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W e explore scenarios in which the graviton is not a fundam entaldegree of freedom at short

distances but m erely em erges as an e� ective degree offreedom at long distances. In general,the

scale ofsuch graviton ‘com positeness’,�g,can only be probed by m easuring gravitationalforces

at short distances,which becom es increasingly di� cult and eventually im possible as the distance

is reduced. Here,however,we point out that ifsupersym m etry is an underlying sym m etry,the

gravitino can be used as an alternative probe to place a lim it on �g in a collider environm ent,by

dem onstrating thatthereisa m odel-independentrelation,�g >� m 3=2.In otherwords,thegravitino

knowsthatgravity isstandard atleastdown to itsCom pton wavelength,so thiscan also beviewed

asa testofgeneralrelativity possible atvery shortdistances.Ifcom posite gravity isfound � rstat

som e �g,thiswould im ply a m odel-independentupperbound on m 3=2.

PACS num bers:12.60.R c,04.90.+ e

I. IN T R O D U C T IO N

G ravity at short distances is a vastly unexplored ex-
perim entalfrontier.Itispossiblethatadeviation oreven
a drastic departure from the standard gravitationallaw
m ay be found in future experim ents.O n the theoretical
side,wehavestringtheorywhich replacesgeneralrelativ-
ity (G R)atdistancesshorterthan thestring scaleM � 1

s .
However,since string theory not only m odi�es gravity
butalso governsthem attersector,thefactthatwehave
notobserved any stringy phenom ena in particle physics
experim entsrequiresM s to behigherthan atleasta few
TeV.
In contrast, for a theory which m odi�es only grav-

ity, the bound on the scale of such new short-
distance gravitationalphysicsis signi�cantly lowered to
(O (100)�m )� 1 � O

�
10� 3

�
eV [1][2,3](also see the re-

view [4]),which is 15 orders ofm agnitude larger than
TeV � 1

� 10� 17 cm ! Therefore,there is huge room for
a theory ofthiskind. Thissituation isquite intriguing,
and thisisthewindow thatwewillexplorein thispaper.
The striking fact about this range between 100�m

and 10� 17 cm is that we know that m atter is described
by the standard localrelativistic quantum �eld theory
there.Thestandard m odel(SM )hasbeen tested includ-
ing nontrivialloop corrections with great precision [5].
This point cannot be em phasized too m uch. It m eans
that a m odi�cation ofgravity in this range cannot be
as radicalas,for exam ple,abandoning the notion ofa
continuum spacetim e; when we say the Bohr radius is
0:509 �A,we know perfectly what we are talking about!
So,whilewewillboldlyspeakofm odifyinggravityin this
paper,we willnotm ess around with m atter;we take it
forgranted thatthe m attersectoriscom pletely norm al,
i.e.,perfectly described by a localrelativistic quantum
�eld theory.
Itshould bealso m entioned that,in general,changing

the lawsofgravity doesnotnecessarily m ean m odifying
orabandoningG R.Forexam ple,ifweadd n extraspatial
dim ensionswith the size L in which only gravitonsm ay

propagate,then the Newton’slaw changesfrom 1=r2 to
1=r2+ n forr� L [6].Butgravity in thisexam pleisper-
fectly governed by the conventionalG R;itisjustliving
in m oredim ensionsthan four.
In this paper,however,we will explore the possibil-

ity thatG R isabandoned atshortdistancesin thesense
thatthe graviton is not a fundam entalpropagating de-
gree offreedom (d.o.f.) in whatever underlying theory,
butism erely an e�ective d.o.f.appropriate atlong dis-
tances. The scale, which we call �� 1

g , corresponding
to the boundary between ‘short-distances’ and ‘long-
distances’could be anywhere shorter than O (100)�m ,
but as we stated above, we will focus on the range
10� 17 cm <� �� 1

g
<� 100�m (or 10� 3 eV <� �g

<� TeV),
so thatwe can exploitthe factthatthe m attersectoris
‘norm al’.
This includes various possibilities| the graviton m ay

beabound orsolitonicstateofthefundam entald.o.f.[7],
oran extended statein som eintrinsically nonlocaltheory
[8,9],ora sortofhydrodynam icstateasin thescenarios
often dubbed ‘em ergentrelativity’[10].W e willnotdis-
tinguish these varietiesbut just focus on their com m on
feature that the graviton is not an elem entary propa-
gating d.o.f.in the fundam entaltheory butjustappears
asan e�ective d.o.f.in the long-distance description for
d > �� 1

g . Adm ittedly notan optim alnam e,we callita
com positegraviton,whereby ‘com posite’wesim ply m ean
‘notelem entary’.

O ne m ay think such a com posite graviton isexcluded
by the theorem by W einberg and W itten [11]. Actually,
what the W einberg-W itten (W W ) theorem excludes is
notjusta com positegraviton butany m asslessspin-1 or
-2particle,com positeornot!Therefore,wem ustbecare-
fulabout the assum ptions ofthe theorem ;we allknow
Q ED and Q CD which have a m assless spin-1 particle,
and G R which hasa m asslessspin-2 particle.Note that
the W W theorem states that ifa theory allows the ex-
istence ofa Lorentz-covariantconserved vector(orsym -
m etric2nd-rank tensor)current,then the theory cannot
contain any m asslessspin-1 (orspin-2)particle charged
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(a) (b) (c)

FIG .1:D iagram srepresenting (a)correctionsto the cosm ologicalconstant,(b)correctionsto the gravitationalm ass,and (c)

correctionsto the inertialm ass.A solid line representsa heavy m atterparticle,and a double wavy line representsa graviton.

under this current. Q ED evades the spin-1 part ofthe
theorem because the photon is not charged under the
current. Q CD evades the spin-1 part of the theorem
because the current is not Lorentz covariant due to its
dependence on the gluon �eld which is a 4-vector only
up to a gauge transform ation.Sim ilarly,G R evadesthe
spin-2 partofthetheorem becausethegravitationalpart
oftheenergy-m om entum ‘tensor’isnotreally a tensorin
G R.

Indeed,thereisan explicitexam pleofcom positegauge
bosons.Consideran SU (N )supersym m etric Q CD with
F 
avorswhereN + 1 < F < 3N =2,with no superpoten-
tials.In thefarinfrared (IR),thistheory isdescribed by
an IR-free,weakly coupled SU (F � N )gaugetheory [12].
However,these IR gauge bosonsare nota subsetofthe
originalultraviolet(UV)d.o.f.;rather,they are new ef-
fectived.o.f.appearing only in theIR description,which
m icroscopically can be interpreted as solitonic states of
the fundam entalUV d.o.f.[12]. So thisisindeed a con-
crete exam pleofcom positem asslessgaugebosons,where
theSU (F � N )gaugesym m etry em ergesatlow energies,
m aking itconsistentwith the W W theorem .

Clearly,it is desirable to have a sim ilar exam ple for
gravity. To this goal,G herghetta,Peloso and Poppitz
recently presented a theory in a 5-dim ensionalAnti-de-
Sitter(AdS)spacewhich isdualto a 4-dim ensionalcon-
form al�eld theory in which the conform alsym m etry is
dynam ically broken in the IR yielding a spectrum con-
taining a m assless spin-2 resonance [13]. To com plete
theirpicture,analysesbeyond thequadraticorderin ac-
tion m ustbe perform ed,especially concerning e�ectsof
the stabilization ofthe AdS space, and if the delicate
existence ofthe m assless spin-2 state persists,this will
be a solid,concrete exam ple ofa theory ofa com pos-
ite graviton. (Note thatthe graviton in string theory is
com pletely elem entary.)

