino neutralino is somewhat smaller than that for a Wino chargino.
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Figure 3.20: Branching ratios for the three possible decay channels of a Wino neutralino

LSP divided over three mass bins and four tan /3 regions.

The colored horizontal lines

inside the boxes indicate the median values of the branching fraction in each bin, the boxes
indicate the interquartile range, while the dashed error bars show the range between the
maximum and the minimum values of the branching fractions. The case percentage indicate
what percentage of the physical mass spectra have tan § values within the range indicated.
We assumed a normal neutrino hierarchy, with 623 = 0.597.

purely neutral Wino. Furthermore, using the fact that the charged lepton masses are much

smaller than the soft breaking parameters further simplifies the equations.

Using these

approximations, one obtains the following simplified formulas for the decay rates. They are
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given by

1 9 A )2
Fj(gvﬁzoyi iy (7(%@‘ + pvz,) [VPMNSL']) X

2ew Mo
2
M3~0 M?2 M?2
x W1 20 ) (422 ) (3.3.29)
M2, MZ, M2,

L9 2
o Lweer = @( (va€; + IWLZ-))> X

2Mop
2
M3~0 M2 M2
”ﬁlfﬁ* L4205 |, (3:330)
w= Xy Xy
2

1 792 . €5\ 2 M20
ngvﬁho,,i ~ @(5 [VPMNS];‘rj <Slnai)) MXev 1— M;b . (3.3.31)

Xty

Unlike the approximate expressions for the decay rates of Wino charginos in eqgs. (3.3.17)-
(3.3.19), the above expressions are less exact. The neutralino mass matrix contains a sig-
nificantly larger number of soft mass parameters which can take values of a few GeV, close
to the electroweak breaking scale, where the approximation breaks down. Nevertheless,
the above expressions still provide valuable insights into which decay channel is expected
to dominate in the chosen regions of parameter space. Analyzing (3.4.17)-(3.4.19), we

expect the decay channels to have comparable contributions. Interestingly, the channels

X0 5 WEFF and X0, — Z%; receive a suppression proportional to 24 = M.
w i w ! pp prop My ™ Moy /14tan? 8

Therefore, for large values of tan 3, the channel involving the Higgs boson, h°, dominates
for Wino neutralino decays, just as the Higgs channel dominated the Wino chargino LSP
decays for this range of tan 3.

Decay length

Figure 3.21 shows that Wino neutralino LSP decays are prompt— that is, the overall decay

length L is less than 1mm —just as it is for Wino chargino LSP decays. Therefore, signals
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Figure 3.21: Wino neutralino LSP decay length in millimeters, for the normal and inverted
hierarchies summed over all three channels. The average decay length L = ¢ x l decreases
for larger values of My X0 since the decay rates are amplified because of the longltudlnal
degrees of freedom of the massive bosons produced. We have chosen 033 = 0.597 for the
normal neutrino hierarchy and 693 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. However, the choice

of 03 has no impact on the decay length. The dotted line represents the 1mm line, below
which all decays are considered prompt.

of both Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSP decays produce point-like vertices. This
insight is particularly useful when considering that the NLSPs of these two sparticle species
(Wino neutralino NLSP for Wino chargino LSP and Wino chargino NSLP for Wino neu-
tralino LSP) are almost degenerate in mass with the LSPs. We observe that in the case of
the inverted hierarchy, the decay lengths are generally a little smaller, since the values of
the RPV couplings are somewhat larger, as we explained in the previous section.

In Figure 3.22, we study the decay lengths of the three decay channels separately. We

find that all three processes occur promptly in the detector.

Lepton family production

We again study which of the three lepton families, if any, is favored within each of the three

decay channels. For example, to quantify the probability to observe an electron et in the
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Figure 3.22: Wino neutralino LSP decay length in milimeters, for individual decay channels,
for both normal and inverted hierarchies. We have chosen 653 = 0.597 for the normal
neutrino hierarchy and 623 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. The choice of 623 has no
impact on the decay length. The dotted line represents the 1mm line, below which all
decays are considered prompt.

X8V — W*LF process, over a muon uF or a tauon 7T, we compute

r

X"?V—>Wie:|:

Brgo Lweer = (3.3.32)

FX&,*)WieI + FX(V)V%Wi,uJF + FXSVHW:ET$

Using this formalism, we proceed to quantify the branching ratios for each of the three
decay processes XI(,)V — WEF, XI(/)V — Z%; and X‘(}V — hO%; into their individual lepton
families. The results are shown in Figure 3.23. In Figure 3.23 we see that the X gv — WET
process has an almost identical statistical distribution for lepton family production as does

the chargino decay channel Xacv — Z9%*. Additionaly, note that in a Wino neutralino
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Figure 3.23: Branching ratios into the three lepton families, for each of the three main decay
channels of a Wino neutralino LSP. The associated neutrino hierarchy and the value of a3
is specified by the color of the associated data point.

decay via 5(8[, — hO;, the decay rate has a dominant term proportional to the square of
[VIIMNS]Uej. The combination leads to a branching ratio distribution as that observed in
Figure 3.23-no v; neutrino is produced in the case of an inverted hierarchy and no v, is

produced in the case of a normal hierarchy.
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Figure 3.24: a) A plot of the sparticle spectrum for a choice of one of the 4,858 valid
black points associated with Wino chargino LSPs. The Wino neutralino NLSP is almost
degenerate in mass with the LSP Wino chargino mass. b) A plot of the sparticle spectrum
for a choice of one of the 4,869 valid black points associated with Wino neutralino LSPs.
The Wino chargino NLSP is almost degenerate in mass with the LSP Wino neutralino mass.

3.3.4 Wino Neutralino NLSPs and Wino Chargino NLSPs

Having analyzed the RPV decays of both Wino chargino LSPs and Wino neutralino LSPs,
we now discuss the RPV decays of the NLSPs associated with each case. The reason this
is important is the following. Let us begin with the Wino chargino LSPs associated with
4,858 valid black points. Now choose one of these black points. In Figure 3.24a, we plot
the entire sparticle spectrum of the theory for this fixed point.

Of course, a Wino chargino is the LSP by construction. Interestingly, however, we see that
the associated NLSP is, in fact, a Wino neutralino. This is not simply an accident of our
specific choice of black point. In Figure 3.25a, we plot the mass difference in MeV between
the Wino neutralino NLSP and the Wino chargino LSP for all 4,858 black points. It is clear
that for every Wino chargino LSP, the NLSP is a Wino neutralino whose mass is larger
than, but very close to, the mass of the LSP— as shown in Figure 3.24a for a single such
point. This is, perhaps, not surprising since the dominant contribution to the mass of both

sparticles is given by the soft supersymmetry breaking parameter Ms. Not surprisingly,
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Figure 3.25: a) The Wino neutralino NLSPs are all almost degenerate in mass with the
LSPs, the Wino charginos. The mass difference is smaller than 200 MeV for most of the
valid black points, as can be seen in the mass difference histogram. b) The Wino chargino
NLSPs are all almost degenerate in mass with the LSPs, the Wino neutralinos. The mass
difference is smaller than 200 MeV for most of the viable cases, as can be seen in the mass
difference histogram

we find that a similar, but reversed, situation occurs when the LSP is a Wino neutralino.
Choosing one of the 4,869 associated valid black points, we find that the complete sparticle
spectrum is given in Figure 3.24b. Of course, a Wino neutralino is the LSP by construction.
However, we now we find that the situation is reversed and that the associated NLSP is
now a Wino chargino. Again, this is not simply an accident of our specific choice of black
point. In Figure 3.25b, we plot the mass difference in MeV between the Wino chargino and
the Wino neutralino for all 4,869 Wino neutralino black points. It is clear that for every
Wino neutralino LSP, the NLSP is a Wino chargino whose mass is larger than, but very
close to, the mass of the LSP— as in Figure 3.24b. Once again, this is hardly surprising since
the dominant contribution to the mass of both sparticles is given by the soft supersymetry
breaking parameter Ms.

Because the mass difference between the two species is so small, both the Wino chargino

and the Wino neutralino will be produced at the LHC; assuming that one of them is the
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LSP and sufficiently light. We have already analyzed the decays of the LSP, both for the
case in which the LSP is a Wino chargino and when the LSP is the Wino neutralino. These
particles can decay into SM particles due to the RPV couplings in the B-L MSSM model we
are studying. The NLSPs, however, as with any other sparticle in the mass spectrum that is
not the LSP, can decay via channels that either violate R-parity or channels which conserve
it. In general, the RPC couplings are much stronger than the RPV couplings introduced
in our theory, since the latter need to be small enough to be consistent with the observed
neutrino masses and not lead to unobserved effects such as proton decays. Therefore, the
RPC decays of sparticles that are not the LSP are, in general, expected to have much higher
branching ratio than the RPV decays. However, in the cases that we focus on, the NLSP is
almost degenerate in mass with the LSP. The mass difference is so small that an RPC decay
of a Wino neutralino NLSP into a Wino chargino LSP (or vice versa) might prove highly
suppressed. Therefore, the NLSP would behave as though it was an LSP which decays via
RPV decays. In the remainder of this section, we analyze both the RPV and the RPC
decays of the Wino chargino and the Wino neutralino NSLPs and provide a quantitative

comparison of the decay rates of those channels.

RPYV decays of the NLSPs

We begin our discussion by analyzing the RPV decay channels of both the Wino chargino
NLSP and the Wino neutralino NLSP. Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs can only
decay via RPV channels as presented above. However, are the NLSP RPV decay rates
and branching ratios the same as though they were actual LSPs? Does a Wino chargino
NLSP, associated with the initial conditions for a Wino neutralino LSP, decay in the same
way as an actual Wino chargino LSP? The same question arises for the Wino neutralino
NLSP. Even though, in these cases, the LSP and NLSP masses are very close, the answer
is not immediately obvious, since the decay rates and branching ratios do not depend only
on these masses. The decay rates for charginos and neutralinos given in Section 3.2.6 are

completely general, and apply for any chargino and neutralino species, regardless of if they
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Figure 3.26: Absolute values of the €1, €2 and e3 parameters associated with the 4,858
black points with Wino chargino LSP (red) and with the 4,869 black points with Wino
neutralino LSP (blue). We assume a normal hierarchy with 23=0.597. We find that these
RPV parameters lie in the same statistical regions, regardless of LSP species.

are the LSP or just another particle in the spectrum. Those equations depend on a large
number of parameters of the theory, such as Mpy, vg, tan 8, Mg, as well as on the RPV
couplings €;,vr,, i = 1,2,3. A Wino chargino LSP and a Wino chargino NLSP (associated
with a Wino neutralino LSP) have the same RPV decay patterns only if all these parameters
are contained within similar statistical intervals.

For example, let us consider the € parameters. In Figure 3.26 we plot the absolute values
of the €1, €2 and €3 couplings, associated with the 4,858 black points with Wino chargino
LSP and with the 4,869 black points with Wino neutralino LSP, respectively. We assumed
a normal hierarchy, with 653=0.597. We find that these RPV parameters are statistically
similar, whether associated with a Wino chargino LSP, or with a Wino neutralino LSP. This
is clear from Figure 3.26, where the points lie substantially on top of each other. Plotting ¢;

against eg and e3 for both initial conditions with Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSP
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Figure 3.27: Dominant RPC decay modes of (a) a Wino chargino NLSP and (b) a Wino
neutralino NLSP. This decay mode dominates for NSLP-LSP mass difference 6 M larger
than the mass of the charged pions 7; that is, dM > m, +

is only one of the tests one can make, since other parameters could be relevant. However,
this scatter plot is a particularly pertinent one, since the RPV couplings depend on the
neutrino masses and neutrino mixing angles, as well as on numerous mass terms from the
B-L MSSM Lagrangian of our theory. Indeed, further analysis quickly concludes that other
initial parameters have negligable effect. We conclude that, when analyzing Wino chargino
LSP decays, one should simultaneously look for the RPV decays of the Wino neutralino—

as though it were the LSP — and, vice versa.

RPC decays of NLSPs

Figures 3.25a and 3.25b show that the mass differences between the Wino chargino LSP and
the Wino neutralino NLSP, or between the Wino neutralino LSP and the Wino chargino
NLSP, are generally smaller than 400 MeV. For this small mass splitting, there are only a
limited number of possible RPC decay channels for the NLSP. If the mass splitting is larger
than the charged pion mass, m* ~ 140 MeV, then the dominant RPC decay of the NLSP
is into the LSP and a charged pion 7%. These processes, which involve the on-shell bosons
W+, are shown in Figure 3.27.

At leading order, the decay rate of the Wino chargino NLSP into a charged pion and
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Figure 3.28: Second most dominant RPC decay modes of (a) a Wino chargino NLSP and
(b) a Wino neutralino NLSP. This decay mode dominates for NSLP-LSP mass difference
§M smaller than the mass of the charged pions 7%; that is, 6M < m, .+

the Wino neutralino LSP can be expressed in terms of the decay rate of the charged pion,

—2
. - 166 M3 m2 \ /2 m>
D(XE — X%a%) = T(a* - pto,) x e <1 - 5Mﬂ2> 1— m—g . (3.3.33)
ity T

where OM = M XE Mo is the mass difference between the NLSP and the LSP, and

0
W
m, and m, denote the masses of the charged pion and the muon respectively. Conversely,
in the case in which the Wino chargino is the LSP, the main RPC channel of the Wino
neutralino NLSP is into a Wino chargino LSP and a charged pion. The decay rate is given
by eq. (3.3.33), but now with dM = MX%, - MXViV.

Note that the processes shown in Figure 3.27 can only happen if the mass splitting
between the LSP and the NLSP is larger than the charged pion mass m,+. For smaller
mass differences, the decay modes shown in Figure 3.28 then dominate. The decay rate of

a Wino chargino NLSP decaying into a Wino neutralino LSP, an electron and a neutrino is

given by

2G%,
1572

(X — X{etve) = SM°, (3.3.34)

where M = M Kk M %0, and G is the Fermi constant. Conversely, the decay rate of

a Wino neutralino NLSP into a Wino chargino LSP, an electon and a neutrino is given by
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eq. (3.3.34), with 6M = MXSV — MXViV. Finally, we note that there is a similar RPC decay
channel involving the muon. However, since the mass of the muon is much larger than
that of the electron, this decay rate is greatly suppressed relative to (3.3.34) and, hence, is

irrelevant.

RPV vs RPC

So far, we have shown that the RPV decays of the Wino chargino and the Wino neutralino
NLSPs occur as if they were the both LSPs. We expect these RPV processes to allow for
prompt decays of the NLSPs in the detector. In this section, we analyze whether the RPC
processes of the NLSP can produce observable traces in the detector as well.

In Figure 3.29, we present the ratios 'rpc/I'rpy for all simulated NLSPs, where I'rpc
is computed by summing over all RPC channels discussed above. We find that, in all cases,
the RPC processes are strongly suppressed compared with the RPV ones. This suppression
of the RPC decays is due to the near degeneracy in mass between the Wino chargino LSP
and the Wino neutralino NLSP shown in Figure 3.25a, and the similar mass degeneracy
between a Wino neutralino LSP and its Wino chargino NLSP displayed in Figure 3.25b—
with mass splittings ranging between 20 MeV and 500 MeV. Note that most mass splittings
are < 200 MeV. Therefore, the RPC decays of Winos charginos and Wino neutralinos
NLSPs are not expected to produce any visible traces in the detector. Hence, in both cases,
the only decay mode of the LSP and the dominant decay mode of the NLSP are precisely
the RPV decays.