Is there any reason or m otivation to consider such
drastic m odi�cation ofgravity in this range? Justnear
the edge of the range, there is a cosm ologically inter-
esting scale � (20�m )� 1 � 10� 2 eV � (16�2�vac)1=4,
where �vac is the vacuum energy density corresponding
to theobserved acceleration ofthe expansion oftheuni-
verse [14,15,16]. K aplan and Sundrum also recently
pointed out that the interesting scale in the context of

the cosm ologicalconstant problem (CCP) m ay instead
be O (10)M eV [17]. Therefore,itisquite interesting to
askifcom positegravitycan solvetheCCP by identifying
�g with,say,10� 2 eV.However,itisnotso hard to see
the answer entirely depends on the nature ofwhatever
underlying theory ofcom positegravity.

In particular, it appears that the underlying theory
should notbealocal�eld theoryifonewishestosuppress
loop corrections to the cosm ologicalconstant by aban-
doning elem entary gravitons[18].The argum entgoesas
follows. Consider three diagram s in FIG .1. The dia-
gram (1-a) is a correction to the vacuum energy,(1-b)
is a correction to the gravitationalm ass,and (1-c) is a
correction to theinertialm ass.In a �eld theory,theloop
integralin (1-a)can besuppressed only ifthevertex has
aform factorthatdependson theloop m om entum .Now,
the problem is,once (1-a)is suppressed by such a form
factor,the correction (1-b)also getssuppressed because
it has the sam e form factor,while the correction (1-c)
does not get suppressed because there is no such form
factor. This violates the equivalence principle,and we
need �ne-tuning to restore it. However,fora com posite
graviton which isnotfrom alocal�eld theory,theredoes
nothavetobetension likethis,and suppressingloop cor-
rectionsto the cosm ologicalconstantm ay be consistent
with the equivalence principle. But even supposing we
did �nd such a nonlocalunderlying theory,itwould still
behalfway to solvingthecosm ologicalconstantproblem ,
sincetherearealso tree-levelorclassicalcontributionsto
the vacuum energy from phase transitions which m ust
be som ehow suppressed. The dooris notshut yet,and
Ref.[9]discusses a toy m odelfor such a nonlocalthe-
ory without problem s with the equivalence principle or
the classicalcontributions. In the restofthe paper,we
willnotconcern ourselveswith thecosm ologicalconstant
problem any further, and just focus on the physics of
com positegravity.

So,supposing that the graviton is not an elem entary
d.o.f.in whateverfundam entaltheory,how do weseeit?
W ithout having a concrete m icroscopic m odelofcom -
posite gravity,the scale �g is the only quantity we can
discuss. So far,the lowerbound on �g hasbeen placed
by m easuring gravitationalforces between test m asses,
which has reached the scale of O (100)�m . But it is
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clear that such direct m easurem entwillbe increasingly
di�cult and eventually im possible as the distance gets
reduced. Soon,som e other m ethods m ust replace it to
probethe scaleofcom posite gravity.
Such an alternativecan ariseifthereissom ething that

isrelated to thegraviton butism oreaccessiblethan the
graviton at short distances. In general,there is noth-
ing that is related to gravity except the graviton itself.
However,ifnature possesses(spontaneously broken)su-
persym m etry(SUSY),thegravitinopreciselysatis�esthe
criteria| itisrelated to the graviton and m ay be acces-
sible even in colliders!The introduction ofSUSY allows
ustoextractsom einform ationsrelatingthegraviton and
the gravitino withoutknowing whatthe underlying the-
ory is. In fact,we willshow that ifa gravitino exists,
itcan indeed be used to probegravity atvery shortdis-
tanceswhere directm easurem entofgravitationalforces
isim possible.
To keep ourdiscussionsasm odelindependentaspos-

sible,we would like to havean e�ective �eld theory and
ask questionsthatcan be answered by it. Thise�ective
theory m usthavethe following features:

� It m ust contain a physicalscale �g above which
the graviton is no longer an elem entary degree of
freedom . The scale �g is not a scale chosen for
convenience but correspondsto a physicalbound-
ary between two com pletely di�erentphasesofthe
theory,just like �Q C D separates two di�erent de-
scriptionswith totally di�erentdegreesoffreedom
(i.e.partonsversushadrons).

(Recall that �g is a param eter anywhere from
O
�
10� 3

�
eV to O (TeV)orwhatevercuto� forthe

m attersector.)

� Nevertheless,to reproduce allthe known gravita-
tionalphysics,itm ustinclude allthe m atter par-
ticles,even the onesheavier than �g! And,asem -
phasized already,weknow thatthem attersectoris
perfectly described by a localrelativistic quantum
�eld theory with a cuto� higherthan TeV > � g.

Because ofthe second feature,we cannotuse the usual
e�ective�eld theory form alism in which alltheparticles
heavier than �g are sim ply integrated out;that would
failto capture allthe known long-distance gravitational
physics such as the 1=r2 law,the perihelion precession,
the bending oflight,etc.
Therefore,the �rst im portant question is whether or

notthere existsa sensible e�ective theory thatcan deal
with this highly asym m etric situation in which gravity
hasa low cuto� and m atterhasa high cuto�.Thisques-
tion wasanswered by R.Sundrum ,who developed a for-
m alism ,softgraviton e�ectivetheory(SG ET)[18],which
assuresthatwecan consistently analyzethisasym m etric
situation without referring to the underlying theory of
com posite gravity. W e willreview the essentialideasof
SG ET in Sec.IIto keep ourdiscussionsself-contained.

G iven that there is a consistent e�ective �eld theory
to describe the low-cuto� gravity with the high-cuto�
heavy m atter,thereseem snothing wrongto haveagrav-
itino heavier than �g,since we should be able to treat
it just as one ofheavy m atter particles. After all,�g

is the scale ofgraviton’s com positeness which does not
haveto beequalto thatofgravitino’soncesupersym m e-
try is broken. Also,there is nothing wrong a priorifor
a com posite particle to be heavier than the scale ofits
com positeness,like the B -m esons,the hydrogen atom ,
etc.
Nevertheless,aswewillshow in Sec.III,thereisanon-

trivialrem nantofthe underlying supersym m etry which
givesriseto the relation

m 3=2
<
� �g : (1)

Therefore,in fact a gravitino| ifit exists| knows that
gravityshould bejustG R (i.e.thegraviton isan elem en-
tary d.o.f.)atleastdown to itsCom pton wavelength!In
other words,the discovery ofa gravitino and the m ea-
surem ent ofits m ass o�ers a short-distance test ofG R
and places a m odel-independentlower-bound on �g! In
particular,depending on the value ofm 3=2,we m ay be
able to com pletely exclude the possibility ofcom posite
gravity asa solution to the CCP.
O n theotherhand,ifwe�rstdiscovercom positegrav-

ity som ehow and m easure �g before discovering a grav-
itino,then this inequality predicts that,once we see a
gravitino,wewill�nd itsm assbe lighterthan � g.
In Sec.IV A and IV B,wewillcontinuethediscussions

togain afurtherunderstandingoftheinequality,followed
by a brief com m ent in Sec.IV C on the possibility of
independenttheoreticaltestsofthe inequality.
In order for our prediction to be useful,it is clearly

crucialto experim entally convince ourselves that what
weareobservingisreally a gravitino,nota random spin-
3=2 resonance which m ay justhappen to be there.This
issue willbe discussed in Sec.V. W e willthen conclude
in Sec.VI.

II. SO FT G R AV IT O N EFFEC T IV E T H EO R Y

As we have already m entioned, we need to describe
allexperim entally known gravitationalphysicsoccurring
am ong heavy (� �g)m atterparticles,withoutextrapo-
lating our knowledge ofgravity beyond �g. Soft gravi-
ton e�ectivetheory (SG ET)[18]isdesigned precisely for
this purpose.1 Here,we willreview its centralconcepts
to keep the discussionsself-contained.

1 Strictly speaking,to describe the typicalobserved gravitational

phenom ena involving gravitational bound states, we should

switch to yetanothere� ective � eld theory to have a transparent

power-counting schem e appropriate forthatpurpose.The inter-

ested readershould read R ef.[19]which developssuch an e� ective

theory,dubbed ‘nonrelativistic generalrelativity’(N RG R ).
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To start,letusconsidergravity only.In thiscase,the
theory takesthe form ofa fam iliare�ective �eld theory
with thecuto� � g im posed on the graviton �eld h�� de-
�ned via

g�� = ��� +
h��

M P‘

: (2)

Nam ely,thelagrangian isjusttheusualRicciscalarterm
plusa whole seriesofhigher-dim ensionaloperatorssup-
pressed by powersof�g:

Lgrav � M
2
P‘

�

R +
R 2

�2
g

+
R ��R

��

�2
g

+ � � �

�

; (3)

where dim ensionless O (1) coe�cients are suppressed.2

As we m entioned earlier, �g is a physicalscale above
which h�� isno longeran elem entary degreeoffreedom .
Notethescalesand kinem aticcon�gurationsto which

this Lgrav is applicable. It is appropriate only for pro-
cesses where allm om entum transfers am ong the gravi-
tons are less than O (�g). For exam ple,it can not be
used to calculate the cross-section for two highly ener-
getic (E � �g)gravitonsscattering with a large angle.
In fact, we do not even know if such a scattering oc-
cursatall| m aybethey would end up with ‘jets’,likein
hadron-hadron collisions| who knows? No experim ents
so farhavetold uswhatwould happen to such processes,
and perform ing theoreticalcalculationsrequiresspecify-
ing the fulltheory valid at distances shorter than �� 1

g .
Them oralhereisthatalargem om entum transfershould
notbedelivered to agraviton within oure�ectivetheory.
To also understand thata graviton should notbe ex-

changed to m ediatea largem om entum transfer,im agine
a theory with a ferm ion  and a scalar�,and suppose
we have veri�ed that a Yukawa coupling � �  perfectly
describes the   !   scattering when both  ’s get
only very low recoils,i.e.the m om entum transferm edi-
ated by � isvery sm all.Butitm ay becom pletely wrong
to use this Yukawa theory to describe the scattering of
two very energetic  ’s by a large angle,corresponding
to a large m om entum transfer m ediated by �. For in-
stance,suppose thatthe � isactually a strongly bound
state oftwo new ferm ions	 interacting with  via a 4-
ferm ion coupling �  		.Then,when the ’sgetrecoils
m uch largerthan ‘�Q C D ’ofthisnew strong interaction,
wem ustusethe4-ferm ion theory with 	 ratherthan the
Yukawatheory with �.Here,� ism eantto betheanalog
ofthegraviton,and therefore,within oure�ectivetheory,
a graviton should not be exchanged to m ediate a large
m om entum transfer(� �g).

2 The operator R �� ��R
�� �� can be om itted in perturbation the-

ory since it can be expressed as a linear com bination ofthe two

operators explicitly written in (3) plus a totalderivative. Fur-

therm ore, in the absence of m atter, even those two operators

could be rem oved by � eld rede� nition,butwe have keptthem in

(3)because we are interested in including m atter. See R efs.[20]

form ore discussionson these operators.

Now,letusm ove on and include m atter�elds. First,
note thatfora given value of�g,som e elem entary par-
ticles in the standard m odel (SM ) are too short-lived
(� � �� 1g )to be included in SG ET.O n the otherhand,
som e com posite particles in the SM live long enough
(� � �� 1g ) and also are too sm allin size (� �� 1

g ) for
a softgraviton to recognizethatthey arecom posite.For
exam ple, if �g is, say, 10� 2 eV, then the proton, the
hydrogen atom s in 1S and 2P states would be allele-
m entary �elds(ferm ion,scalar,and vector,respectively)
in SG ET.

Secondly,therearem any ‘hard processes’am ongthose
m atter particles involving m om entum transfers m uch
larger than �g. For exam ple,if�g is,say,1 eV,then
the pairannihilation,e+ e� ! 

,would be a hard pro-
cess.Sincea softgraviton in thiscasecannotresolvethe
t-channelelectron propagatorthere,we should shrink it
to a pointand expresstheentireprocessby a singlelocal
operator. Also,since soft gravitons in this case cannot
pair-produce an electron and a positron,they are com -
pletelyunrelated particlesfrom softgravitons’viewpoint.
W hereasif�g is,say,1G eV,then there are softgravi-
tonswhocan seethet-channelpropagatorin e+ e� ! 

,
and electronsand positronsm ustbedescribed by asingle
�eld operator.

The generalm atching procedure for a SG ET m ay be
bestexplained by com paring itwith the construction of
a usuale�ective�eld theory in which heavy particlesare
sim ply integrated out. In the derivation ofa usualef-
fective theory,we consider one-light-particle-irreducible
(1LPI) diagram s;in a 1LPI diagram ,allexternallines
represent light particles to be kept in the e�ective the-
ory,and thediagram would notsplitin two ifany oneof
internallight-particlepropagatorswerecut.W ethen ob-
tain e�ectiveverticesin thee�ectivetheory by shrinking
every heavy propagatorto a point.

Sim ilarly,foraSG ET,weconsiderone-nearly-on-shell-
particle-irreducible (1NO SPI)diagram s;in a 1NO SPIdi-
agram ,allexternallinesare nearly on-shell,i.e.,itsde-
viation from the m assshellisless than O (�g),and the
diagram would not split in two if any one of internal
nearly-on-shellpropagatorswerecut.W ethen obtain ef-
fective vertices by shrinking every far-o�-shell(i.e.not
nearly on-shell)propagatorto a point.Forthe technical
detailof‘shrinking’orm atching procedure,seeRef.[18].

Having m atched allhard SM processes onto e�ective
operators,wearenow ready tocoupletoitthesoftgravi-
ton described by (3). This step is straightforward| we
justuse generalcovariance asa guide,justaswe do for
the conventionalgeneralrelativity.