Since this final conclusion rests on having a reliable computation of the mass splitting
between the Wino NLSP and the Wino LSP, we end this Section by discussing the role
that higher-loop contributions might have. As stated in the Introduction, all calculations
performed are done using one-loop RG § and « functions ignoring finite loop corrections.
For the values of the parameters required to produce realistic low-energy phenomenology,
such higher loop effects are not expected to have a large effect as regards the Wino NLSP

and Wino LSP mass splitting—on the order of several hundred MeV. Indeed, such loop
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Figure 3.29: Ratios between the decay rates of the RPC and the RPV channels. On the
horizontal axis, we show the NLSP mass. We study both scenarios with (a) Wino chargino
NLSPs and (b) Wino neutralino NLSPs. In all cases, the RPV processes are strongly
dominant.

contributions to NLSP and LSP mass splitting have been explicitly computed to the one-
loop and two-loop level in [161-163] and [164] respectively—albeit in different theoretical
contexts than our own, without the B-L extension, and without the RPV couplings which
mix charginos and neutralinos with leptons. These papers found that, indeed, the higher
loop corrections are small-on the order of 100-200 MeV. We conclude, therefore, that our
expectation that the higher loop contributions to the mass splitting of the Wino NLSP and
the Wino LSP in our theory would only be, at most, on the order of several hundred MeV,
is indeed correct. Note that adding several hundred MeV might raise our maximum possible
mass splitting to ~ 700 MeV-with most other mass splittings being much smaller. Even
at 700 MeV, the decay ratio 'rpc/T'rpyv < 1 and, hence, our conclusions in the previous

paragraph remain unaltered.
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3.3.5 Conclusion

In this section, we have systematically derived the RPV decay channels, decay rates, branch-
ing ratios, and the relationship of these results to the neutrino mass hierarchy and the o3
neutrino mixing angle, for both a Wino Chargino LSP and a Wino neutralino LSP— all
within the context of the explicit B — L MSSM theory. It is shown that the Wino neu-
tralino is the NLSP for a Wino chargino LSP and vice versa—with the mass splitting between
them being small. Hence, while the Wino NLSP RPC decays are suppressed, its RPV de-
cays should be observable at the LHC in addition to those of the Wino LSP. Since the B— L
MSSM is completely compatible with all low energy phenomenological data, the results of
this study are explicit physical predictions that are of interest to the CERN SUSY ATLAS
experimentalists. Run 1 and early run 2 data have already been used in the search for these

processes—see [139-142]-and newer run 2 data is presently being analyzed.

3.4 Bino Neutralino LSP decays

The Wino chargino and Wino neutralino LSPs were chosen because their decay products
are readily observable by ATLAS at the LHC. However, it was noticed that one particular
LSP, the neutral fermionic superpartner B of the hypercharge gauge field Y-referred to
as the “Bino”— was a much more prevalent LSP associated with viable B — L MSSM
models. A statistical analysis showed that the Bino was approximately a factor of 10 more
likely to occur that either a Wino chargino or a Wino neutralino. In fact, it is the most
likely LSP to occur for any viable initial conditions. It seems well-motivated, therefore, to
apply the results of [26] to the Bino and to determine its decay modes to standard model
particles, and the associated decay rates and branching ratios—as well as the relationship
of these decays to the neutrino mass hierarchy. However, an important new phenomenon
occurs for the Bino which is unique among all chargino and neutralino LSPs. That is, a
careful analysis of the mass eigenstates of these LSPs shows that the Bino mass, although

generically near, or above, the electroweak breaking scale, can be fine-tuned to be smaller
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than this scale. In fact, for sufficient fine-tuning it can be made to be arbitrarily small
and even to vanish. On the other hand, this analysis reveals that the masses of all other
charginos and neutralinos can never be smaller than the electroweak scale. Since the RPV
decay products of the Bino must include either a W+, a Z° or a neutral Higgs boson, the
“usual” decays to standard model particles can no longer occur when the Bino mass drops
below the electroweak scale. However, it can still decay via more complicated processes
involving “off-shell” weak interaction vector bosons or the Higgs. The decay products of
these processes are also readily observable at the LHC. It is of interest, therefore, to also
analyze these more complicated decays of a light Bino, and to compute their decay rates and
branching ratios. Therefore, to summarize: the analysis of LSP Bino RPV decays carried
out in this section breaks naturally into two parts—1) the RPV decays of a Bino with mass
Myy+ < Mp via “on-shell” W, Z% or h° bosons. Such decays are similar in form to those
of both Wino chargino and Wino neutralino decays studied in Section 3.3 and 2) the RPV
decays of a Bino with mass Mp < My, = via “off-shell” W+, Z° or h? bosons. These decays
are more complicated and the decay rates and branching ratios are considerably suppressed
relative to the on-shell case. Be that as it may, they lead to interesting signatures, which
can offer unique signals for an ATLAS search. It is the purpose of this section to analyze
the RPV decays of a Bino LSP—for the Bino mass both above and below the electroweak

scale.

3.4.1 The Bino Neutralino

In the absence of the RPV wviolating terms proportional to €; and vz, the neutral Higgsinos
and gauginos of the theory mix with the third generation right handed neutrino. In the

gauge eigenstate basis 10 = (WR, Wo, ﬁg, flg, B, Vg),

LD —% (wO)T Mxowo +c.c (3.4.1)
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where

Mg 0 —29RV4  3YRVu 0 —39RVR
0 My  3g9wa  —g3gvu O 0
Moo — —39RVd 39204 0 —p 0 0 (3.4.2)
39RVu  —392Vu  —[ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 Mpr  $9BLVR
—39RVR 0 0 0 T9BLVR 0

In the neutralino mass mixing matrix shown in (3.4.2), Ms, M and Mpy, are the gaugino
mass terms introduced in the soft SUSY breaking Lagrangian. They correspond to the sym-
metry groups SU(2)r, U(1)sr and U(1)p_1, respectively, The associated gauge couplings
are go, gr and gp_r. In our simulation, we sample the absolute values of the gaugino masses
between [200 GeV, 10 TeV], and further allow them to have either positive or negative signs,
which are determined statistically. The u parameter is the Higgsino mass term. Its value is
chosen so as to produce the correct Z° and W# boson masses, a process called the “little
hierarchy problem” [41]. The dimensionful parameters v,, and vg are the Higgs up and Higgs
down VEVs that break electroweak symmetry, while vp is the third generation sneutrino
VEV, which breaks B — L symmetry at a much higher scale.

The B — L MSSM does not explicitly contain a Bino, associated with the hypercharge
group U(1)y. Instead, it contains a Blino B’ and a Rino W, the gauginos associated with
the symmetry groups U(1)p_ and U(1)3g, respectively. Nevertheless, the theory does
effectively contain a Bino. This is most easily seen using the following approximation. Let
us consider the limit M%Vi, M%O < MIQ?, M22, M%L,;ﬁ — that is, when the EW scale is
much lower than the soft SUSY breaking scale so that the Higgs VEV’s are negligible. Note
that 2 appears in these inequalities since, as discussed in [41], it must be on the order of

the soft SUSY breaking Higgs parameters m%lu, m%{d to solve the “little hierarchy problem”.
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In this limit, the mass matrix in eq. (3.4.2) becomes

Mg 0 0 0 0 —29RrUR
0 My, 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 —u 0 0
Mo = (3.4.3)
0 0 —u O 0 0
0 0 0 0 MBL %gBLvR
—3grvr 0 0 0 igprop 0

The first, fifth, and sixth columns, corresponding to the Blino, the Rino and the third
generation right-handed neutrino, are now decoupled from the other three states and mix

only with each other. In the reduced basis (Vg, Wr, B ), the off-diagonal mass matrix is

0 —costpMz, sinOrMz,
—cosOprMyz, Mp 0 (3.4.4)
Sin@RMZR 0 MBL

with

1 7 9R
MZR == 5 912{ +g%L VR , COSGR = ﬁ . (345)
9r T 9BL

Note that the experimental lower bound on Mz, is much higher than the typical physical
gaugino mass lower bounds. This mass hierarchy is also motivated theoretically because RG
running makes the gauginos masses lighter than Mz, ; that is, M3, M3, < M%R. See [41]
for details. Taking this limit, the mass eigenstates and eigenvalues can be found as an

expansion in the gaugino masses. To zeroth order, the mass eigenstates are
B = Wgsinfg + B cosfp , (3.4.6)

(1/03 - WR cosfOgr + B'sin (93) s (347)

c __
V3q =

1
V2
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Figure 3.30: The distribution of the Bino neutralino LSP masses for the 42,039 valid black
points, shown with linear (a) and logarithmic (b) mass scales. The masses range from 8
MeV to 2792 GeV. Each of the boundary masses occurs only once out of the 42,039 valid
points and, hence, they cannot be seen in the histogram.
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Note that, to leading order, (3.4.6) defines the “Bino” in terms of Wx and B'. The associated

(V%3 + WrcosOr — B'sinfg) . (3.4.8)

mass eigenvalues, calculated to leading order, are given by
M, = sin? OrMp —I-COS2 OrMpy,, (349)

for the Bino, and

Myez, = MZR7 Mycq, = MZR . (3410)

for two species of massive right handed neutrinos.

Having defined the Bino, B, as well as the V3, , V5, states using the above approxima-
tions, we now return to the full gauge basis 10 = (WR,WO,ﬁg,ﬁS,B’ ,Vg) and numeri-
cally diagonalize the complete mass matrix Myo given in (3.4.2)— without any approxima-

tions. The mass eigenstates are related to the gauge states by the unitary matrix N where
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x" = N¢°. N is chosen so that

My 0 0 0 0 0
0 w 0 0 0 0
b 0 Mg 0 0 0
N*MuN' =M% = 5 , (3.4.11)
0o 0 0 w 0 0
4
o 0 0 0 w 0
0

0 0 0 0 Mg

where all eigenvalues are positive. After diagonalizing the neutralino mass matrix, one
obtains six neutralino mass eigenstates, YO with n = 1,2,3,4,5,6. Unlike for charginos, the
label n does not automatically imply any mass ordering; for example, the ! neutralino is
not necessarily the lightest. Each of the six neutralinos Y0 is a superposition of a Rino Whr,
a Wino Wg, two neutral Higgsinos HY, ﬁg, a Blino B and a third generation right handed
neutrino v§. In the theoretical context we work in, the off-diagonal terms are much smaller
than the diagonal ones. This allows one to determine which component dominates in each
of the neutralino states Y. We find that ¥ has a dominant Bino B component, X9 has a
dominant Wino W component, f(gA have dominant Higgsino H?, ﬁg components and 92276

have a dominant right-handed neutrino v§ component. Therefore, we use the notation
X=X Xo=Xw: Xs=Xhp Xi=Xw, X5=Xu Xo=Xvy  (3412)

to express which component dominates in each neutralino state. Although it is helpful to
display the dominant component in each neutralino, in our calculations we use the exact
content of each neutralino state. This is computed numerically, after diagonalizing the
neutralino mass mixing matrix.

Our discussion thus far was carried out in the absence of the RPV couplings, which
are central to our theory. These couple the gaugino, Higgsino and the third generation
right-handed neutrino states to the three generations of left-handed neutrinos vy, ve, vs.

Therefore, with the RPV extension, the gauge eigenstate basis is enlarged from 9° =
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(WR, WO,I;TEZ)I:IS,B’, 1/§> to WY = (WR,WO,ﬁg,ﬁg,B’,Vg,Vl, Vg,l/g) and the neutralino
mass matrix becomes 9 x 9. After diagonalization, the three generations of left-handed
neutrinos receive non-zero Majorana masses, a process carefully outlined in [26,27]. The
original six neutralino eigenstates, on the other hand, each receive a negligibly small RPV
contribution containing the three left-handed neutrinos. For example, the RPV-extended
Bino neutralino mass eigenstate )Z% is now a linear combination of nine gauge eigenstates;
three gaugino states, two Higgsino states, a third generation right-handed neutrino and
three left-handed neutrinos. The left-handed neutrino contributions to the Bino neutralino
eigenstate and mass are negligible, since they have been introduced via small RPV couplings.
Therefore, the Bino neutralino continues to generically have a strongly dominant Bino
component )Z% ~ B. Expanding, as discussed above, in the limit that Mgvi, M%o <
M}%, M2, M%L, p%— that is, when the EW scale is much lower than the soft SUSY breaking
scale-but now to first order, we find that the Bino mass M)z% is given by

M2, sin? Oy (M7 + psin 23)

~ 7
Mf(% ~ [ M| §2 — M12

(3.4.13)

In the second term in eq. (3.4.13), the mass u is of the order of the soft SUSY breaking
mass parameters m%{u,mlzqd to solve the “little hierarchy problem”. Statistically, this is
always much larger than the mass of the Z° boson in the numerator. Therefore, the mass
of the Bino neutralino x% is approximately equal to |M;|. As discussed in [41], the viable
black points must satisfy the inequalities M}%, M]23 L < M%R to be consistent with low energy
data. To lowest order, therefore, expression (3.4.9) is a good approximation to the mass
M. Generically, therefore, Bino LSP masses are expected to lie in the same the interval as
|Mg| and |Mpg|; that is [200 GeV, 10 TeV]. That this is generically the case can be seen
in Figure 3.30a. However, there is a very important caveat to this statement. Note that
Mp and Mpy, do not enter expression (3.4.9) for M; as absolute values; that is, the only

constraint on these mass terms in (3.4.9) is that they be real-however, they can be either

positive or negative. This leaves open the possibility, albeit more unlikely, that the terms
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in eq. (3.4.9) can almost, or even exactly, cancel. In such cases, one would obtain small
Bino mass terms where |M;|< My +, and lead to Bino LSP masses smaller than the EW
scale. That such cancellations can indeed occur is shown in Figure 3.30b. Note that such
light Bino LSPs can only decay via suppressed off-shell processes, leading to interesting
experimental signatures at the LHC. However, these light Bino LSPs are statistically much
less probable. In Figure 3.30b we see that Bino masses much smaller than 200 GeV are
less and less likely for the range of scanned parameters. The analysis presented involves
108 initial statistical samples, leading to 42,039 black points with Bino LSPs. For this
sample, the smallest and largest Bino masses we find are 8 MeV and 2792 GeV respectively.
However, a larger statistical sample can lead to much smaller, and larger, Bino LSP masses.
Note that the existence of very light Bino LSPs is exciting from a cosmological point of
view, since it offers a possible dark matter candidate.