By construction,SG ET respects allfundam entalre-
quirem entssuch astheequivalenceprinciple,Lorentzin-
variance,and unitarity,aslong aswestay within itsap-
plicability we have discussed above [18]. In particular,
unitarity holds because allpropagatorsthat can be on-
shellareincluded in SG ET,soitcorrectlyreproducesthe
im aginary partofany am plitude.
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III. T H E C O M P O SIT E G R AV IT IN O

Now,let us considerputting a gravitino in the story,
with the hope thata gravitino m ay be m ore experim en-
tally accessible than gravitons at short distances so we
can learn som ething aboutgravity. The new ingredient
in this section is supersym m etry (SUSY) as a sponta-
neously broken exact underlying sym m etry,not only in
them attersectorbutalso in the gravity sector.Asm en-
tioned in Sec.I,theintroduction ofSUSY isa necessary
and m inim aladditionalingredientifwe wish to have an
alternative probe for �g which is asm odel-independent
aspossible,becausewithoutSUSY thereisnothing that
isnecessarily related togravity exceptthegraviton itself.
Sincethegraviton isnota fundam entaldegreeoffree-

dom atshortdistances,neitheristhegravitino.3 Let e�g

bethescaleabovewhich thegravitinoceasesto bean el-
em entary degree offreedom . Because supersym m etry is
broken,e�g doesnothavetobeequalto �g.Thereisalso
anotherscale in the theory,the gravitino m assm 3=2. A
priori,these three scales m ay com e in any order.SG ET
assuresthatthere isa consistentfram ework to describe
particleswhich are m uch heavierthan �g,so m 3=2 m ay

behigherorlowerthan �g.W hilee�g isroughlythe‘size’
ofthe gravitino,there isnothing wrong fora com posite
particle to be heavierthan the inverse ofitssize,orthe
com positenessscale.In fact,heavyquarke�ectivetheory
(HQ ET)[21],which describesa single B -m eson system ,
takesadvantageofthe factthatthe B -m eson’scom pos-
itenessscale�Q C D ism uch lessthan itsm assm B � mb.
In thecaseofHQ ET,thee�ectivetheory breaksdown

ifagluon deliversam om entum transferlargerthan m b to
thebquark.Butin generale�ectivetheories,the break-
down m ay happen atan energy m uch lowerthan any ob-
viousm assscalein thetheory.Forexam ple,considerthe
e�ective �eld theory ofa hydrogen atom in the ground
state interacting with softphotons(E 
 � O (eV)).This
e�ective theory containsan elem entary scalar�eld (the
hydrogen atom in the 1S state)and the electrom agnetic
�eld,and itcorrectly accountsforthe Rayleigh scatter-
ing,explaining why the sky is blue.4 But this e�ective
theory clearly goeswrong ifa photon deliversan energy
ofO (eV) or higher,where we should take into account
the factthatthe scalarisactually notelem entary. But
thisbreakdown scale ism uch lessthan the scalarm ass,
O (G eV).5;6

3 O fcourse,there is also a possibility that a gravitino just does

notexist.H ere,weassum ethata gravitino existsand itslifetim e

is long enough (� �
� 1

g ) to be in the e� ective theory. W e will

com e back to thiscaveat in Sec.IV A .
4 The reader not fam iliar with this cute application of e� ective

� eld theory m ay like to read R ef.[22].
5 W egeta di� erentbreakdown scaleifweareinterested in captur-

ingadi� erentphysics,such asthepair-annihilation ofahydrogen

and an anti-hydrogen.
6 Interestingly,even ifwe take into accountthe internalstructure,

Therefore,a priorithere seem sno restriction on pos-
sible values form 3=2. (Forfurther discussionsshedding
di�erentlighton thism atter,see Sec.IV A.) Neverthe-
less,we willshow below that m 3=2 should be bounded
from above by �g,which isa nontrivialconstraintaris-
ing from the underlying supersym m etry.
First,wem ustbeclearaboutwhatwem ean by ‘grav-

itino’. For instance,say,we have found a new spin-3=2
ferm ion which hasno SU (3)� SU (2)� U (1)interactions
with the rest ofthe standard m odel. Does it m ean we
haveseen a gravitino? Notnecessarily.In orderforsom e
spin-3=2 ferm ion to be a candidate for a gravitino,at
leastitm usthave| possibly am ong otherthings| a cou-
pling to thesupersym m etry currentofthem attersector;
in otherwords,itshould beableto converta m atterpar-
ticle to itssuperpartner. W ithoutthisfeature,itwould
be no di�erentfrom a random spin-3=2 resonance.
So,webegin bysupposingthatwehaveseen aspin-3=2

ferm ion X em itted in a processofthe type eY ! Y + X ,
where eY isthe superpartnerofa particleY .
Form 3=2 � �g,itisclearly consistenttoadd thegrav-

itino in the pure gravity e�ective lagrangian (3),treat-
ing it just like the graviton. In other words, we can
�rst forget about the graviton and gravitino,construct
the nearly-on-shelle�ective lagrangian for m atter,then
couple the graviton and the gravitino using generalco-
varianceand localsupersym m etry asa guide,where the
e�ectsofm 3=2 can besystem atically included aspertur-
bation.
Form 3=2 � �g,weclearlycannotincludethegravitino

in (3)togetherwith the softgraviton,becausewhenever
such a heavy gravitino isproduced orexchanged,itisa
hard process(� �g)by de�nition.Butthissim ply sug-
geststhatweshould treatitjustasoneofheavy m atter
�eldsinstead. The only di�erence seem sthatunlike all
theotherm atterparticles,wedo nothaveafundam ental
theory for the com posite gravitino,so we cannotcalcu-
latethecoe�cientsin SG ET lagrangian| thatis�ne,we
justleavethem asparam eters.
However, we have to be careful, because this split-

ting ofthe graviton and gravitino into the softand hard
sectorsm ay be incom patiblewith the underlying SUSY,
which pairsthem .
Let us build a gauge-theory analog of our problem .

First,recallourglobalsym m etry structure:the underly-
ingsym m etryisthesuper-Poincar�egroup,which isspon-
taneouslybrokentoitssubgroup,thePoincar�egroup.So,
considera globalSU (2)sym m etry which spontaneously
breaksdown to a U (1)by a tripletscalar� = �a�a get-
ting a VEV



�1;2

�
= 0 and



�3
�
= v.(Here,� istreated

just as a spurion.) The SU (2) is the analog ofthe un-
derlying supersym m etry,whilethe unbroken U (1)isthe

thebreakdown scaleO (eV )isstillm uch sm allerthan thelightest

m assin the theory m e � :5 M eV .See R ef.[23]foran illum inat-

ing form alism m aking thisbreakdown scale m anifest.
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analog ofthe unbroken Poincar�esym m etry.
Now,atlong distances,the Poincar�e group isgauged

by the existence ofthe soft graviton which,however,is
nota fundam entaldegreeoffreedom atshortdistances.
So,correspondingly,wegaugetheU (1)atlong distances
by introducing a softm asslessvector�eld W 3

�,which we
call‘toy softgraviton’.And justlikethegraviton,W 3

� is
nota propagating degree offreedom atshortdistances.
Finally, we also need a ‘toy gravitino’,i.e., a m assive
vectorW +

� � (W 1
� � iW 2

�)=
p
2.

Letusassum em
W
� �g which isthecaseofourinter-

est.W ewantto writedown ‘toy SG ET’forthetoy grav-
itino. The only property ofW +

� which possibly m akes
it di�erent from other heavy particles is that it is the
SU (2)-partnerofthe toy graviton W 3

�.So,the question
iswhetherthereisany constrainton thestructureofthe
toy SG ET from theunderlying SU (2),orthetoy SUSY.
Let us forget �g for a m om ent, and recall how a

spontaneously broken sym m etry leavesits trace in low-
energy physics. To be concrete, consider couplings of
W +

� and W 3
� to a heavy Dirac ferm ion doublet . ( is

of course the analog ofthe pair of a SM particle and
its superpartner.) If we lim it to only renorm alizable
operators,allthree W a

� m ust couple to the three cur-
rentsJa� = � �a
� with asinglecom m on couplingcon-
stantg.Thisequality isa consequenceoftheunderlying
SU (2),even though itisbroken.
However,oncewetakeintoaccounthigher-dim ensional

operators,the coupling ofW 1;2
� to J1;2� doesnothaveto

be equalto that ofW 3
� to J3�,because there are higher

dim ensionaloperatorsthatreduceto these couplingsaf-
terpicking up the VEV.Am ong such,the one with the
lowestdim ension isthedim ension-5operator � � =D  .W e
could go on and analyze this operator,butit turnsout
thatwe can learn the sam e lesson with m uch lessarith-
m etic from the following dim ension-6 operator:

L6 = �
16�2c

M 2
� � i=D � ; (4)

where we take c� 1 so thatM correspondsto the scale
obtained via‘naivedim ensionalanalysis’(NDA),i.e.,the
scaleatwhich thisoperatorwould lead tostrongcoupling
ifthe theory is not replaced with a m ore fundam ental
theory by then [24]. After substituting the VEV for �
and canonically norm alizing the �elds,we �nd thatthe
coupling ofW 3

� stays equalto g as expected from the
unbroken U (1)gaugeinvariance,butthecouplingofW +

�

doesgetm odi�ed as

g � ! g+ =
1+ a

1� a
g ; (5)

where

a �
16�2v2c

M 2
�

�
4�v

M

� 2

: (6)

Therefore,the equality ofthe W 3
� and W +

� couplingsno
longer holds. Especially, if v is O (M =4�), then g+ =g

W 3

µ

p

0

0

p

χ̃

χ̃

χ̃

χ̃

FIG .2: The e�p e�0 ! e�0 e�p scattering via the t-channelW
3

�

exchange.

could be anywhere between zero and in�nity,and there
wouldbenorem nantsoftheunderlyingSU (2)sym m etry.
This lesson can be generalized. In generalg+ di�ers

from g as

g+ = �g ; (7)

where the factor � includes contributions from allthe
operatorsthatcan m ix with W a

� J
a�.Therelation � ’ 1

holdsaslong asv � M =4�,butforv � M =4�,allthose
operators would contribute to � equally in m agnitude,
and consequently � could beanywherebetween zero and
in�nity.
Now,letusgoback to thecaseofourinterestand take

�g into account.Letuswrite the doublet as

 =

�
e�

�

�

; (8)

and,for de�niteness,take e� to be heavier than � with
the m assdi�erence largerthan m

W
so that e� can decay

into � and W + .Clearly,thisisthe analog ofa sparticle
decaying into itsSM partnerand a gravitino.
O nce we have seen a toy gravitino produced via this

decay, g+ m ust be nonzero. In the rest fram e of the
decaying e�,thisdecay iscaused by the operator

H int � g+ W
+
� p �p e�0 ; (9)

where the irrelevant indices,bars and daggers are sup-
pressed, while the im portant quantity here is jpj =
q

E 2
� � m2� where E � is the energy ofthe outgoing �

given by

E � =
m 2

e�
+ m 2

� � m2
W

2m e�

: (10)

Now,ifg isalso nonzero,therewould also be a term

H int � gW
3
� p e�p e�0 ; (11)

with thesam e p.Theproblem isthat,atthesecond or-
derin perturbation theory,thisoperatorcould causethe
process e�p e�0 ! e�0 e�p via the t-channelW 3

� exchange
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(FIG .2).Notethatthem om entum transferQ 2 m ediated
by the W 3

� isgiven by

Q
2 = �

�q

p2 + m 2
e�
� m e�

�2
+ p

2

= 2m 2
e�

 s

1+
p2

m 2
e�

� 1

!

: (12)

From jpj=
q

E 2
� � m2� and (10),wesee thatforgeneric

m � and m
W
,we have jQ j� m e� > m

W
� �g,which is

a hard m om entum transfer.7 However,as discussed in
Sec.II,a graviton cannotbe exchanged to m ediate such
a largem om entum transferwithin SG ET.Therefore,the
operator(11)should notbe presentin the e�ective the-
ory.
Therefore,to decoupletheoperator(11),wem usttake

the lim itg ! 0 while keeping g+ �xed to a �nite value.
Then therelation (7)requires� ! 1 ,which,however,is
possibleonly ifv � M =4�,asnoted before.In thislim it,
allthe higher-dim ensionaloperatorsthatcan contribute
to g+ do contribute equally in m agnitude,while allthe
otherinteractionshave the fullNDA strength. Further-
m ore,havingtaken thislim it,wehavedecoupled thesoft
W 3

� aswell,so we have to couple itback to the theory.
This can be easily done by using the U (1) invariance,
butnow thecoupling ofthisU (1)| letuscallitgsoft| is
com pletely arbitrary,with no relation to g+ !
Therefore, although we cannot perform any quanti-

tatively reliable analysis beyond estim ates8 due to v �

M =4�,thisisgood enough to giveusthefollowing qual-
itative understanding ofwhatW +

� islike.First,itscou-
plingtotheSU (2)current,g+ ,isnotrelated atalltothe
coupling ofthe softW 3

� to the U (1)current,gsoft. Sec-
ond,it has allkinds ofadditionalinteractions,allwith
the fullNDA strength. Because ofthese two features,
W +

� should beviewed justasa random spin-1 resonance,
ratherthan the ‘SU (2)-partner’ofW 3

�.
Recallingthedictionaryofouranalogy,translatingthis

gauge-theory lesson back to gravity is straightforward.
(Theonly slightm ism atch in thedictionary,which isnot
at allessentialfor us, appears in the 4� counting for
broken SUSY,where the relation v � M =4� should be
translated asF � M 2=4� whereF isthedecay constant
ofthegoldstino,orthesquareoftheSUSY breakingscale
[25].) Therefore,wehavefound

� Ifm3=2 � �g,itisconsistentforthegravitinotobe
just ‘canonical’,with allthe properties we expect

7 The exception occursin ‘highly degenerate’cases:(a)eitherone

of� and W
+ ism uch heavier than the other and alm ostdegen-

eratewith e� so thatjpj� � g or(b)m � and m W areofthesam e

orderbutthey add up to nearly m e� so thatjpj� � g.A lthough

these case are logically possible,it looks too coincidental,so we

willnotpursue this caveat any further.
8 W e have also neglected the e� ects ofrunning.

from thestandard supergravity,exceptforthefact
thatthegravitino| likethegraviton| isnotan el-
em entary degree offreedom atshortdistances. In
other words,as long as we avoid processes where
a gravitino receivesorm ediatesa largem om entum
transfer,the gravitino can behavenorm ally.

� Ifm3=2 � �g,this‘gravitino’isnotreally a grav-
itino, because the coupling of this ‘gravitino’to
a SM particle and its superpartner can have any
value,with no relation to the ‘canonical’strength,
and wealso expectthis‘gravitino’to havea whole
seriesofothercouplings,allequally im portantwith
thefullNDA strength.In short,itbehavesjustlike
arandom spin-3=2resonancewith norelationtothe
gravity sector.