In contrast, the masses of other neutralino species cannot become arbitrarily small. This
is the case of the Wino neutralino and the Wino chargino, for example. Wino neutralinos
and Wino charginos have a dominant Wino component. To first order, the masses of these
sparticles are equal, given by

Mgvi (M3 + psin2p3)
2 — Mj

Mgy, = Mgz =~ |Mp|— (3.4.14)

Xw

Including the higher-order terms, the masses split and form almost degenerate pairs. Sim-
ilarly as in eq. (3.4.13), the second term in eq. (3.4.14) is very small compared to the
leading term |Ma|, because the mass p in the denominator must be much larger than the
mass My + in the numerator. Therefore, the masses of the Wino chargino and the Wino
neutralino are both approximately equal to |Maz|. The mass of the Wino gaugino My is
introduced in the soft SUSY-breaking Lagrangian and, hence, we sample its absolute value
in the interval [200 GeV,10 TeV]. It is, therefore, fixed to be of the order of the SUSY
breaking scale. Unlike the Bino gaugino mass term M7, soft mass parameter Ms cannot get
arbitrarily small. Hence, the masses of the Wino neutralinos and Wino charginos cannot

get lower than the EW scale.
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Figure 3.31: RPV decays of a general massive Bino neutralino X%. There are three possible
channels, each with ¢ = 1,2, 3, that allow for Bino neutralino LSP decays. The decay rates
into each individual channel were calculated analytically Section 3.2.6.

Finally, we note that even though the RPV left-handed neutrino components have a
negligible contribution to the Bino neutralino eigenstate and mass, they remain central to
our study of the RPV decays of the Bino neutralino regardless of its mass. From now on,
we will use the 4-component spinor notation for the Bino neutralino state, which in terms

of the Bino neutralino Weyl spinor, )2% is given by

. X%
X% = ol (3.4.15)
XB

3.4.2 Bino Neutralino LSP RPV Decays with On-Shell W+, Z° 1h° Bosons

We begin by studying the RPV decays of a Bino LSP with mass greater than the electroweak
scale to standard model particles. In the B — L MSSM model, such Bino neutralino LSPs
can only have RPV decays into an on-shell massive boson and a lepton. The three possible
decay channels, X% — Wi@c, X% — 7%, X% — RO for i = 1,2, 3, are shown in Figure
3.31. Note, however, that all of these decay channels become forbidden at tree level if the
mass of the Bino LSP is smaller than the mass of the lightest of the three boson species;

that is, the W+,

257



3.4.3 Branching ratios of the decay channels

In this section, we analyze the RPV decay signatures of Bino neutralino LSPs with masses
larger that of the W= boson. We will follow the methods used in our previous study of
Wino chargino and Wino neutralino RPV LSP decays [27]. Note than in that study, the
LSP masses were all found to be at least 200 GeV, so that only decays to on-shell bosons
were considered. Of the three Bino decay channels, the f(% — Wiﬁf process provides an
excellent target for LHC searches, since the final state can be fully reconstructed within
the ATLAS detector. In the other two Bino decay processes, the left-handed neutrinos
produced via X% — Z%; and X% — hO%; can only be inferred through the presence of
missing energy. Hence, the most experimentally clean signature appears to be the Bino
neutralino decay into a W+ massive boson and a charged lepton.

The relative abundance of each channel is presented in terms of the associated Bino
decay branching ratio. For example, for the process 5(% — W*T, the branching ratio is

defined to be

23—1 FXO W*eF
i= B ;

Brgo sy = : (3.4.16)

P (FX%%ZOW T U0 Lpwepr + FX%%hOW)
In this section, we study the decay patterns and branching ratios for each for the 3 decay
channels of the Bino neutralino. As discussed above, there are 42,039 valid black points
associated with Bino neutralino LSPs. In the present analysis, we retain only the black
points with LSPs whose masses are larger than that of the W* bosons. For each of these, we
compute the decay rates via RPV processes, using the expressions we calculated in Section
3.2.6 for the neutralino decay rates, using n = 1. The branching ratios to each channel take
different values for every valid point in our simulation. We compute the median values,
interquartile ranges and the minimum and maximum values of the branching fractions
using the same categories of events as employed in our previous section for Wino charginos
and Wino neutralinos [27]. Specifically, we sample the average branching fractions in the

three bins for the LSP mass Mf(% € [Myy=, 300], [300,600], [600,10%] GeV, and in the four
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Figure 3.32: Branching ratios for the three possible decay channels of a Bino neutralino LSP
with mass M X9 > Myy+ divided over three mass bins and four tan 8 regions. The colored
horizontal lines inside the boxes indicate the median values of the branching fraction in
each bin, the boxes indicate the interquartile range, while the dashed error bars show the
range between the maximum and the minimum values of the branching fractions. The case
percentage indicate what percentage of the physical mass spectra have tan 8 values within
the range indicated. We assumed a normal neutrino hierarchy, with 623 = 0.597. Note that
the median values of the X% — h% decay channel approaches zero for all mass ranges and
all values of tan 3.

intervals for tan g € [1.2,5], [5, 8], [8,16], [16,65]. The results are presented in Figure 3.32.

To carry out the explicit calculations, we have chosen a normal neutrino hierarchy with
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f23 = 0.597. We find that assuming an inverted neutrino hierarchy instead produces only
minimal changes to these results, while the exact value of 693 is statistically irrelevant.

It was found—see Figure 3.32-that the median value of the X’% — h% decay channel
approaches zero for every mass range and bin for tan . Although the distributions of
the branching fractions are fairly broad, we find that they peak very strongly around the
median values. It follows that the decay channel is generally subdominant in all regions of
the parameter space. Unlike for the case of Wino charginos and Wino neutralinos, however,
we find that tan 8 has only minimal impact on the experimental predictions. While the
full expressions for the decay rates are complicated, simplifying assumptions can allow for
a better understanding of the relative results.

One such assumption is that the soft breaking terms have much larger magnitudes
than the electroweak scale. This renders the Bino neutralino to be almost purely neutral
Bino. Furthermore, the fact that the charged lepton masses are much smaller than the
soft breaking parameters further simplifies the equations. Using these approximations, one

obtains the following simplified formulas for the decay rates. They are given by

2 2
g gRMB[ gRgB[
2 (Si[leﬁg[ vuq—i—

~

T (vgei + /wzi)] [VPMNS]sz

Xp=2% " 1672, My AMy
2
2 M3 2 2
9JRYBL «y 9BLuuMp +\27 XY M7, M7,
—COSHR[ (vde-—km)Li)—ie] [VPMNS]..) 1-— 1+2 ,
AMyp M3 ) MZ, M)%(% M)%(%
(3.4.17)
2 2
93 (. 29rMp vy 9IRYBL, .
FX%—WH? ~ 327<Sln QR[ Miv?, € + 2 My (va€i + pvy,)
2
2 M3 2 2
2 M 2 0 M M
—cosfpr {gRgBL (vaei+pvy,) — %UQRQ]) X ;(B 1-— V;/i 1+2 V2Vi ,
2M1,u Ml’UR MWi MX% MX%
(3.4.18)
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€5\ 2 M?2

92 . . 0
X9 —hov; ¥ ( sin a(cos? O — sin® Or) [Vouns]; i) My b . (3.4.19)

T % M2

The notation and derivation of these decay rates is outlined in more detail in [26]. We learn
that the approximate decay rate for the X% — hY%; has an effective coupling proportional
to %(sin a(cos? Or — sin? 03))2. In our theory, tanfr = gpr/gr is approximately equal
to one. Therefore, sinfr =~ cosfgr, which explains why this channel is subdominant in
Bino decays. Furthermore, the expressions for the decay rates of the 5(% — WJFEfE and
the X% — Z%; channels contain terms that do not depend on vy = 174 GeV/(1 + tan f3).

Therefore, we do not observe the suppression of these channels for high tan S values, as is

the case for the Wino neutralinos decays presented in [27].

Decay length

Knowing the branching ratios of the Bino LSP RPV decay channels does not offer a complete
picture of the signals that such particle decays can produce in the detector. We further need
to analyze the overall decay length L of the Bino LSP in the frame of the detector, which

we define to be

, I'= Z (FX'%%ZOV,‘ + FX%*)W:EZ;F + F)}'%Hho,/i) . (3.4.20)
=1

M=

L = ¢ is the typical decay length of the Bino. It is conventional at the LSP to divide

sparticle decay lengths into four catagories. Defining 7 = %, these are:

e Prompt decays: where finite-lifetime effects are experimentally negligible—that is, they
do not impact the efficiency of charged lepton reconstruction used by standard anal-

yses. Prompt decays satisfy: ¢r < 1 mm.

e Displaced verter decays: where a secondary Bino decay vertex may be identified via
charged particle tracking, separate from that of the initial pp interaction. Displaced

vertex decays satisfy: 1 mm < ¢r < 30 cm.
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Figure 3.33: Bino neutralino LSP decay length in millimeters, for the normal and inverted

hierarchies, summed over the three decay channels. The average decay length L = ¢ x %

decreases for larger values of M X9, We have chosen 23 = 0.597 for the normal neutrino
hierarchy and 623 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. However, the choice of #33 has no
impact on the decay length. The dashed blue line represents the 1 mm decay length, at
and below which the decays are “prompt”. Note that 1) both Figures begin at My -+ on the
left-hand side and 2) there are no points above approximately 2300 GeV. This follows from
the fact that, even though the maximum value we obtained for the Bino mass is 2792 GeV,
points higher than 2300 Gev are statistically insignificant.

o Decays within the detector: but outside the tracking apparatus, where measurements
made in the muon system may allow observation of the decay. Decays in the detector,

but outside the tracking apparatus satisfy: 30 cm < ¢7 < 10 m.

e Detector-stable decays: where the lifetime is long enough that the only detector signa-
ture of the particle is momentum imbalance, that is, “missing energy”. Detector-stable

decays satisfy: 10 m < c7.

In reality, search strategies focusing on each of these four cases overlap in sensitivity,
partly due to the probabilistic variation in lifetimes of the individual particles produced in
pp collisions. Dedicated searches for long-lived particles have recently been conducted by the
ATLAS and CMS Collaborations, searching for displaced charged-particle vertices [165,166],

displaced charged-lepton pairs [133,167], and displaced jets decaying in the ATLAS muon
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spectrometer [168]. ATLAS has also studied the complementarity of searches targeting the
production of promptly decaying, long-lived, and stable BSM particles to models predicting
a wide range of lifetimes [169]. However, the simplified categorization presented above
is sufficient for our analysis, indicating the most promising approaches for searching for
long-lived Bino LSPs in a given mass range.
Figure 6 shows that Bino neutralino LSP RPV decays are generally prompt, with the
vast majority of decay lengths found to be less than 1 mm. Therefore, the Bino decay
products may be identified in conventional collider searches without the need for specialized
experimental techniques. We observe that in the case of the inverted hierarchy, the decay
lengths are generally smaller, since the values of the RPV couplings are somewhat larger,
as explained above.

Recall that the notion of decay length used above involved a sum over all three separate
channels. It is, however, of interest to consider the decay length defined for each of the
individual decay channels separately—although we continue to sum over the three lepton

families. For example, the decay length for X'% — Z% is given by

1

L (3.4.21)

~ — ><
X070, =€ 3 T

i=1" X%~ 270y,

In Figure 3.34, the decay length for each of the three decay channels is shown separately.
Note that, for both the normal and inverted neutrino hierarchies, the X% — Z% and X% —
W*F processes have many more points with decay lengths much shorter than those of the
X % — h% decays. Since the decay rates are inversely proportional to decay length, it follows

that Bino LSP RPV decays are predominantly through the f(% — Z% and X% — WEeF

channels, consistent with the results in the previous subsection.

Lepton family production

In this subsection, we study the correlation between the electroweak boson and the lepton

family emitted in each of the possible Bino decays. For example, to quantify the probability
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Figure 3.34: Bino neutralino LSP partial decay length in millimeters, shown for the individ-
ual decay channels, for both normal and inverted hierarchies. We have chosen 623 = 0.597
for the normal neutrino hierarchy and 653 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. The choice
of #23 has no impact on the decay length. The blue dashed line denotes a decay length of
1 mm, at and below which decays are “prompt”. Note that on the x-axis 1) all Figures begin
at My« on the left-hand side and 2) there are no points above approximately 2300 GeV.
This follows from the fact that, even though the maximum value we obtained for the Bino
mass is 2792 GeV, points higher than 2300 GeV are statistically insignificant.

to observe an electron eF in the X% — W=(T process, over a muon u¥ or a tauon 77, we

compute the relative branching fraction

FX%->W¢&

(3.4.22)

BI' &0 =
XQoWEeF _ ~ ~
B o sweer T x0 wepr + U0 swars

Using this formalism, we proceed to quantify the branching ratios for each of the three
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Figure 3.35: Branching ratios into the three lepton families, for each of the three main decay
channels of a Bino neutralino LSP. The associated neutrino hierarchy and the value of 653
is specified by the color of the associated data point.

decay processes X% — WHIT, X% — Z%; and X'% — h%; into their individual lepton
families. The results are shown in Figure 3.35. We observe that the X% — WELT process
has an almost identical statistical distribution for lepton family production as does the
Wino chargino decay channel Xétv — Z9¢* presented in [27]. Additionally, note that in a
Bino neutralino decay via X% — hY%;, the decay rate, given in (3.4.19), has a dominant
term proportional to the square of [VIIMNS]Z'J'EJ" This combination leads to a branching ratio
distribution where no v; neutrino is produced in the case of an inverted hierarchy and no

Ve is produced in the case of a normal hierarchy.
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3.4.4 Bino Neutralino LSP RPV Decays with Off-Shell W*, Z° h° Bosons

In Figures 3.30a and 3.30b, we found that the mass of the Bino neutralino LSP can be as
low as a few MeV. For small enough masses, the Bino neutralino LSP can no longer decay
via the emission of an on-shell boson as shown in Figure 3.31. For example, the process
X% — W*/T is forbidden if the mass of the Bino neutralino LSP is smaller than the total
mass of the W* boson and the accompanying charged lepton. Similarly, the processes
X% — Z% and f(% — h% cannot take place for Bino neutralino LSPs lighter than the Z°
and hY bosons, respectively. However, in such cases the Bino neutralino LSP will still decay
via the RPV processes illustrated in Figure 3.36, with intermediate, off-shell W+, Z° and

hY bosons.

Calculation of off-shell decay widths

For Binos lighter than My, +, the processes displayed in Figure 3.36 are similar to the
familiar case of muon decay p — ever,,. In muon decay, because the momentum transfer is
much smaller than the W+ mass, the process may be approximated as an effective 4-point
interaction, so that the computation of the decay width becomes straightforward. One

obtains

2 2
[ 92 g2 1 1 5
1—\‘u—>e1/*euM — <\/§> (\/§> 9 % 1927T3 M‘i{t/llmu' (3423)

If that were not the case however, and the mass of the incoming muon was close enough in
magnitude to the mass of the off-shell W+ bosons, then the low-momentum approximation
would not be valid. In general, the decay rate I' is proportional to the coupling strength
associated with each vertex, in addition to some dependence on the momentum transfer
and the masses of the interacting particles. These contributions can be factorized in the

form

2 2
Tysermn, = (\%) (\%) F(my, Myt me,my,), (3.4.24)

where g2/+/2 are the couplings at the first and second vertex, and F(my,, My+, me,my, ) is

a function that only depends on the masses of the particles involved and the width of the
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Figure 3.36: RPV decays of an MX% < My« Bino neutralino X% via off-shell W+, 70

and h° bosons, each with three possible channels i = 1,2,3. The W* and Z° bosons may
decay to fermion-antifermion pairs, while bosonic decays are also possible in the case of
the Higgs. In these Figures, f’ represents a generic fermionic state, whereas f represents a
possible fermion or boson decay product.

intermediate W boson. The expression is obtained after integrating over the momenta of
the final particle states. For example, when the mass of the incoming muon is much smaller
than the width of the W* boson (4-point interaction approximation), the function F' in

(3.4.24) is given by
— 1 1 5
- 3 i4mﬂ )
2 x 1927 M,

(3.4.25)

thus explaining expression (3.4.23). Returning to our case, the incoming decaying Binos
have large masses, close in magnitude to the width of the intermediate off-shell bosons,
W=, Z9 or h?, depending on the type of decay. We therefore expect the decay widths to

factorize into expressions similar to equation (3.4.24). For example, the decay width of the
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~ ZO — .
process X% —yffis

r = G AP (Mg

2009 5o 20 < Mzgo,my,my,), (3.4.26)
B i

- z0O  _ 0,
Xg—vif f B

2 .2 2 . . .
where G o =G X9 200, +Gr X9, 700, 19 the squared RPV coupling from the Bino

A)Zol/i
decay vertex, gj% = g% + 912-‘5 is the squared coupling of the Z° boson to f,f after EW
breaking, and F_ o _ (Mgo,Myo,my,my,) is a function which only depends on the
XQ—viff B
masses of the particles involved and the width of the intermediate Z° boson. Note that
F~ z0 —
XQ—viff
because the W~ ( W) boson in the muon decay only couples to the left-handed (right-

(MX% , Mzo,mg, my,) could, in principle, differ from the function F' in (3.4.24),

handed) fermionic states, while the Z° boson in the Bino decay X% Z—U> viff couples to
both left-handed and right-handed fermionic states. However, when the masses of the final
particles are much smaller than the masses of the incoming muon or Bino and the width of
the intermediate bosons, we can drop the dependence on the masses of the final particles
from the F functions. Hence, in this limit, the functional form for the F' function for the
X'% Z—0> viff decay becomes identical to the F' function of muon decay. Furthermore, we
show that these F' functions are the same for all Bino processes of interest. That is, when

my, mp <K Mpo, Myy+, Mzo, Mo, we have

F_ o+ =F_ L, _ =F_,o _ =F (3.4.27)
XQ——vif' f XQ == ff X% —viff
with F given in (3.4.24) where the small masses m, and m,, are dropped.

For the Bino decay channels, such as in (3.4.26), analytical calculations of the F' func-
tions are non-trivial. Therefore, in this analyis, we will compute these functions numerically.
The mass dependence of the Bino decays are calculated using the MADGRAPHS5_AMC@NLO
2.6.4 Monte Carlo event generation program (MG5_AMC@NLO) [170], to leading order
accuracy in the QCD coupling constant. This is where the equality in eq. (3.4.27) becomes
useful. Standard Model particle masses and widths are configurable parameters, allowing

the kinematic dependence of Bino decay widths to be extracted from a modified calculation
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Figure 3.37: The Feynman diagram of a u® lepton decay (left) has a similar structure to
that of a Bino LSP decay (right). We use this similarity to compute the decay rates of a
Bino LSP via off-shell bosons, using the Madgraph software.

of the SM muon decay process p — eVer, shown in Figure 3.37. The particle test masses
in the MG5_AMC@NLO calculation (denoted, henceforth, as 17,,7,,, and so on) can be
set to match those of the desired process. As an example, the dependence of the decay
X% — 1,79, 79 — €e-shown in Figure 3.37b-on M X9, May be extracted by calculating the
dependence of the decay p — ever, on the u mass. Up to differences in couplings, this
is accomplished by setting fwi = I'zo, Mwi = Mo in the calculation. This method is
used to calculate the partial widths for each of the Bino decays via W=, Z9 and h° bosons,
taking into account masses for all products of the three-body decays.

Returning to the decay rate (3.4.26), we define

1 2
F(Mgo, Myo) = p zf: 9iF (Mzg, Myo), (3.4.28)
where the sum is over all possible decays of the Z° to fermion-antifermion pairs ff.
Note we dropped the dependence of F' on my, since we consider the masses of the final
states negligible. We choose to normalize F by dividing by g3, where gy is the SU(2)r

~ 0 ~ 0 —
gauge coupling. Defining the process X% z, v; to be X% z, v; f f summed over the final
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Figure 3.38: Mass functions JF (M %9, ) defined analogously to (3.4.28), after summing over

all final states from the electroweak boson decays. Each function shows the dependence
of the corresponding partial decay width on the mass of the decaying Bino LSP. Note the
rapid increase of each function as the LSP mass approaches, and then surpasses, the mass
of the associated electroweak boson. For higher LSP mass, the decay can now proceed via
an intermediate on-shell boson. For example, dF (M %9, Myyo)/dM %9, increases rapidly near

125 GeV (the mass of the h? boson). Note that it is a more dramatic effect than in the case
of the W+ and Z° bosons, due to the fact that I';;o < T+, T po.

states f and f, it follows that the associated decay rate is given by

_ 2 2 )
Py 2, = Ixyozon 927 (Mg, Moo). (3.4.29)

Similar definitions apply to decays which involve off-shell W* and h° bosons. Figure 3.38
shows the mass functions for all Bino decays, which are calculated using MG5_AMC@NLO

and were defined analagously to (3.4.28).
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Lifetime of a light Bino LSP

In this section, we study whether light Bino neutralino LSPs can RPV decay promptly
since their decays proceed only through off-shell bosons. We will compute these decay
rates, summing over the partial widths of all possible final states produced. We use the
mass functions F shown in Figure 3.38. The decay width of the Bino LSPs lighter than the
EW scale is

+Y 3T

<0 ro _
i 7 XBHViff

S f

F~0 = F~ + _ + P~ 0
X ;; X0 0 F ;; X025,
= Zgizgﬁwigfg%F(MX%a MWi) + ZQA%Z%HZOVZ'Q%F(MX%’ MZO)+
7 7

> g?zgﬁhoyi g%]—"(MX% M), (3.4.30)
7

The decay lengths of the Bino LSPs,

(3.4.31)

are calculated for both the normal and inverted hierarchy scenarios and shown in Figure
3.39. Prompt decays (L < 1mm) are possible for Bino neutralino LSP masses as low as about
50 GeV, in both the normal and the inverted hierarchy scenarios. However, such Bino LSPs
are most likely to decay with significant displacement from the production vertex, though
still within the typical LHC detector volume. Bino LSPs with masses in the range from
about 50 GeV to 20 GeV do not exhibit prompt decays, but can still decay with displaced
vertices in the detector. Bino LSPs with very low masses (roughly < 20 GeV) may be stable
on the scale of LHC detectors. Conventional “missing-energy” searches should have some
sensitivity to these models, while ambitious next-generation experiments [171] may offer
the possibility for direct detection of displaced decays.

Note that Figure 3.39 displays the decay lengths strictly for Bino LSPs lighter than M x|

which can only decay via off-shell processes. However, decays via on-shell Z° bosons become
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Figure 3.39: Bino neutralino LSP RPV decay lengths, summed over all three channels, for
Bino masses lighter than the W+ and, hence, which can only decay through an off-shell

boson. The results are in millimeters, for the normal and inverted hierarchies. The average

decay length L = ¢ x % increases for smaller values of Mgo. We have chosen 23 = 0.597

for the normal neutrino hierarchy and 6235 = 0.529 for the irllgverted hierarchy to display the
results. At and below the blue dashed line (¢7 = 1 mm), the decays are considered prompt.
The red dashed line (¢7 = 30 cm) denotes the largest decay lengths that may be measured
via displaced vertices.

forbidden even earlier; that is, for Bino LSPs lighter than M 4o. Similarly, Bino LSPs with
masses smaller than Mjo cannot decay through an on-shell Higgs bosons. Therefore, Bino
LSPs with masses in the interval between My, + and Mj,e could possibly, for example, decay
via both on-shell W bosons and off-shell Z°, h” bosons. In this region, decays via off-shell
Z9, hO bosons are strongly suppressed in general compared to the decays via the on-shell
W= bosons. The effect of this suppression is seen in Figure 3.38. For decays via the W+
boson, the red curve drops about two orders of magnitude when we move from the on-shell
region, where the mass of the incoming Bino is larger than My +, to the off-shell one, where
the mass of the incoming Bino is smaller than My, +. A similar drop in magnitude occurs in
the green line for decays via an on-shell versus an off-shell Z° boson. Even more pronounced

is the drop from the on-shell to the off-shell region, approximately four orders of magnitude,
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Figure 3.40: Bino neutralino LSP partial decay lengths in millimeters, for individual decay
channels, for both normal and inverted hierarchies.Widths are calculated for Bino masses
when all decays must proceed through intermediate off-shell bosons. We have chosen 623 =
0.597 for the normal neutrino hierarchy and 63 = 0.529 for the inverted hierarchy. At and
below the blue dashed line (¢7 = 1 mm), the decays are considered prompt. The red dashed
line (er = 30 cm) denotes the largest decay lengths that may be measured via displaced
vertices.

for the decays via a Higgs boson— the black curve in Figure 3.38. It follows that for a Bino
LSP mass above My +, but below Mo and Mo, the size of the F functions for Z°, h? are
significantly suppressed relative to F for the W*. Hence, in this mass regime, the decay
rate of the Bino LSP is dominated by decay via an on-shell W¥; the decay rates for the
off-shell Z° and, particularly, the off-shell h° being suppressed. Note that in all three cases
the transition interval from on-shell to off-shell bosons is narrow, of order ~ 10 GeV.

Considering the relatively narrow transitions between the on-shell to the off-shell regions
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for all decay channels and the strong suppression of the off-shell processes, we neglect
the off-shell decays via the Z° and h° bosons when decays via on-shell W* bosons are
possible. Figure 3.33, which takes into account only processes that occur via on-shell bosons,
provides accurate estimates for the summed decay lengths of all Binos heavier than My .
Figure 3.39, which presents the summed decay lengths for all Bino LSPs lighter than My +,

completes the decay width analysis.

Branching ratios of the Bino LSP RPV decays

For Bino LSPs masses smaller that the mass of W, there is a wide range that could lead
to visible signatures in LHC detectors— despite decaying via off-shell bosons. Therefore,
we separately analyze each of the decay channels, to determine the dominant decay modes.
To mimic the analysis undertaken in Section 2, we classify the Bino neutralino decays into
three categories, depending on which off-shell boson, W+, Z° or h°, the Bino neutralino
LSP decays into. For each category, we compute the decay rates by summing over the
three lepton families produced in the Bino decay and over all final-state particles associated
with the electroweak boson decay. For example, the partial decay length L of a Bino LSP
associated with decays through an off-shell Z° boson is
c
LX% w = g where rj{% w = ;;FX% g (3.4.32)
The results are shown in Figure 3.40. We learn that Bino LSPs lighter than My + decay
mainly via W+ and Z° bosons, with decays proceeding via off-shell Higgs being completely
negligible. It is also important to note that for Bino masses below approximately 20 GeV,
all three channels have decay lengths larger than 30 cm—that is, are longer than displaced
vertices—and, hence, are essentially stable within the ATLAS detector. This is consistent
with our previous observation from Figure 3.39.
In Figure 3.41, we analyze the branching ratios of the three main decay channels of

these light Bino LSPs. We group the light Bino LSPs into three mass bins and four tan
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Figure 3.41: Branching ratios for the three possible decay channels of a Bino neutralino
LSP divided over three mass bins and four tan S regions. We studied the viable points for
Bino LSPs with masses smaller than the mass of the W+ bosons but larger than 20 GeV.
The colored horizontal lines inside the boxes indicate the median values of the branching
fraction in each bin, the boxes indicate the interquartile range, while the dashed error bars
show the range between the maximum and the minimum values of the branching fractions.
The case percentage indicate what percentage of the physical mass spectra have tan 8 values
within the range indicated. We assumed a normal neutrino hierarchy, with 623 = 0.597.
Note that the branching ratios via an off-shell h°, while non-vanishing, are of order 103
and smaller and, hence, too small to appear in the Figure.
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bins, as we did for the heavier Bino LSPs in Figure 3.32. For consistency, we keep the same

binning for the tan 8 parameter, and choose evenly spaced mass bins

[20 GeV,40 GeV], [40 GeV,60 GeV], [60 GeV, My, +]. (3.4.33)

Note that, as discussed above, the decay lengths for Bino LSP masses below 20 GeV are
all generally very large and outside the detector. We therefore don’t consider Bino masses
smaller than 20 GeV in our analysis. We learn that Bino LSPs decay mainly via an off-
shell Z° boson independent of mass. This type of decay is usually at least four times more
probable than decays via off-shell W+ bosons. Decays via off-shell Higgs, although non-
vanishing, are significantly suppressed and thus not likely to be observed. Variations in

tan 5 do not significantly affect the Bino LSP branching fractions.

Experimental signatures of off-shell Bino LSP decays

So far, we have seen that Bino LSPs as light as 20 GeV may be detected at the LHC if
they decay via W* or Z° bosons. In this subsection, we analyze the experimental signature
of such decays in the detector. That is, we compute two sets of branching ratios: one
corresponding to the family of the lepton produced at the RPV vertex and another for the
decay products of the electroweak boson.

Note that our analysis of the Bino LSPs decays when they are lighter than the elec-
troweak vector bosons differs slightly from our approach in Section 4, where we studied the
RPV decays of the Bino LSPs heavier than the electroweak scale. In Section 4, we only
considered the vertices shown in Figure 3.31, in which the Bino decays into an on-shell
boson and a lepton via RPV couplings. The physical boson that is produced would further
decay into pairs of final states f and f. However, we did not discuss such decays, since
these standard model processes are well-known. Hence, we limited ourselves to analyzing
the statistical distributions for the families of the leptons produced at the RPV vertex only.

However, for decays via off-shell bosons, we need to consider the full diagrams shown in

Figure 3.36; that is, including the RPV vertex, the off-shell boson propagator and the vertex
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in which the final states f and f are produced. Equation (3.4.26) shows that the decay
rate for each such individual process is proportional to the RPV coupling, the g coupling
and a function F' which depends on the masses of the initial, intermediate and final states.
The final states f and f at the second vertex and the lepton produced at the first vertex
are interconnected through the function F', obtained after integrating over the momenta of
all the final and initial states. An unified treatment for the branching fractions at the first
and second vertices would be very complicated, as it would involve counting all possible
combinations of decay products at these vertices. However, in the physical regime that we
are working in, that is, for incoming Binos heavier than 20 GeV, a simplifying assumption
can be made. Because the final decay products are much lighter than the incoming Bino,
the function F' has a weak dependence on the masses of these final states. Therefore, the
two sets of branching ratios depend mainly on the value of the coupling at each vertex and
become independent of each other. We will now explain how accurate this assumption is
and what sets of branching fractions we expect at each of the two vertices.

First, we analyze the distributions of the branching ratios to different lepton families at
the RPV vertex. In Figure 3.35, we have shown the results of a similar study, but in the case
of heavy Bino LSPs that could decay via on-shell bosons. When repeating the computation
for light Bino LSPs with masses in the detectable interval from 20 GeV to My, +, we obtain
statistically identical distributions to those shown in Figure 3.35. The similarity between
the distributions in the off-shell and the on-shell regime is expected. The reason is that
when calculating the branching fractions at the RPV vertex in the off-shell decay regime
for a fixed pair of final states at the second vertex, the F' functions and the couplings at
the second vertex are divided out. The cancellation is possible because the F' functions
show no dependence on the family of the lepton produced at the first vertex. Therefore, the
generation of leptons produced at the first vertex depends on the RPV breaking parameters
¢; and vy, only, just as in the on-shell decay regime. This result is independent of the nature
of the particles f produced at the second vertex. Furthermore, the relative sizes of the RPV

breaking parameters do not depend on the Bino mass and, therefore, the branching fraction
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distributions at the first vertex are identical to those in Figure 3.35.