Hereafter,todistinguish thesecases,wewillusetheterm
gravitino only to referto the�rstcase,whilewewillcall
the second casepseudo-gravitino.
W e postpone the issue ofexperim entally distinguish-

ing a gravitino from a pseudo-gravitino untilSec.V.At
this point, let us just assum e that the distinction can
be m ade. Then,we have found the m odel-independent
relation between the gravitino m ass and the com posite
gravity scale:

m 3=2
<� �g : (13)

By de�nition,gravity is described by G R at distances
longerthan �� 1

g ,because G R isthe only consistentthe-
ory oncewehavea graviton coupled to m atterdescribed
by a localrelativistic quantum �eld theory [26]. (Note
thatwecould nothavesaid thisifwehad notrestricted
�g below TeV which assures the m atter sector is ‘nor-
m al’.) Therefore,the relation (13)m eansthatthe exis-
tenceofa gravitino guaranteesthatGR iscorrectatleast

down to itsCom pton wavelength! Hence,thisisa short-
distance testofG R,which in turn placesa lowerbound
on �g.O n theotherhand,therelation (13)im pliesthat
ifwe�nd com positegravity�rstatsom e� g,then wewill
notdiscovera gravitino above the scale �g| atbestwe
m ay just see a pseudo-gravitino which is nothing but a
random spin-3/2 state.

IV . D ISC U SSIO N S

A . Should a G ravitino Exist?

Thequickansweris,wedon’tknow.Thereisnostrong
argum entindicating whetheritshould orshouldn’t.W e
willpresentbelow severalargum ents,notto answerthis
question buttoshed di�erentlightand gainm oreinsights
on the resultofSec.III.
Im agine a huge hierarchy between the SUSY break-

ing scale
p
F and �g, as

p
F � �g. Above �g, the

gravity sector is described by som e exotic degrees of
freedom | which m ay not even be �eld-theoretic| with
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no gravitons. Here, there is no point of asking what
the superpartner ofthe graviton is,because the gravi-
ton is not even in the theory. W hen we go below �g,
the graviton em erges,butwe do notexpectthata grav-
itinoappearsthere,becausefrom theusuale�ective-�eld-
theoretic viewpoint,the dynam ics at �g that generates
thegraviton should not‘know’aboutSUSY which isbro-
ken way above�g.

Thisargum entistoo naive,however.Aswewillargue
below,notonly isitpossiblethatapseudo-gravitinom ay
exist,butalso even an honestgravitino with allthe(ap-
proxim ately) canonicalproperties m ay exist! Consider
a supersym m etric SU (3) gauge theory with two 
avors
with no superpotentials,and suppose thatSUSY isbro-
ken with the soft m asses m uch larger than �Q C D . For
sim plicity and de�niteness,also assum e thatthe squark
m assesare alldegenerate,respecting the 
avorsym m e-
try,and thatthegluinoism uch heavierthan thesquarks.
This theory possesses an R parity under which allthe
quarks and gluon are even while all the squarks and
gluino areodd.Hence,the squarksarestable,and there
are stable ferm ionic m eson-like bound states(‘m esinos’)
with onequark and oneanti-squark.9

So, apparently, the m esons have superpartners, the
m esinos. Butlook atotherparticles;forexam ple,there
is no ‘sproton’or ‘sneutron’,because they would decay
too quickly to form a bound state. In fact,m ostparti-
cleslack theirsuperpartner,so the interactionsbetween
them eson-m esinosectorand therestarecom pletelynon-
supersym m etric.Therefore,ifthesenon-supersym m etric
couplings are signi�cant,there is no sense in which the
m esinosare the superpartnersofthe m esons,exceptfor
the quantum num bers. In other words,the m esinos in
thiscasearejustanalogousto ourpseudo-gravitino.

However,thereisalsoalogicalpossibility thatthecou-
plingsbetween them eson-m esino sectorand therestare
su�cientlysm allforsom ereason.Then,itisatleastcon-
sistentforthe m esinosto retain the propertiesexpected
from supersym m etry.10 A sim ilarsituation could happen
to a gravitino.Forexam ple,if�g is,say,10� 2 eV,then
itcould be perfectly consistentfora gravitino with,say,
m 3=2 = 10� 3 eV to carry allthe (approxim ately)canon-
icalcouplings we expect from supergravity| as long as
the gravitino does not receive or m ediate a m om entum
transferlargerthan �g| even though

p
F herewould be

� TeV which iswayabove�g.Tosum up,from thestan-
dard e�ective-�eld-theoreticview,thereseem sno prefer-

9 W e are assum ing that these m esinos are the lightest am ong the

hadrons containing superparticles.
10 N ote that this is exactly what is happening in typical weak-

scale SU SY m odels in which the visible-sector interactions at

the weak scale are taken to be (approxim ately)supersym m etric,

even though the actualSU SY breaking scale is often as high as

1011 G eV . Thisisconsistent because the interaction that trans-

m itsSU SY breaking to the visible sector isassum ed to be su� -

ciently feeble.

enceam ong ‘nothing’,‘a pseudo-gravitino’,and ‘a (real)
gravitino’.
To gain m ore insight,let us considerthe lim it in the

opposite order. Thistim e we startwith a �nite � g but
no SUSY breaking (F = 0).11 So we start with a de-
generate pair ofm assless graviton and gravitino. This
gravitinoisofcourseexactly whatweexpectfrom super-
gravity,aslong aswe avoid m om entum transferslarger
than �g. Aswe raise F ,the gravitino m assgoesup ac-
cording to the usualrelation m 3=2 � F=M P‘, as long
as m 3=2 � �g. Ifwe keep raising F ,m 3=2 eventually
hits �g,beyond which the gravitino m ay start looking
strange.(The resultofSec.IIIsaysitwillstartlooking
strange,but here let us pretend that we did not know
Sec.III.) Then,in particular we no longer know how
m 3=2 should vary asa function ofF .(W ewillcom eback
to this issue in detailin Sec.IV B.) Here,let us sup-
posethatitstillkeepsgoing up,although notnecessarily
obeying the usuallinear relation. W illthis ‘gravitino’
eventually disappear? Note that it willdisappear from
SG ET ifitslifetim e becom esshorterthan �� 1

g .Naively,
weexpectthatthelifetim eshould bequitelong because
the coupling 1=M P‘ isextrem ely weak,so itwould stay
in thee�ectivetheory even ifm 3=2 isashigh astheweak
scale.Butthis‘gravitino’m ay haveunusualinteractions,
and thereareprobably m any new statesaround E � �g
into which the ‘gravitino’could decay. So the lifetim e
m ay or m ay not be quick enough for the ‘gravitino’to
disappearfrom SG ET.W eneed theunderlyingtheory to
seewhich way itgoes.
Finally,itisalso conceivable thatm 3=2 ‘saturates’at

�g as we raise F . W e would expect this ifthere is an
exoticstateatE � �g which can m ix with thegravitino.
Then,by the‘no-level-crossing’theorem ,m 3=2 cannotgo
up any further,and the‘gravitino’becom esa m ixtureof
theoriginalgravitino and thisexoticstate.Therefore,in
thiscase,we expecta pseudo-gravitino with m 3=2 � �g.
To sum m arize, qualitative argum ents seem s com -

pletely inconclusiveaboutthenatureand fateofa grav-
itino.TheresultofSec.IIIisthereforequite nontrivial.