Secondly, we compute the expected branching ratios to different pairs of final states f
and f at the second vertex. This time, we fix the family of the lepton produced at the
first vertex. The RPV couplings from the first vertex are divided out. The F' functions
do not depend on the family of the lepton produced at the first vertex. Hence, the set of
branching ratios to final states f and f at the second vertex is independent of the nature
of the lepton at the first vertex. Note that when we computed the branching ratios at
the first vertex for a fixed pair of final states f and f, we divided out the F functions as
well, because they showed no dependence on the lepton family. However, the F' functions
depend on the heavier pair of states f and f, although weakly. If this was not the case, we
would simply recover the same branching fractions at the second vertex as those calculated
for physical W#*, Z% and h° bosons, existent in the standard model literature. Although
the effect is weak, these branching fractions at the second vertex differ from their on-shell
values, especially for the lightest Bino LSPs. As the mass M X9 of the incoming Bino is
taken to be lighter, it becomes comparable to some of the masses of the W+ and Z° decay
products. Hence, the decays to these final states f and f get more and more suppressed. To
illustrate this effect, in Tables 3.4 and 3.5 we compare the relative fractions for each of the
electroweak boson decays, for Bino LSP masses of 30 GeV and 60 GeV . For comparison,
in the columns labelled M X9 > Myo and M X9 > Mo of Tables 3.4 and 3.5 respectively,
we show the SM branching fractions calculated for on-shell Z° and A°.

For Bino LSP decays via Z° bosons, shown in Table 3.4, the partial widths corresponding
to quark-antiquark pairs are somewhat suppressed relative to the SM decays. This is most
apparent in the decays to bb, but this suppression also occurs in the widths corresponding
to charm and tau decays, but to a lesser degree. For decays via W+ bosons, all final state
particles are light enough that the impact of the Bino LSP mass on the relative branching
fractions is negligible for the considered mass range, so a dedicated Table is not presented.
Bino LSP decays via the Higgs boson are very rare, as discussed above. However, the relative

branching fractions of these processes are given in Table 3.5, to compare the importance
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Process Z° branching fractions for Z° — ff decays (in %)
Mg > Mzo | Mgy =60 GeV | Mgo =30 GeV

Z0 = eFet 3.4 3.4 3.6

70 — ptut 3.4 3.4 3.6

Z0 - 7%, 7F 3.4 3.4 3.4

A 20.0 20.3 21.3

AT 11.6 11.7 12.4

7% = ce 12.0 12.0 12.2

Z% — dd 15.6 15.8 16.6

Z9 — s5 15.6 15.8 16.6

Z0 = bb 15.1 14.3 10.3

Table 3.4: Branching fractions for decays of the virtual Z9 boson for the Z% — ff process
for several values of the X% mass. The reference values for on-shell Z° decays (M X9 > M o)

are taken from the Particle Data Group recommendations [134].

of each channel to the final result. These figures are adapted from Higgs decay widths

calculated in the CERN Yellow Report [172] for various values of the Higgs boson mass.

Experimental outlook

These findings demonstrate that the Bino LSP is a viable candidate for direct detection at
the LHC across a wide range of masses. For very low masses of the Bino LSP, the existing
search program for R-parity conserving SUSY scenarios should be sensitive to final states
with this new “detector-stable” particle. Such searches may also be sensitive in the case
of prompt Bino LSP decays to neutrinos (that is, X'% — Z% and X% — h%). Generally,
a diverse set of searches for R-parity violating decays using prompt objects should also be
pursued. In particular, maximal sensitivity could be obtained by taking advantage of the
unconventional signatures produced in Bino LSP decays, such as W¥-lepton resonances.
Finally, the calculated distribution of possible lifetimes makes it abundantly clear that
searches for displaced leptons and jets are an invaluable tool, particularly when the Bino
LSP is lighter than the W* boson.

The Bino presents an attractive candidate to the experimentalist, as it is by far the most

prevalent LSP in the space of models considered in the present analysis. As has been shown,
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Process hY branching fractions for h® — ff decays (in %)
Mgo > Myo | Mgo =60 GeV | Mgy =30 GeV

hY — bb 58.9 84.2 87.0

hY — cc 2.9 4.1 4.4

RO — 77T 6.3 8.0 6.9

RO — pFpT 0.02 0.03 0.02

R — gg 7.8 3.5 1.7

hY — WEWT 21.0 0.02 < 0.01

h — 7070 2.6 0.01 < 0.01

RO — v~y 0.23 0.07 0.01

hO — Z0~ 0.15 < 0.01 < 0.01

Table 3.5: Branching fractions for decays of the virtual Higgs boson for the A’ — ff pro-
cess for several values of the X% mass. These values are adapted from the Higgs branching
fractions presented as a function of mass, published by the CERN LHC Higgs Yellow Re-
port [172]. Decay modes which contribute < 0.01% for all values of the Bino LSP mass are
suppressed.

it may also be arbitrarily lighter than the soft SUSY breaking scale, due to cancelling con-
tributions from unrelated soft mass terms. On the other hand, pure Bino pairs cannot be
produced directly from SM particle decays, so that experimental prospects will in general
depend on the detailed spectrum of heavier SUSY particles. However, this makes the pre-
diction of a long-lived Bino LSP intriguing, as it is a process with no SM background. This
enables Bino LSP searches to be conducted without regard to the potentially complicated
mechanism responsible for their production. Hence, searches for displaced leptons and jets
(independent of other activity in the detector) present a completely orthogonal method of

probing otherwise challenging spectra of sparticle masses.

3.4.5 Conclusion

In this study, using the formalism developed in [26,41], we have shown that the Bino
neutralino is the most prevalent LSP of the B— L MSSM. An accurate approximation to its
mass formula is presented and compared to the mass formula for both Wino charginos and
Wino neutralinos, that were discussed in detail in the previous section. It is shown that,

whereas the Wino LSP masses must always exceed the W+ electroweak boson mass, the
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mass of the Bino neutralino LSP, while generically also larger than My, +, can be smaller
than this scale-although such “light” Binos are less prevalent. The mass spectrum for the
Bino neutralino LSP is displayed. We have shown, however, that for sufficient “fine-tuning”
its mass can actually become vanishly small.

We then proceed to analyze the decays channels, decay rates/lengths and branching
ratios for the RPV decays of Bino neutralino LSPs in the B — L. MSSM. This analysis,
following the above comments, naturally breaks into two different parts: a) for the Bino
neutralino mass M %9 > My« and b) for M X9 < My, +. Since the Bino neutralino mass
can be made arbitrarily small by fine-tuning, we put a lower bound of 20 GeV on its mass
for two reasons—1) since below that value the degree of fine-tuning increases dramatically
and 2) when M X0 < 20 GeV its decay length becomes very large, outside the range of the
ATLAS detector. The mass of the Bino neutralino LSP has an important impact on its
RPV decays. For M X0 > Myy+, it can always directly decay to a lepton and at least one,
and perhaps each, of the three on-shell W*, Z%nd h® bosons. In this regime, we compute
the branching ratios for each boson decay channel. The associated decay lengths are also
presented, both summing over all three decay channels and for each channel independently.
A discussion of whether the decays are “prompt”, occur as “displaced vertices” or are longer
is given. We also analyze the branching fractions for each boson channel into individual
leptons. Finally, the relationship of the decay lengths and the individual branching fractions
to the neutrino mass hierarchy—both normal and inverted, is discussed in detail.

For Bino neutralino LSPs with mass in the range [20 GeV, My, +], the RPV decays must
occur via one of three off-shell W+, Z%nd h° bosons. The analysis of decays channels,
decay rates/lengths and branching ratios for these RPV off-shell processes is much more
computationally involved. Our method of calculation is presented and used to compute
the same quantities as in the on-shell case. The fact that the intermediate bosons are off-
shell significantly lowers the decay rates—and, hence, there are fewer prompt decays in this
category, most lengths being at least displaced vertices and much larger. However, the effect

of the type of neutrino hierarchy does not greatly change from the previous analysis. The

281



branching fractions to a specific lepton at the first RPV vertex is almost unchanged from
the heavy Bino case. However, the analysis of the decay products arising from the decay
of the off-shell boson does somewhat change. The branching fractions for these decays are
analyzed separately.

We conclude that for an LSP Bino neutralino in the B — L MSSM there is, regardless of
its mass, a significant chance that its RPV decays through various specified channels can be
observed in the run 2 data at the LHC. If discovered, the theoretical predictions presented
here could be a first discovery of possible N = 1 supersymmetry in nature and, secondly,

partially validate the specific B — L MSSM theory.
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Appendix A

4D Anomaly Cancellation

Mechanism

At lowest order in string coupling, the bosonic part of the string frame Lagrangian takes

the following form [4,60]

1 1
Shet = =5 e_%[R+4M¢A*¢—1¥A*H
2Ki0 J Muo 2 (A.0.1)
o 0.
— 72& e_2¢tr(.7-"1 A\ *fl) + e_2¢tr(.7:2 AN *fg) .
2’%10 4 Mo

In the above action, ¢ is the 10D dilaton, F; = dA; — iA; A Ay is the field strength on the
observable sector, Fo = dAs — iAs A Ay is the field strength on the hidden sector and H is

the heterotic three-form strength

/

H:dﬂm—%ﬂwM—wm. (A.0.2)

B® is the Kalb-Ramond two-form. wy s and wy, are the Chern-Simons three-forms defined

in terms of the gauge potentials Ay, Ay and the spin connection €2 by

dwyyr = trF? + trFs |
(A.0.3)

dwy, = trR? .

284



From the kinetic term of the three-form H in (A.0.1), that is

1
Skin = — 5 / e 200 A xH | (A.0.4)
4"{10 Mio
we obtain
1
Skin = — 5 e=2?104B? A xdB®)
K10 J M
o 10 ) (A.0.5)
+ (trF? + trF2 —trR?) A BO) + 0('%) .
8k? 1 2
10 Y Maio
To obtain the result above we have used integration by parts and the duality
dB©) = ¢7%? 41, dB?) | (A.0.6)

which relates the Kalb-Ramond two form B®) to a six-form B(©).

Let us now assume that on the 6D compactification manifold of each sector we turn on
a bundle with structure group G(®, o = 1, 2, such that the unbroken gauge group in 4D is
H(®_ We can then write the ten-dimensional gauge field strengths F¢, as F& = F* + F©,
where F'® is the external four dimensional part taking values in the low energy gauge
group H® and F® denotes the internal six-dimensional part, which takes values in the
structure group G(® of the bundle. We do a similar decomposition for the gauge potentials
A% = A%+ A%, In the present work, we turn on a non-abelian bundle G on the observable
sector, leading to a low energy group H®) in four dimensions. However, on the hidden
sector, we turn on a G® bundle which contains a U(1) sub-bundle. Note that there is a
U(1) factor in both the internal structure group of the hidden sector bundle, and in its
effective theory. This type of U(1) factor leads to an anomaly in the effective theory which
is canceled via the four dimensional equivalent of the well-known ten dimensional Green-
Schwarz mechanism [59]. Such a U(1) is called an “anomalous” U(1) [60,65,173,174]. We
denote by f the U(1) field strength associated to the U(1) gauge connection from the low

energy theory on the hidden sector, and by f the internal U(1) field strength.
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Now note that the second term in (A.0.5) can be expressed as

/

8% /M (trF? + trF2 — trR?) A B©)
10
v 10 . ) ) i
= / (trFE + trF2 + 2te(F Fy) + trFy + trFg + 2tr(FFy) — trR?) A BO) |
10 Y Mio

(A.0.7)

On the observable sector tr(F)F;) vanishes, because the non-abelian group G and its
commutant do not share any generators of Eg. On the other hand, on the hidden sector,

because of the presence of the “anomalous” U(1), we get

tr(FoFy) = (tr Q*) fAfF#A0=4daf A f, (A.0.8)

where ) is the Eg generator that the U(1) bundle and the low energy U(1) connection

share. Keeping this cross-term only, we then find

1
Skin = ——5— e 2P0 A xH
4“%0 M
) 10 , (A.0.9)
—— e~29104B® A 4xdB®) + / 8a(fAf)ABO .
4'%10 Mo 8'%10 Mo

We will consider the compactification manifold is a Calabi-Yau (CY) threefold X. For
the purpose of reducing from 10D to 4D, by integrating over the Calabi-Yau X, it is conve-
nient to use a basis of Kihler (1,1)-forms w;, i = 1,..., k%! and their Hodge duals &' such
that

/sz- AT =6 (A.0.10)

Following [66] (see also [6,175]) we reduce the first term in the sum shown in (A.0.9) from
10D to 4D leads to the kinetic terms of the dilaton axion ¢ and of the Kihler axions x?,
given by

Skin D —/ (gsg do N\ xado + 4g;‘gdxi /\*4dX5> , (A.O.ll)
My
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where

T dijit" dijit"t! djmnt™ t" (A.0.12)
=Ty 2 :
gdijkﬂt]tk (g) (dijititith)?

are the dilaton and Kéahler moduli metrics, respectively.
Furthermore, dimensionally reducing the second term in the sum in (A.0.9) leads to a
coupling between the Kéhler axions and the U(1) gauge field A*, given by

Z

Skin C / Sacger ngjc’i (L)ANdx4 A . (A.0.13)
My

Note that this coupling cannot exist unless the hidden sector contains an anomalous U (1).
In the following, we will show that we can also find a coupling between the dilaton axion
o and the U(1) vector field in 4D, which, however, has a different origin inside the 10D
theory.

It is well known that the heterotic 10D theory exhibits gravitational, gauge and mixed
gauge-gravitational anomalies resulting from anomalous hexagon diagrams at one-loop in
string perturbation theory. Non-factorisable anomalies vanish by themselves and the factor-
izable ones are canceled by adding a one-loop counter term. The Green-Schwarz anomaly

canceling one-loop counter term is given by

1

2
B B? A Xg | (A.0.14)

Sas =

where the eight-form Xg defined as

1
- Z(tr}_f)(tr}";) (A.0.15)
1 1 1 o

— g(tr}"f + trF2)(trR?) + gtrR‘* + 3—2(trR2)2 :

1 1
X3 Zz(tr}?)Z + Z(tr]—'%)Z

As shown in [50], splitting further each field strength into its internal and low-energy parts,
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one can find that the Green-Schwarz term contains a term of the type

2
1 _ 1 _ 1 -
E —_— B® FoF) | —— F? — —trR? A.0.1
SGS : a=1 4(271')30/ //\/110 /\tr( ) |:4(27T)2 (tr “ ZtrR ’ ( ! 6)

where the sum runs over the observable and the hidden sectors. We have already explained
that for our observable sector, tr(F} F}) vanishes, while on the hidden sector, which contains

an anomalous U (1) symmetry, tr(FyF5) = 4a(f A f). Then, (A.0.16) becomes

1 - 1 _ 1
— 4aB® — (trF? — ZtrR? A.0.1
Sas D 12n)a /Mm aB¥Y N fAf [4(2%)2 <tr 5 2trR >] , (A.0.17)

Reducing (A.0.16) from 10D to 4D by integrating over the Calabi-Yau X, we find a term

which couples the dilaton axion to the U(1) gauge field in 4D:
Sas D / 2943 rackehfioct (L) ANd*g A, i=1,...,hh, (A.0.18)
My

where 3' are the integer charges on the hidden sector under consideration

- 1 1 o 1 -5 .
Bi = 1 10202 /X (trF2 — 2trR > Awj . (A.0.19)

The coupling between the dilaton axion and the U(1) gauge field appears at one-loop in
string theory, when the term responsible for the cancellation of the hexagonal diagrams in
the Eg x Eg heterotic theory is included.