B . R elation ofm 3=2 to SU SY B reaking Scale

Here,we com m enton the validity ofthe fam ousrela-
tion between thegravitino m assand theSUSY breaking
scale:

m 3=2 =
F

p
3M P‘

: (14)

In the pseudo-gravitino case(m 3=2 � �g),thisusualre-
lation hasno reason to be true. Clearly,we cannotuse

11 A n extrem e but triviallim it ofthis case is to take � g >
� M P ‘,

i.e.,thelim itofan elem entary graviton.N otethatforany
p
F <
�

M P ‘,the gravitino isa norm algravitino,and the inequality (13)

istrivially satis� ed since m3=2 � F=M P ‘
<
� M P ‘

<
� � g.
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the supergravity form alism to derive it,because super-
gravity contains generalrelativity which is notapplica-
bleforE � �g in ourscenario.Butm orefundam entally,
recallthatthisrelation isjustaconsequenceoftheequiv-
alence between the goldstino and the longitudinalcom -
ponentofthe gravitino athigh energies(E 3=2 � m 3=2).
Usually,we derive the relation by dem anding that the
am plitude of exchanging a gravitino between two su-
persym m etry currents be equal to that of exchanging
a goldstino,in the globalSUSY lim it (M P‘ ! 1 ) for
E 3=2 � m 3=2. However,in the pseudo-gravitino case,it
hasa di�erentcoupling to thesupersym m etry currentas
wellasa hostofadditionalinteractions.Hence,the for-
m ula (14)doesnothold fora pseudo-gravitino.In other
words,since the pseudo-gravitino doesnoteatthe gold-
stino by exactly the right am ount,the SUSY currents
m ust exchange som ething else to m atch the goldstino-
exchange am plitude. But this ‘som ething else’m ust be
am ong thenew exoticstatesin thefulltheory ofgravity,
which we have no idea about. (If we had the under-
lying theory,we could subtract the exotic contribution
from the am plitude and �gureouthow the form ula (14)
should getm odi�ed.)
O n the otherhand,form 3=2 � �g,we can apply the

derivation form 3=2 � E 3=2 � �g,and obtain the usual
relation (14),assum ing thatthe gravitino hasthe stan-
dard 1=M P‘ coupling to the SUSY current,which is at
leasta consistentthing to do aswediscussed in Sec.III.

C . T heoreticalTests

Itiscertainly desirableto con�rm theresultofSec.III
by a theoreticalargum entthathasa �rm erfoundation.
Recallthe concrete exam ple ofcom posite gauge bosons
m entioned in Sec.I: the SU (N ) supersym m etric Q CD
with F 
avors,where N + 1 < F < 3N =2. Below the
�Q C D oftheSU (N ),thistheory isdescribed in term sof
an IR-freeSU (F � N )gaugetheory whosegaugebosons
arecom positesofthe originaldegreesoffreedom [12].
Now letusdeform thetheory such thatthelow-energy

gaugegroup SU (F � N )getsspontaneouslybroken down
to SU (M )whereM < F � N .Ifweapply theargum ent
ofSec.III to this theory,we predict that the m assive
W bosons,with allthe‘norm al’couplingsretained,can-
notbeheavierthan �Q C D .W bosonsheavierthan �Q C D

m ay existbutthey should behavelikerandom spin-1res-
onances,ratherthan asthe‘SU (F � N )-partners’ofthe
SU (M ) gauge bosons. W hile it sounds plausible, the
currently availabletheoreticalwisdom sarenotpowerful
enough to de�nitively con�rm the statem ent.
This SUSY Q CD exam ple also illustrates how ex-

trem ely nontrivialitisto havea com positegraviton cou-
pled to elem entary m atter particles. In the case ofthe
SUSY Q CD m odel, this corresponds to the com posite
SU (F � N )gaugebosonscoupled to elem entary quarks
thatare point-like even farabove �Q C D ! Thisisclearly
a very di�cult,ifpossible,thing to do.In theAdS com -

positegraviton m odelofRef.[13],thegraviton wavefunc-
tion ishighly peaked toward theIR brane,butthereisan
exponentially suppressed tailoverlapping the UV brane
where the SM �eldslive,which can be thoughtofasan
explanation for the weakness ofgravity. Adding super-
sym m etrytotheirsetup tostudy thegravitinoproperties
issaved forfuture work.

V . P R EC ISIO N G R AV IT IN O ST U D Y A N D

P R O B IN G �g IN C O LLID ER S

Clearly,the m ostim portantquantity in any com pos-
ite graviton scenario is the scale �g. As we m entioned
already in Sec.III,in orderto probe the scale �g,it is
crucialto experim entally distinguish a gravitino from a
pseudo-gravitino.
Unfortunately,iftheresultsofsuch ‘precision gravitino

study’turn out that what we have seen is actually a
pseudo-gravitino,this willnot be a su�cient evidence
thatgravity ism odi�ed atshortdistances.Forexam ple,
a pseudo-gravitino is also present in a scenario where
supersym m etry is nota fundam entalsym m etry athigh
energies but m erely an (approxim ate) accidentalglobal
sym m etry ofthe m atter sector at low energies [27]. In
thisscenario,the gravity sectorisjustthe conventional
G R (with no supersym m etry). Therefore,fora pseudo-
gravitino,we need the underlying theory to derive m ore
speci�c predictionsto be tested.
O n the otherhand,ifwe can convince ourselvesthat

it is not a pseudo-gravitino,then we can put a m odel-

independentlowerbound on �g,as�g
>
� m 3=2!Interest-

ingly,aswe willsee shortly,in precisely the regim e that
the direct gravity m easurem ent between test m asses is
im possible,the m easurem entofm 3=2 becom espossible,
so the precision gravitino study can potentially exclude
com posite graviton scenariosdram atically atvery short
distances.
Since itis im possible to see a gravitino  3=2 directly,

theonly hopeto learn som ething aboutitliesin thecase
whereboth eX andX canbepreciselystudiedin thedecay
eX ! X +  3=2.Thism eansthatthedecay m ustbesu�-

cientlyslow and that eX and X both m ustbevisible.This
willindeed berealized ifthe eX isthenext-to-lightestsu-
persym m etricparticle(NLSP)(the lightest(LSP)being
thegravitino)and iselectricallychargedand/orstrongly-
interacting.In such acase,duetotheveryweakcoupling
of eX to thegravitino,therewillbea long,highly visible
track oftheNLSP insidea colliderdetectorbeforeitde-
cays[28],unless 3=2 istoo light.Itiseven possiblethat
theNLSP stopsin thedetectorifitisstronglyinteracting
orproduced su�ciently slow.In such circum stances,the
m om enta and energiesofthe NLSP and itsSM partner
aswellastheNLSP lifetim eshould bem easurable,which
in turn allowsusto deducethem assand thecoupling of
the gravitino to see whether it is a pseudo-gravitino or
not.
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This‘gravitino LSP with charged NLSP’scenario has
already been a great interest in SUSY phenom enology,
especiallyin thecontextofgauge-m ediated SUSY m odels
wherethegravitinoistheLSP and eX isoften ascalartau
lepton [29,30,31]. Note thatonce X and eX have been
observed,the gravitino m ass can be sim ply determ ined
from rewriting (10):

m 3=2 =
�

m
2
X + m

2
eX
� 2m eX

E X

�1=2
; (15)

where E X is the energy ofthe X m easured in the rest
fram eofthe eX .If eX stopsinside a detector,E X can be
directly m easured.Even ifitdoesnot,sinceboth theX
and eX arehighlyvisiblein thedetector,them easurem ent
oftheirenergiesand the relativeangle(the ‘kink’in the
track)can determ ine E X .