Combining (A.0.11) and (A.0.18), we find the following action for the dilaton axion

Sy = —/ 955 do N xado +/ 955 2maesenBioci (L) Adxy A
. N (A.0.20)

= [ ey ass [-0u000 + 2rackirio0,4")]
4
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whereas for the Kéhler axions, after we combine (A.0.11) and (A.0.13), we get

Sy = —/ 495 dx' A *4al><3 + / SaESG% g% Xic{(L) ANdxg A

M Me ) (A.0.21)

:/ d*z/—g 495 [—(%xiﬁ“xj + 2aegelein(8“A“)] :
My

The couplings of the axions o, x* to the anomalous U(1) gauge field in the effective theory
induces transformation laws for these axions under the U(1) symmetry.

Equations (A.0.20) and (A.0.21) have the generic form

Sp= [ o= [~au0ur" 0" - 20uQ" (0,4
Ma (A.0.22)

= /M d*zv/—g [—gab%p”@“pb+29abQ“(0upb)A”} :
4

where the index a runs over the dilaton and the h''! Kihler moduli, thatisa = S, T, ..., Th".
We have used integration by parts to obtain the second line. The coefficients Q% can be read
off from (A.0.20) and (A.0.21). They depend on the coupling parameters eg and ez which,
generically, depend on the values of the moduli. However, when evaluating these coefficients
in our context, the values of the moduli are assumed fixed at a specified supersymmetric
vacuum. Therefore, within our context, the coupling coefficients €g, €z and, hence, Q% are
non-dynamical fields and can be considered to be constants. Similarly, we assumed that the
moduli space metric g,; is fixed at the vacuum; that is, g,; = (g,;). Perturbations of the
metric around the vacuum are neglected in this analysis. It can be also be shown that higher
order contributions (O(’)) lead to terms of the type —Q2A*A,, for a = S, T, ... Th

see discussions in [2,66]. These can be added to the generic action in (A.0.22) to obtain

Sp = d4$\/jg [_(aypa)2 + QQa(a,upa)A“ - QEAHA/L]
Ma (A.0.23)
= - /M d4$\/?g [aupa - QQAM]Q .

If the anomalous U(1) symmetry of the low energy theory is gauged and the gauge vector
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field A* transforms as

AP = AF 4 919 (A.0.24)

then it can be shown that the action S, is gauge invariant only if the scalar fields p®
transform as

Pt = P+ Q0 . (A.0.25)

In the transformations above, § = 6(x) is an arbitrary gauge parameter. Comparing the
generic case shown in equation (A.0.22), to the actions (A.0.20) and (A.0.21), involving the
dilaton axion the and Kahler axions respectively, we learn that the axions in our low energy

theory have the following transformations under the anomalous U(1):

c—o+Q%, Q= —mze%e%ﬁili ,
(A.0.26)
X' = X'+ Q0, Q' =—rmaeseRl', i=1,...,h"".
These set of axions represent the imaginary components of the dilaton moduli S and

the Kahler moduli T'. As shown in Section 2, the expressions for these fields in the presence

of five-branes are

/1 2 .
S =V + megW;t" <2 + /\> +1 [J + 27regWinz2] ,

(A.0.27)
T =t'4+2ix', i=1,...,ht",

where W; and \; specify properties of the internal five-brane. Hence, the S and T° moduli

have the following transformations under U(1):

605 = iQ"0 + 2iTesQ'W;2%0 = kg0,
‘ ‘ . (A.0.28)
6T = 2iQ9=kb0, i=1,... At
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where we have defined

ks = iQ" + 2iegQ'W;22
1 ) )
= —2inaeich <2,81N+1l1 + Wil122> (A.0.29)
kr = 2iQ° = —2iaesel’, i=1,...,ht.

Note that the five-brane modulus,
7 = Wit'z + 2iW;(—n'v + x'2) , (A.0.30)

contains the Kahler axions in the definition of its imaginary component. Therefore, the

five-brane modulus transforms inhomogenously under under U(1) as well,
807 = 2iW;2Q°0 = k0 | (A.0.31)

where we defined

ky = 2iW;2Q" = —2iaegezWil'z . (A.0.32)

Hence, we have obtained the inhomogenous gauge transformations of the S, 7% and Z

moduli fields, and defined them in terms of the Killing vectors kg, k% and kz.
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Appendix B

D-term Stabilization Mechanism -

(General Formalism

The 4D effective theory of our heterotic M-theory vacua contains a set of moduli fields;
specifically, the dilaton, A" Kihler moduli, as well as a number the complex structure
moduli. However, it has been shown in [83,84] that the complex structure moduli can be
stabilized at the compactication scale for certain CY types. We assume this to be the case,
such that the complex structure moduli are absent from the low energy theory. In addition
to the moduli, we assume that the hidden sector contributes a set of massless matter fields
CLl, L =1,...,N to the effective theory. We assume that the gauge group of the hidden
sector contains a U(1) factor of the “anomalous” type. Both types of fields, namely moduli
and matter multiplets, transform under this Abelian symmetry. The matter fields C* are
charged under this U(1), with charges Q”, and transform homogeneously. . Furthermore,
as shown in Appendix A, the Kihler moduli 7% transform inhomogenously under this U(1),
through a tree-level string coupling, while the dilaton transforms inhomogenously as well,
but though a coupling which originates at genus-one. We neglect the fields from the ob-
servable sector in this analysis, because they do not transform under the anomalous U(1)
Symimetry.

The Lagrangian of the hidden sector is determined by a Kéhler potential K (S, S, T, T,iC’L, C_’Z),
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holomorphic gauge kinetic function f»(S,T?), which depends non-trivially on the moduli
fields S and T%, and a holomorphic superpotential W, which, at perturbative level, does
not depend on the moduli fields. This Lagrangian is invariant under the inhomogenous
transformations of the moduli fields S and 7%, as well as the homogenous transformations
of the matter fields C*. The effective theories we are interested in are best analyzed using
the formalism of the non-linear N = 1 SUSY o—model; see, for example, the analysis shown
in [61].

The role of this Appendix is to outline the generic characteristics of this formalism,
for a set of chiral superfields which transform under an anamolous U(1) symmetry. We
will consider a set of N complex chiral superfields Z4, with scalar, fermionic and auxiliary
field components (24,94, F4), coupled to the same U(1) gauge supermultiplet. We will
formulate the F-term and D-term stabilization conditions and, hence, show that, in general,
the D-term stabilization mechanism can lead to non-zero VEVs for the scalar components
and, consequently, to the formation of a massive U(1) vector superfield.

We begin our general analysis by assuming a Ké&hler potential K(z,Z) and a Ké&hler

metric

9aB = aA(?BK(Z, Z) s (BOI)

which has a Lie group of symmetries generated by holomorphic Killing vectors. Under
these symmetries, the components of the chiral multiplets have the following infinitesimal

transformations [61,67]:

62 = KA(2)0

ak
5o a(g w59 (B.0.2)
A OkA(2) g, 10%k(2)* Bt o
%F _8273F o= 282382077[) Vo

The vectors k(z), k(%) are related to real scalar moment map P(z, z), such as
kA = —igABé?BP(z, zZ), A = —igAéﬁAP(z, Z) . (B.0.3)
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Inverting the expressions above we get
P(Z,7) = ik OsK (2, 2) = —ik 01K (2, 7) . (B.0.4)

In the following we will show that the D-term flatness condition is naturally expressed in
terms of this moment map.

As we promote this Killing symmetry to a gauge symmetry, with parameter § — 6(x),
we introduce a U(1) gauge supermultiplet (A, A\, D) with gauge coupling constant g. The
next step is to define covariant derivatives for the fields in the N chiral multiplets Z4 =

(ZA7 /I)Z)A7 FA)’

DHZA = auzA — A“kA ,

D24 = 9,2 — Ak (B.0.5)
kA
Db = 98 — Auﬁw’? .

These covariant derivatives are used to build a Lagrangian with N chiral superfields Z4,

which is invariant under the gauged anomalous U(1) symmetry. The result is

5 5 1 ) -
LD —gapDuz"DF2P —ig, g PyPT — ?/\%\T - ngFWF“ + V29,45 AT

- (B.0.6)
_ ABIW OV

azAﬁ”'7 A,B:17...,N.

— 5 1
+V2g,45k" Mpt — 9P
The coupling g = g(z) is the U(1) gauge coupling. It can be expressed in terms of the

holomorphic gauge kinetic function f(z) as

1
g%(2)

= Ref(z) . (B.0.7)

The scalar potential contains a D-term potential Vp, defined in terms of the real moment

maps and an F-term potential Vg, defined in terms of the superpotential W(Z).

A5 OW OW

1 22
Vo Ve =00 P+ 9 5 A 508 -

(B.0.8)
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Unbroken supersymmetry requires both D-term and F-term potentials to vanish. These
requirements are also called the D-flatness and F-flatness conditions. More explicitly, in a
supersymmetric vacuum

ow

(P)=0, (53)=0, A=1...N. (B.0.9)

In general, these conditions alone do not fix all the VEVs of the scalar fields z of the
system. They do, however, restrict the possible range that the VEVs of the scalar fields z4

can obtain. The D-flatness condition can be written
(P) = (k*(2)04K(2,2)) = 0. (B.0.10)

The condition above does not lead to particularly interesting effects if the effective the-
ory contains only chiral fields which transform homogeneously under the U(1) symmetry.

A and hence, the D-term potential always vanishes

Indeed, when this is the case, k4 ~ z
when the values of the scalar fields are equal to zero. Such scalars would not aquire non-zero
VEVs. On the other hand, if the theory contains fields which transform inhomogenously
under the U(1) symmetry, the D-flatness condition can lead to non-trivial VEVs of the
scalar fields.

Let us assume that among the fields 2 we find some which do transform inhomogenously
under U(1). In the following we will prove that in a D-flat, non-trivial vacuum, a massive
vector supermultiplet is always produced. To display this process, we expand the scalar
fields around the vacuum 24 = (z4) 4+ §24. Note that fixing the VEVs (24) results in fixing

an expectation value for the z-dependent Killing vectors, as well as for the z-dependent

Kahler metric g45 and the gauge coupling g. We use the notation

(B.0.11)
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which means that the metric and the Killing vectors are evaluated in the vacuum delimited
by the D-flatness condition.

In N = 1 SUSY, the massive vector multiplet has one spin-0 component, two spin—%
components and one spin-1 component [67,176]. More specifically, these components are: a
real scalar, a massive vector boson and a Dirac fermion. Next, we will attempt to identify

the origin of each of these elements.

e Massive real scalar ¢:

Expanding around the (assumed non-trivial) vacuum defined in (B.0.10) we get:

P

P

ﬁﬁizg . (B.0.12)

Now, inverting the equations from (B.0.4) we find
0P =ik’ g 5. O0aP =—ikPg,p . (B.0.13)
and therefore, we express the perturbation of the moment map as
§P = ilkP g 50627 — i(kAg,45)62° = =21/ (guzkAkB)¢ . (B.0.14)

In the expression above, we defined a scalar field ¢, as

, §z8 - 524
ik gap)—— — ik gap) =
¢ = 2 2 (B.0.15)
<9AB]€AEB>

Hence, we found that as we expand around the vacuum, we obtain the following

expression for the potential energy
1 1 1 — 5
£5 256"} P) — (A (P) + 6P = L (¢?)0P? = ~2(gg5k*E7)6 . (B.0.16)

which is a mass term for the real scalar ¢. The field ¢ has a canonically normalized
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kinetic term in the Lagrangian. To prove it, it is best to rotate the basis of scalar per-
turbations {024} into a new basis of scalars {£4}, which have canonically normalized
kinetic energy. We interpret the fields €4, A = 1,..., N to be the true mass eigen-
states of the system. However, in the vacuum defined by the D-flatness condition,
only one such eigenstate, which we denote by &', becomes massive. The rest of the

scalars €4, A =2,..., N fields remain massless.

The two sets of fields, {¢4} and {024}, A = 1,..., N, are related by the rotation

matrix U, such that

A= [URsE e = (U] AsER
i o (B.0.17)
0 = [UNgeP ozt = (U pEl

We demand that after the rotation, the fields £ have canonically normalized kinetic

energy and therefore
(9.45)0u02" 062" = (g ) [U AU 150, 0"EP = 6050, 0" €7, (B.0.18)
which is possible only if

(9ap UG 1E = dcp - (B.0.19)

The condition shown above is not enough by itself to determine all the elements of

the rotation matrix. One possible ansatz for the rotation matrix [ _l]g, which solves
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(B.0.19), is

e 4} Uy
V{94pkAkP) \/<9ABUQA%E> o \/(gABuﬁﬂﬁ)
(k2) u} uk
[U_l]é — \/(gABkAkB> \/<9ABU'§L&2B> \/<9ABUJIL\"E£) = (E y U2, -y ul) )
(k) uf uy
V0gask k) \[igapupal) V0gapuiag)
(B.0.20)
The matrix can be expressed as a set of column vectors (k,u,), n = 2,...,N, as

shown above (note that we considered uy = k). After solving the D-flatness condition
shown in (B.0.10), we can fix the vector k of the matrix only. The reason for this
ansatz, as well as the physical implications that follow, will become apparent later.
The rest of the column vectors in this matrix, u,, n = 2,..., N cannot be completely
determined in the absence of yet another vacuum stabilization potential in the theory.
They not are not entirely unconstrained, though. They are orthogonal to the vector
k. To prove this, we write condition (B.0.19) in terms of the elements of the matrix

shown above and obtain
(gapk™al =61, =0 for ne2,...,N]. (B.0.21)

The index n runs over the subscript of the column vectors (@ Y ey ﬂ) We introduce
the tensor product (g,5k?) = (g - k)5, which defines the contravariant vector (g - k),

and write

(gapk™)ul = (g- k) gl = (g- k) -1 = b1 . (B.0.22)

Note that we have introduced the dot product between the vectors (g - k) and %,. The
expression in (B.0.22) represents a set of N —1 equations that express the orthogonality
between each of the NV —1 column vectors u,, n = 2,..., N and the vector k. This set

of orthogonality relations is not the only one we obtain; remember that we demand

that all the N fields €4 have canonically normalized kinetic terms; that is, condition

298



(B.0.19) constraints the set of vectors uy,, n = 2,..., N to be orthogonal to each other

and have unit length:

=(g-up) Un=0pm=1 if n=m, for n,mel[2,...,N].
=(9-Up) Un=0pm=0 if n#m, for n,mel2,...,N].

(B.0.23)

We have defined the tensor product g,zus = (g-un)p, which defines the N — 1

contravariant vectors (g - uy).

The total number of undetermined matrix entries within the set of N — 1 column
vectors Uy, n = 2,...,N is N —1x N. We have shown that these parameters are not
completely independent, however. The orthogonality constraints significantly reduces
the number of degrees of freedom of the system. N — 1 constraints arise because
these N — 1 column vectors have unit length (Ju,|= 1). The requirement that these
N — 1 column vectors are orthogonal to each other, as well as to the fixed direction
k introduces another set of %N (N — 1) constraints. Therefore, the real number of
independent free parameters, “hidden” in the matrix (B.0.20) is actually equal to
Nuot = (N = )N = (N = 1) = Z(N ~1)
- %(N— (N —2).

(B.0.24)

The inverse matrix U can be inferred from the condition UU ! = 1y, together with

the orthogonality requirement shown in (B.0.21) and (B.0.23):

<91A15AZ _ <92A15AZ _ . {gn k) _
V{9ask EB)  V/(9apkAkP) V{(gask kD) g-k
(911@@5‘) _ (QQAﬂ§4> _ » <9N§ﬁ§4> _ _
[U]‘g — \/<9AB“§4712B> \/<9ABué4ﬁ2B> Y (9apus'ud) = g v (B.0.25)
(915ﬂ£> _ (92Aﬂ§> _ <9NA71§>7 g-uN
Vigasusgal)  \/lgapupal) (9.4 5us a)
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As shown above, we can write this matrix as a set of row vectors g -k, g - up, for
n =2,..., N, which were first encountered in the orthogonality relations (B.0.22) and
(B.0.23). As mentioned previously, the U matrix combines the set of N scalar linear
perturbations around the vacuum, dz4, into a set of N physical states, £&4. However,
the D-flatness condition shown in (B.0.10) determines only the first row of this matrix

and hence, we can determine exactly one physical state:

(B.0.26)

It is now time to reveal why we have chosen the ansatz shown in eq. (B.0.25) and
(B.0.20) for the matrix U and its inverse, respectively. Let us first split the field ¢!
into its real and imaginary parts. Using the definition of ¢!, one can then check that

we can find the following expression

ozB N P

<9ABI€A>T + <gABkB>T

Re¢! = ;
<9AB]€AI<?B>
- B.0.27)

, 628 _n 024 (

i <<9ABkA>2 - (9ABkB>2>
Ime! =

<9ABk'Ak’B>

We have recovered the field ¢ = Im¢!, first defined in eq. (B.0.15), which repre-
sents the direction in which we develop the quadratic potential shown in (B.0.16).
This quadratic potential is responsible for stabilizing the theory to a supersymmetric

vacuuiml.

Note that both fields ¢ and n have canonically normalized kinetic terms, that is
LD -0, = —9,0"p — 0undtn . (B.0.28)
Combining the kinetic terms of the scalars with the quadratic potential shown in
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(B.0.16) it follows that
LD —8,60"¢ — 0mdFn — 0,640 E — 2(g%g 1 gk kP)6® . A=2,...,N . (B.0.29)

We see that the D-term potential produced a mass term for the scalar ¢,

my = \/2(g%gapk kP) (B.0.30)

while the other N —1 scalars £4 remained massless. After it aquires a mass, ¢ becomes

the real scalar component of a supersymmetric massive vector multiplet.

The real part of ¢, which we denote n = Reé! also plays an important role in the
theory. In the next part we will show that 7 is the Goldstone scalar which becomes
the longitudinal degree of freedom of the massive vector boson A*. All other N — 1
states €4, remain undetermined. We know, however, that they must be orthogonal
to the direction in which we develop a potential, and hence, they remain as flat
directions in the theory. The role played by the matrix U and its inverse, therefore,
is to project the field perturbations around the supersymmetic vacuum into these NV

physical eigenstates £4.

Massive vector boson A*:

From the covariant derivative of the scalar field we get a mass term for the vector

boson
L C—gupDuzDlzP = — g, 5D () + 621DH((2P) + 627)
= —450.0220%027 1+ g, 5((k4)0,027 + (KP)0,6:Y) Ay — (g4 5k KT) A4 A,

= —gap0622 0678 + 24/ (gugkARB)O,mA" — (gapk kB AP A, .

(B.0.31)
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We combined the terms linear in 8M(52A, 8M52A into the field

<gABkA>T + (g45k")
n= : (B.0.32)

<9AB’<3AEB>

2

which we first encountered in eq. (B.0.27). We can now write (B.0.31) in the form

Lc- QABDALZADMEB =
=+ 00" + 2/ {94k kP) O A — (g,pk" KP) A" A,
B 5 . (B.0.33)
== {gaph Py [ A, - ——L— | | A - 8—777
(94Bk"EP) (945K K")

In the above expression, we have used the “unitary gauge” to define the field

Al = A, - __Om (B.0.34)
<9ABk‘AZ?B>

We found that after the scalar fields 2% aquire VEVs, 9,1/1/(94554kB) becomes the
longitudinal component of a now massive vector field AL. The field n plays the role

of a Goldstone boson “eaten” by the vector boson.

Including the kinetic energy term of the vector boson we have

1 o
LD =5 FuF" — (gapk?kB)A, A"
¢ ) ~ (B.0.3D)
= g P F" — apk RO ALY = mly = 20k R)

Note that we have dropped the prime on Ay, for simplicity. The dots represent higher
order interaction terms obtained after expanding the gauge kinetic function around

its fixed value in the vacuum.
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e Massive Dirac fermions W:

The Lagrangian shown in (B.0.6) contains cross couplings between the gaugino A and
the fermions ¢4. After the fields 24 obtain VEVs, these couplings mix the gaugino

with the chiral fermions into a new mass eigenstate. We have

£ € V2ga5) (KNP + V2g,5) ()X =\/2(g,5kARP) (TN + M)
2(g%9 15k ) T

(B.0.36)

To obtain the last expression, we had to define:

AT/ {g) L {gagkB)pA ol = QABkA’¢B

) 11 & — — ¢
Ve (9apkAKB) V&S gABkAkB

We learned that when we evaluate the cross couplings in the newly defined vacuum,

(B.0.37)

a single linear combination of fermions, called 1/1%, combines with the existing gaugino
to form a massive Dirac spinor, Examining eq. (B.0.37), we learn that the state 1/)% is
a linear combination of the N fermions ¢4. Note that we can use the same rotation

matrix U, defined for the scalars, to express this linear combination.
¢ =[Ulhst, v =[Ulhet. (B.0.38)

What this shows is that the fermion eigenstate @ZJ% corresponds to the scalar eigenstate
¢! They belong in the same chiral supermultiplet (& L wfl) This chiral supermultiplet
becomes massive after the system is stabilized into a supersymmetric vacuum, but is
absorbed into a massive vector multiplet. The imaginary component of £!, ¢, becomes
the real scalar component of this vector multiplet. We have also shown that 7, the real
component of &', becomes the longitudinal degree of freedom of the massive vector
boson A,. We are left to discuss the fermionic component of this vector multiplet,

and show that it has the same mass as the field ¢, a direct consequence of unbroken
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supersymmetry.

We found a mass term for a Dirac fermion W: {/2(g2g,5k4kB)U¥. To determine the

mass of U, we have to ensure its kinetic energy is canonically normalized. We have

already seen that the fields ¢! and 1/)% are defined with the same rotation matrix U.

In fact, we form other N — 1 chiral multiplets with the same rotation matrix. These

eigenstates, however, pair into massless multiplets (§4,%a¢), i = 2,...,N. We write
A=[UpeL, A=2,... N,

(B.0.39)
Y = Uy, B=1,---,N.

In terms of the new fermion eigenstates, the kinetic term of the chiral fermionic fields

" becomes
—igapt PU1P — —ig U AU U Bul” = —idepufdul” ,  (B.0.40)

where we made use of the property of the matrix U~! of diagonalizing the metric,
as shown in (B.0.19). We learn that the massive field 1/1%, as well as the massless
fermions 1/1?, for A =2,..., N have canonically normalized kinetic terms, which was
to be expected. We can therefore write the following Lagrangian for the fermions

(neglecting interactions)

; — T
L5~ il — ibachil! — 52 + \2920.45KEP) (wyjm + wg@)

= iUV — ipacdU) T+ \/2(g2g4pk RP)OT | A=2, . N

(B.0.41)

A/{g)

This is the equation of motion for a Dirac fermion of the form ¥ = , with

(8

mass My = 1/2(g2945kkB), and N — 1 massless Weyl spinors \II?.
In conclusion, we found that after we fix the a linear combination of the VEVs of the
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scalar fields 2z to obtain a supersymmetric vacuum, we obtain a massive vector multiplet,

containing a real scalar, a massive vector boson and a Dirac fermion. That is,

(¢, A, ¥) (B.0.42)

The real scalar and the fermions are linear combinations of fields which receive mass terms

after we fix the VEVs of the scalars and expand around the vacuum:

5zB - 524
(k%45 —i(kPg,p)—
. < gAB> 9 < 9AB> 9 (B.0.43)
(9a5kAKD)

All components of the massive vector multiplet have the same mass,

ma = My = mg = \/2(g>g 1 gkkB) | (B.0.44)

as expected, since we fixed the vacuum to be supersymmetric, with Vp = 0.

Furthermore, we found that the effective theory contains another N — 1 massless chi-
ral multiplets (¢4,44), for A = 2,---N. These chiral components are given by the linear
combinations given in (B.0.39). The scalar components é4, A = 2,..., N are linear com-
binations of the scalar perturbations around the vacuum, which, however, receive no mass
terms. A D-term potential develops in the direction of the &4 scalar only, while the rest of
the states €4, A =2,..., N, which are orthogonal to it, remain flat.

Having computed all the mass eigenstates after the D-term stabilization, we are ready
to express the complete Lagrangian of the low-energy theory. We find

1

gzt

m3 A, AP

LD —0,00"p — mip” + VPV + My V¥ — Qé%

N N
_ZaugAaﬂgA—Zi%DAgalbsAT—i—..., A=2--- N.

A=2 A=2

(B.0.45)

We have omitted the interaction terms. The masses my, My and m 4 are equal, as shown

in eq. (B.0.44). The vector boson is defined in the "unitary” gauge.
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Appendix C

Kahler metrics

The complete Kéhler potential for the S, T?, Z and C* fields is given by

K = KS + KT + Kmatter 5 (COI)
where
Z+7)*
Ks=—-r’In(S+85—-= <7
ST n( * W(T“rTl)) ’
Kr = —k;%In <418dijk(Ti + TH(T? + T9)(T* + Tk)> : (C.0.2)
Katter = GHEKT/?)QLMCLCM .
The first derivatives of the Kéhler potential with respect to S, T%, Z and CL are
0K 0K 1 1
as ass 2 G e, (23227 \ 252V (C0.3)
] (5+5 - Sesntitm) 2
16 W'L(Z“FZ) 2
0K OKp 255 (W (1 +T9))? k20K esifr/3 I ~it
= — : C C (C.0.4)
ort 91" (S +68 - T¢ (Z+2)? ) o1 3
& 2S5 W (T7+19)
dijra’a® 1 oo digrala® erikT/3 L AN
= - — W' — — 7C7C C.0.5
w3V Ay arvs 3 THM ’ (€.03)
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(Z+2)
= Tes® (C.0.6)

3K aKS 7T€S W (T7'+T7')
8z~ oz (Z+2) 2KV
(S + S — 765%) K/4

8[( Kma er ~
_ imane = erikT3g oM (C.0.7)

ocL — ocy

The second derivatives of the Kahler potential with respect to S, T%, Z and C* are

0PK 1
gSS = — — 3
0S50S &

K3 (s +5— gesiwi(@@m)

T _ (z+2)?

915 = Friag =
aTi03 . 2
w3 (S+8 - sesmais )

1 Ay 94
WWESZ w s (C08)
Z+7
Gy — K mes Wk((T—:-i-;:k)
78 = c =~ -
0Z0S & 2 \2
/@21 (S + S — 5%‘%)

| mEsz
C 4R3V2
L (Z+z) (Z+Z) T (ZJrZ)2
Zz+2)2 \?
),

0?K
ooz (S +5 - ges W((Z;“?T‘“J (S +5 = s T
TesW;z er?gl/Viz
4K2V (W)tk) 8K3V2
- 0’K
I = ot

9riz

9

(Z+Z) 2 2 W, (Z+2)°

+ o (Z+2)? )2

PKr
(2+2)* x
)) W (545 — Fes it

mesW;W;
_ PKr | i
Ti Tj Q us
oT*oTI 2 (s +8 - Besp
(C.0.9)

2 2 KkIKT/3 _
KkiOKT K{OKp eMaiT LAl
oT:  9TI g 9m¢C
1 dz ik 2 ,‘62KT/3 .
- ]Aka’ a e gLMCLCM ,
3 \4RV?2/3 3

292 K2K7/3 _
K)48 KTe 48T L A~AM
— 7C7C
oreTs 3 I *
o WESWinZ’Z WQG%WinZ4 2T
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e 1 e (ZH+2) (Z+2)
P 0K S Wi (TF+TF) n SWy (TF+TF) " €S W (TF+TF)
z7zZ — 2
0207 (Z+Z2) Z+Z
K (545 - Fesmtm) w2 (5+5 - Seslilm)
_ Tes 1 n 726%22
463V Witk 4/@2V2
oL = —— = C’
et = gripct 3 oT I
_ dijkajak K2Kr /3.4 _ AM
“gyest GO
O’K S
oron =~ pigem < G
In the above, we have defined
r_ OPKr dijith N digit*t djp t " (C.0.10)
1‘64(5) Imn bt 5421 (3) (dlmntltmtn)Q
Of course, we also have
9sti =915 5 957 =975 5 9z7 =9riz » and  go, 7 = Gt - (C.0.11)
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Appendix D

Root Diagrams

We follow the Dynkin convention for labelling the simple roots of eg, in agreement with
the Mathematica package LieART [76,77] which we used in many of the line bundle vector
calculations. In particular, we number the nodes of the Dynkin diagram as in Figure D.1.
We mostly work in the “orthogonal basis” {e,} with a = 1,...,8 (see [76] for more details),
where the components of the root vectors are given with respect to an orthogonal basis.
In particular, the line bundle vectors V; and roots r in the main text are expressed in the

orthogonal basis. The eight simple roots oy = afe, of eg are given in this basis by

1
af = 5(1, -1,-1,-1,-1,-1,-1,1) , af =(0,0,0,—1,1,0,0,0) ,

o = (-1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0) , ag = (0,0,0,0,-1,1,0,0) ,

? 6 (D.0.1)
a8 = (0,-1,1,0,0,0,0,0) , a2 = (0,0,0,0,0,1,1,0) ,
a¢ = (0,0, -1,1,0,0,0,0) , o = (1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0) .