O n theotherhand,them easurem entofthe eX lifetim e
givesus the gravitino’scoupling. Ifwhatwe are seeing
isnota pseudo-gravitino butisa realone,then thecou-
pling should go as 1=M P‘ tim es the polarization factor
E 3=2=m 3=2 forthehelicity-� 1=2 com ponents,so therate
isgiven by

� eX
=

m 5
eX

48�M 2
P‘
m 2

3=2

� (20 �m )� 1
�

eV

m 3=2

� 2 � m eX

100G eV

�5
(16)

� (20 hours)� 1
�
G eV

m 3=2

� 2 � m eX

100G eV

�5

wherewehavedropped m X and m 3=2 forsim plicity.(The
helicity-� 3=2 com ponents have no E3=2=m 3=2 enhance-
m ent and thus have been neglected.) The consistency
of m 3=2 determ ined from this form ula with the value
extracted from pure kinem atics (15) willbe an alm ost
convincing evidence that the gravitino is not a pseudo,
because it would be such a coincidence if the pseudo-
gravitino coupling, which could be any size, just hap-
pened to be 1=M P‘.12 Ref.[30]proposesto go even fur-
ther, to test the gravitino’s spin by using the angular
distribution in the 3-body decay ~� ! � + 
 +  3=2.
Now,itisprobablyextrem ely hard todirectly m easure

the gravitationalforcebetween testm assesfordistances
sm allerthan them icron scalewhich would correspond to
�g

<� 10� 1 eV. Let us see whether the precision grav-
itino study can be used to place a bound on �g beyond
this lim itation. Taking m eX

= 100 G eV,the rate (16)
tells us that for m 3=2 = 10� 1 eV,the NLSP willdecay
within O (1)�m , since the relativistic 
 factor for the

12 N otethatthisagreem entbetween thetwo m easurem entsofm 3=2

is equivalent to checking if the gravitino has really eaten the

goldstino asitshould ifitisnot a pseudo.

NLSP cannot be larger than O (10) in a TeV-scale col-
lider. This is unfortunately too short to be seen. De-
m anding thatthe NLSP m ust
y atleasta few 100�m
to be clearly observed by a m icro vertex detector, we
need m 3=2 to beatleasta few eV.However,forsuch low
valuesform 3=2,the form ula (15)requiresm X ,m eX

and
E X to be m easured with unrealistically high precision.
The problem is,to determ ine a sm allm 3=2 from (15),
we have to nearly canceltwo large term s and take the
square-root. Therefore,the lowestpossible value for�g

that can be probed is actually lim ited by the accuracy
in m easuring these param etersratherthan the m inim al
NLSP 
ightlength thata detectorcan resolve. Forex-
am ple,ifweareanticipating m 3=2 oforder1 G eV and if
we are contentwith determ ining m 3=2 only up to a fac-
torofa few,then form eX

� 100 G eV (neglecting mX for
sim plicity),wewould need to m easurem eX

and E X with
the accuracy of� 10 M eV. Therefore,m easuring m3=2
ofO (1)G eV event-by-eventisunrealistic,so itm ustbe
donestatistically.Taking theuncertainty in theindivid-
ualE X m easurem ent to be O (1)G eV,we need to ob-
serveO

�
104

�
NLSP decaysto haveenough statisticsfor

m eX
� 100 G eV and m3=2 � G eV.

Also, note that for m 3=2 � G eV, the eX lifetim e is
abouta few hoursto a week,so theNLSPsm ustbecol-
lected andstoredtodothem easurem ent.Suchapossibil-
ity for eX = ~� hasbeen extensively studied in Refs.[31],
and the bottom line is that collecting O

�
104

�
or even

O
�
105

�
NLSPsand observingtheirdecaysshould bepos-

sible in the LHC and/orthe ILC,although the prospect
dependson otherSUSY param eters.
Those analysesalso conclude thatwe m ay be able to

go up to m 3=2 ofO (100)G eV. Therefore,it is not too
optim istic to expect thatprecision gravitino study m ay
beabletoprobethescale�g between G eV and 100G eV.
W hile thisisstillquite challenging (and we also haveto
be lucky with the SUSY spectrum ),note that this is a
regim ewhere directm easurem entofgravitationalforces
is absolutely im possible,so precision gravitino study is
the only availableprobeforcom posite gravity.

V I. C O N C LU SIO N S

In thispaper,we haveconsidered ‘com posite gravity’,
nam ely,thepossibilitythatthegravitonisnotan elem en-
tary propagating degree offreedom atdistancesshorter
than �� 1

g . W e pointed out that such a scenario is not
necessarily forbidden by the W einberg-W itten theorem .
Anotherim portantassum ption wem adeisthatthem at-
tersectoriscom pletelydescribed byalocalquantum �eld
theory,which is true for �g between the currentexper-
im entallim it� 10� 3 eV,and � TeV orwhatevercuto�
forthe m attersector.To perform a m odel-independent,
e�ective-�eld-theoreticanalysis,itisnecessary to recon-
cile‘elem entary m atterwith a high cuto�’and ‘com pos-
ite gravity with a low cuto�’,and for this purpose we
have utilized soft graviton e�ective theory (SG ET) by
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Sundrum .
In general,the only way to place a lowerlim iton the

scale �g isby a nullresultin experim entsseeking a de-
viation from thestandard 1=r2 law between m acroscopic
testm asses. Thism ethod becom esincreasingly di�cult
as the distance gets reduced. Therefore,it is desirable
to have an alternative probe. The problem is,however,
thatin generalthereisnothing related to gravity except
the graviton itself,so there isno otherway to probe �g

withoutusing gravity.
However,we noted that ifthere is an underlying su-

persym m etry,itm ay lead to theexistenceofa gravitino,
which isrelated to gravity buteasierto observethan the
graviton. Applying the SG ET fram ework to the grav-
itino,we have shown the relation,�g

>� m 3=2,i.e.,the
graviton rem ainsan elem entarydegreeoffreedom atleast
down to the gravitino’s Com pton wavelength. In other
words,wecan usea gravitinoto testgeneralrelativity at
shortdistances| once we see a gravitino,we know that
G R is correctatleastup to m 3=2,which in turn places
a lowerbound on �g!Thiscan havea signi�cantim pact
on the possibility ofcom posite graviton asa solution to
the cosm ologicalconstant problem . For exam ple,ifwe
�nd m 3=2 to be,say,1G eV,the doorwillbe com pletely
shut.
O n the otherhand,ifwe �rst�nd gravity com posite-

ness and m easure �g,then our inequality says that we
willnotdiscovera gravitino abovethescale�g| atbest

wem ayjustseesom erandom spin-3=2ferm ion with com -
pletely random couplings,nothing to do with gravity.

To utilize this inequality to place a lim it on �g,it is
crucialto experim entally convince ourselves that what
wearelooking atisreally a gravitino,ratherthan a ran-
dom spin-3=2 ferm ion.In thefuturecolliderssuch asthe
LHC and ILC,theprospectofbeing ableto do so seem s
quite brightforthe rangeG eV <

� m 3=2
<
� 100 G eV,cor-

respondingto probing �g in therangebetween 10� 14 cm
and 10� 16 cm . Therefore,precision gravitino study can
indeed bean alternativem odel-independentprobefor�g

or a test ofgeneralrelativity,in a regim e where direct
m easurem entofgravitationalforce is absolutely im pos-
sible.
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