In addition to the orthogonal basis we also have the a-basis and the w-basis. The a-basis
is the basis of simple roots. This has the advantage that it shows precisely how a given root
is made from a sum of simple roots. In this basis, the components of the simple roots are
given by

a$ =(1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0) , as =(0,1,0,0,0,0,0,0) , (D.0.2)

309



n—1

8
Es

Figure D.1: Dynkin diagrams of the classical Lie groups. We follow the Dynkin convention
for labelling simple roots, as used in [76,77].

and so on, so that oy = afa, = d6fa,. Finally, the w-basis is the basis of fundamental
weights, also known as the Dynkin basis. This basis is such that the simple roots correspond
to the rows of the Cartan matrix Ay, (for e in this case), so that, for example, the first two

simple roots can be written as
&Lll: (27_1707070707070) > OAC% = (_1727_1?()’0’07070) ) (D'O'B)

where we have written the simple roots in the w-basis as a; = &fw,. Note that for algebras

(such as eg) whose roots are all of length 2, the a-basis and w-basis are dual
(aav OJb) = dap - (D04)

In particular, this implies

(CY], OéJ) = d%&f’](aa,wb) = 5?@?](5@ = A]J . (D05)
The transformations between these bases are given by
o= Awwy,  wa=Y Qapes (D.0.6)
b b
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where € is the matrix whose rows are the fundamental weights in the orthogonal basis

and A, is the Cartan matrix of eg, given by

2 -1 0 0 O 0 0 O
-1 2 -1 0 0 0 O

o -1 2 -1 0 0 0 -1

A, — o o0 -1 2 -1 0 0 O (D.0.7)

o o o0 -1 2 -1 0 0
o o o0 o0 -1 2 -1 0
o o o0 o o0 -1 2 0
o 0 -1 0 O 0O 0 2

Given the transformations between the various bases, it is simple to write down line
bundle vectors that break particular combinations of the simple roots. Consider the inner

product of the line bundle vector V with the I*" simple root a;:

A

V-ap = Veah(we, ap) = V2080 = Vi . (D.0.8)

This means that the inner product of a line bundle vector V' with a simple root «j is given
by the I*" component of the line bundle vector written in the w-basis. If, for example, we
want to pick a line bundle vector that breaks the first simple root of ¢g and is orthogonal
to the others, we can take Ve = (1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0). Transforming back to the orthogonal

basis (which is the basis used in the main text), we would then have

V =(0,0,0,0,0,0,0,2) . (D.0.9)

This would lead to an unbroken SO(14) group.
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Appendix E

Subbundles of Isomorphic

Extension Bundles

In Table 2.3, we presented the six different extension branches for deforming the Whitney
sum V3 = FAKBE away from the decomposable locus. For each such branch, there are two
different pairs of sequences which lead, however, to isomorphic SU(3) bundles. Because of
this isomorphism, in Table 3 we presented only one pair of these sequences. Here, however,
we need to discuss both of them. For simplicity, let us restrict the discussion to the first
extension branch only. However, the conclusions will apply to the remaining five branches
as well. Let us briefly review the two sets of extension sequences in the first extension
branch. These are

Ext'(&,F) = HY (X, FRE)#0 = 0=-F->W=£-0, ( |
E.0.1

Ext!W,K)= H(X,KRE)#0 = 0-K—=V3—=W =0,

or

Ext'(£,K) = HY(X,KRE)#0 = 0=-K—-W -E£—=0, ( )
E.0.2

Ext'(W,F)=H' (X, FREN£A0 = 0=>F=Vi—-W =0.
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However, following the calculation in [69], it can be shown that the resulting SU(3) bundles
are actually isomorphic V4 ~ V4§ and so it does not matter which extension one uses.

From the first set definition of the extension in (E.0.1), we learn there is an embedding

K< Vi, (E.0.3)

and, hence, K is a rank-one subbundle of V3. This means V3 is stable only if the slope of K

is less than the slope of V4 (which vanishes):

u(k) < 0. (E.0.4)

From the second definition of the extension in E.0.2, we learn that F is a subbundle of V3,
which itself is isomorphic to V4. An obvious question is whether F is thus a subbundle of
V4 as well, which would then constrain the slope of F to be negative.

Recall that a sheaf F is a sub-sheaf of V' if it has smaller rank and and there exists an
embedding F < V' [49]. The space of homomorphisms from F to V', denoted Homx (F, V),
is then isomorphic to the space of global sections H(X, F*® V). If V is an SU(N) bundle,

it is stable if all its sub-sheaves F have negative slope. Hence, we have that

V is stable
) (E.0.5)

w(F) <0 YF with 0<rankF <rankV and HO (X, F*@ V) #0.

Applying this statement to our case, the bundle F is a subbundle of Vj if we can find a

homomorphism F < V3 or, equivalently, if
Homy (F,V3) = H'(X, F* ® Vy) #0. (E.0.6)

In the following, we will show that such a homomorphism does indeed exist. Let us start
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by tensoring with F* the sequences
0-K—=Vsg—W—=0

and

0O=>F—->W-—=E—=0

to obtain

0 FK—->F Vg F W =0,

0> F'QF 2 F'QQW = F"&—0.

Taking long exact sequences in cohomology of these, gives

0 H' X, F*®K) = H(X,F*@V3) - H'(X,F* @ W)

(X, F oK) ...,
and

0 H (X, F*@F) > H' (X, F*oW) - HY(X,F*®¢&)

2 H (X, F*QF) — ... .
For a line bundle and its dual we have

H'X,F*® F)=H"(X,0x)=C,

HY X, F*@F)=H'(X,0x)=0.

(E.0.7)

(E.0.8)

(E.0.9)

(E.0.10)

(E.0.11)

(E.0.12)

Furthermore, if the line bundles F* ® IC and F* ® £ have negative slopes somewhere in the

Kahler cone, the zeroth cohomology classes

HY X, F*2K) =0, H'(X,F*@& =0,

(E.0.13)

vanish, as explained in Footnote 4 of [16]. It can be shown that for our particular Schoen
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manifold, this condition is always satisfied if the line bundles F* ® K = L1 L3 and F*® & =
Lfng have both positive and negative entries m* + 3n’ and —m’ + 3n’, when written as
F*@K = Ox(m!'+3nt, m?2+3n?, m3+3n?) and F* @€ = Ox(—m' +3nt, —m2+3n%, —m3+
3n3). This is generally the case for the line bundles we sample.

Hence equations (E.0.10) and (E.0.11) become
0= HYX,F*oV]) - H(X, F*oW) % H (X, F oK) > ... , (E.0.14)

and

0-C— HY X, FF@W) =0 (E.0.15)

respectively.

From the sequence (E.0.14) we learn that H°(X,F* ® V4) = kerd;. Therefore, to
evaluate H°(X, F* ® V4), we must first analyze the coboundary map ;. First note that
from eq. (E.0.15) we learn that H(X, F* ® W) = C. Furthermore, we have that the fields
C; are counted by H*(X, F* ® K). In the chosen vacuum branch all VEVs for the C, fields
vanish. Since §; is determined by the vacuum state configuration, it follows that it maps
only to the zero element of H!'(X, F* ® K). Hence, ker§; = H*(X, F* @ W) = C.

Putting this together, we conclude that
HY X, F*e@V3)=C, (E.0.16)

which is indeed non-zero. Therefore, according to (E.0.6), there exists a homomorphism
F < Vg such that F is a subbundle of V4. Sequences (E.0.1) and (E.0.2) then tell us that

both F and K are subbundles of V3. Therefore, according to (E.0.5), V4 is stable only if

w(F) <0 and p(K)<O0. (E.0.17)
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Appendix F

B — L MISSM field content

In this Appendix, we present for clarity all the B — L. MSSM field content.

F.1 Gauge Eigenstates

e Bosons

vector gauge bosons

SU(2) — Wﬁ ,Wi ,Wg’, coupling parameter go

Ul)p-r — B;L ,  coupling parameter gpgy,
U(l)sg = Wg,, coupling parameter gg
U(l)y — B,, coupling parameter ¢’
Ul)pym — '72 ,  coupling parameter e

B-L Breaking: U(1)3g ® U(1)p— — U(1)y, massive boson Zg,, coupling gz,
EW Breaking: SU(2), ® U(1)y — U(1)gnm, massive bosons Zg, VV“jE
Higgs scalars

HY HF

u

HY . H;

e Weyl Spinors
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gauginos

/ ~

SU(2)L_W07W:‘:7 U(l)B*L_B 9 U(1)3R_WR7 U(l)Y_B7

Higgsinos
Y HF YA
left chiral e;, v;, i =1,2,3 where e; =e,e2=p,e3=7

right chiral &f

C > — Cc __ (& Cc __ C — C
Svi, 1=1,2,3 where ef=¢€ €5 =pc e§=r1

79
sleptons
left chiral éi, ﬁi, 1= 1,2,3 where él = é, ég = ﬂ, ég =T

c zC 7C SC

right chiral €f, 7, i =1,2,3 where €{ =€ 5§ =pn° e§=7°

1) T

F.2 Mass Eigenstates

e Weyl Spinors

leptons

e, Vi, 1=1,2,3 where e1=e,ea=p,e3="7

charginos and neutralinos

X, X5, X0, n=1,2,3,4,56

e 4-component Spinors

leptons
e es v;
f;: ' ) fj: ’ ; v = ' Z:1>273
efT ej» vl
charginos and neutralinos
-— —+ -0
- X 5 X 5 X
xr=|"", Xf=[" ], X0= O”
el el w
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F.2.1 VEV’s

e sneutrino VEV’s

(g) = %’UR € = %Y,,ing (i) = %vLi, 1=1,2,3

e Higgs VEV’s

<HS> = %vu, <H3> = %vd, tan 8 = v, /vg
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Appendix G

Mass Matrix elements

G.1 Chargino mass matrix
The matrices U and V can be written schematically as

Y — U 02><3 12><2 _5— , VY= 4 02X3 12X2 _§+ (G.l.l)

O3x2  13x3 3R P O3x2  13x3 fl I3x3

Assuming that the lighter chargino is )Zf, and since we are interested in its decays, it follows
that we will need the elements U 24; and V o, and their conjugates when replacing a lepton

state with the lightest chargino mass eigenstate. It follows from the above that

*

Uyoy; = —cosp_ \/‘;\Zduef—ksingbz , (G.1.2)
2
g2 tan Bme, . Me,
V194i = —COS ¢+\/§TuvLi + sin ¢+@vLi . (G.1.3)
2

When replacing a charged Wino gaugino with the lightest chargino mass eigenstate, we

need the elements U1 and V; 1 given by

U1 =cos¢p_ Vi1 = cos oy (G.1.4)
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and their conjugates. Similarly for replacing a charged Higgsino, one needs U; 5 and Vj o,
which we find to be
Ui =sing_ , V1o =sin¢gy (G.1.5)

and their conjugates.
We also need the elements Us ;1 and Va4, 1 and their complex conjugates when replacing

a charged Wino state with a charged lepton, where

* 1
Ui = \/29]\24/1,(’0(1% + /wLi) , Voti1 = _m‘% tan fme,vr,; - (G.l.ﬁ)
2 2

The elements Us ;2 and Va9 and their complex conjugates when required when replacing

a charged Higgsino state with a charged lepton,

Me.
Uiz = ) Vatrio = ﬁvLi . (G.1.7)

= |

The angles ¢4 are defined in Section 5.1. They express the charged Wino and charged
Higgsino content of the chargino mass eigenstates, in the absence of the RPV couplings ¢;
and vy,

XE = cos g WE +sinpp HE (G.1.8)

and

X5 = —singsW* + cos oL HE. (G.1.9)

Hence, for ¢* = 0, we have purely Wino chargino states ﬁc and purely Higgsino chargino
states )2; Conversely, for ¢ = /2, we have purely Higgsino chargino states Xli and purely

Wino chargino states )@t.
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G.2 Neutralino mass matrix

The N matrix can be written schematically as

N N 03x3 lexe —&o . (@2.1)

03><3 V;MNS {(]; 13><3

The rows of & are the gaugino gauge eigenstates, whereas the columns correspond to the

neutrino gauge eigenstates. These are explicitly labeled and presented below. They are

R *
00, = gdi 2MpLou(g504vu — 2Map)e; — gh Mavg (vaei + pvr,)] (G.2.2)
i X
G2 202 M 200 Maon? ) * G
iy, = 8d~0[ 9rMpLvav,ei + Myvg(vaei + pog,)] (G.2.3)
§ X
1 *
§059,, = M[M&U%Uu(vdﬁi — i) — 4Mop(My v} + g Mpro, )il , (G.2.4)
i X
1
&)Hou = MT[M:YU%{Uu(UdEZ‘ + ,U,’UEZ,) — 4g%,uM2MBLvdvuei] R (G25)
uwYL; )20
1 2 2 *
EOB/VL = _%[QBLQRMZUUR(UdEi + pvy,)
i X
+ ZQBLIUUU((QIQ%MQ + g%MR)vdvu —2MprMop)e;] , (G.2.6)
i
&bguL. = MTO[(M'?U%UdUu - Qg%LMRMg/w%)vzi
v X
+ 2MpL(Ma(ghvhva — AMpuvy) + 2(95 Ma + g5 Mg)vgvy )] (G.2.7)
where
1 20 1 2
dgo = ZMQMl/.L vk — gM51vRvavy | (G.2.8)
My = gaMpL + g3 Mg | (G.2.9)
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M,y = gpr90M + g595MpL + 9595, Mp - (G.2.10)

We can now express the matrix elements of

N N 0O3x3 lexe —&o _ N —Néo (G.2.11)

O3x3 VIIMNS 53 L33 VIIMNS&]; VIIMNS
N is the matrix that diagonalizes the neutralino mass matrix in the absence of RPV cou-
plings to the three families of left-handed neutrinos. If the soft masses in the neutralino
mass matrix, eq. (G.2.11), are much larger than the Higgs VEV’s v,, and vg, then, at zeroth

order, we have

sin O 0 0O cosfp 0

0 1 00 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0

N = (G.2.12)

0 0 10 0 0

— L cosfp 0O 0 -Lsing L

V2 R V2 R 2

1 1 1
\ﬁcosQR 0 00 -7 sinfpr 7

However, in the regimes with small chargino and neutralino masses that we analyze, this
approximation is no longer valid. The elements of N will, in general, have complicated
expressions and we choose to evaluate them numerically. We use as input the numerical
values of the neutralino mass matrix. We expect, however, based on the zeroth order form
of N, that Ni1, Naa, Nag, Ny3, Nis, Nsi, Ne1, Nss, Negs, Nsg and Ngg are of order O(1),
while the remaining matrix elements are of order O(Mpw /Msop) << 1.

Elements form the top-right block N&y have the form

§VL1'

Nn6ti=—Np 1§0V~VRVLi —Nn 250%@ —Nn 350,;3%1_ —Np 4{0193%1_ —NnsSoy, —Nnedo,

i

€ + (2
Ml’U]z% ! 2M4 Li

29rMprvy QRQ%;L g20q g2
o~ 1 =N, P+ == 0F
"1[ "2 o0 ou T 20y

M,v,
AMo My p?

€

1641 (Udﬁz‘ + /JJ’ULi)

+Nn3|: ]_Nn4

_ 9rMprowva
Mlv%%u
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2
B 9BLIR . «\_ 29BLMRuy
2
981 MR _. Mpr, 2 2
— —2—v; + = M —4M ; G.2.13
o | PR, e (g Mot — M) (@213

forn = 1,2,3,4,5,6 and ¢« = 1,2,3. Elements of the bottom left block V]iMstg are

computed in a similar fashion. One can then determine Ngy;, as

Netin = [V;MNS]6+¢ 6+j[§(];]6+jn (G.2.14)
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