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W e explore scenarios n which the graviton is not a fundam ental degree of freedom at short
distances but m erely em erges as an e ective degree of freedom at long distances. In general, the

scale of such graviton Ytom positeness’,

g, can only be probed by m easuring gravitational forces

at short distances, which becom es increasingly di cul and eventually in possble as the distance
is reduced. Here, however, we point out that if supersymm etry is an underlying sym m etry, the

gravitino can be used as an altemative probe to place a lin it on
dem onstrating that there is a m odelindependent relation,

¢ In a collider environm ent, by
g ~ M 3_p. In otherwords, the gravitino

know s that gravity is standard at least down to its C om pton wavelength, so this can also be viewed
as a test of general relativity possible at very short distances. If com posite gravity is found rst at

som e

PACS numbers: 12.60Rc, 0490+ e

I. NTRODUCTION

G ravity at short distances is a vastly unexplored ex—
perin ental frontier. Tt ispossible that a deviation oreven
a drastic departure from the standard gravitational law
m ay be ound in future experim ents. O n the theoretical
side, w e have string theory which replaces general relativ—
ity GR) at distances shorter than the string scae M  *.
However, since string theory not only m odi es graviy
but also govems the m atter sector, the fact that we have
not observed any stringy phenom ena in particle physics
experin ents requiresM g to be higher than at least a few
Tev.

In contrast, for a theory which modi es only grav—
iy, the bound on the scal of such new short-
distance graviational physics is signi cantly lowered to
© (@100) m) ! 0103 ev @] g, 3] (also see the re—
view Ef]), which is 15 orders of m agniude larger than
Tev ! 10 ¥ an ! Therefore, there is huge room for
a theory of this kind. T his situation is quite intriguing,
and this is the w indow that we w illexplore In this paper.

The striking fact about this range between 100 m
and 10 7 an is that we know that m atter is describbed
by the standard local relativistic quantum eld theory
there. T he standard m odel (SM ) hasbeen tested includ-
Ing nontrivial loop corrections w ith great precision E_F';].
This point cannot be em phasized too much. It means
that a m odi cation of graviy in this range cannot be
as radical as, for exam ple, abandoning the notion of a
continuum spacetin e; when we say the Bohr radius is
0509 A, we know perfectly what we are talking about!
So,whilewew illboldly speak ofm odifying gravity in this
paper, we will not m ess around w ith m atter; we take it
for granted that the m atter sector is com pletely nom al,
ie., perfectly described by a local relativistic quantum

eld theory.

Tt should be also m entioned that, in general, changing
the law s of gravity does not necessarily m ean m odifying
orabandoning GR .Forexam pl, ifwe add n extra spatial
din ensions w ith the size L in which only gravitonsm ay

g, thiswould in ply a m odelindependent upper bound on m ;3_, .

propagate, then the Newton’s law changes from 1=r’ to
1=r**" orr L [4]. But gravity in this exam ple is per-
fectly govemed by the conventionalGR; it is just living
In m ore dim ensions than four.

In this paper, however, we will explore the possbil
iy that GR is abandoned at short distances in the sense
that the graviton is not a fundam ental propagating de—
gree of freedom (do.f) In whatever underlying theory,
but ismerely an e ective d .o f. appropriate at long dis—
tances. The scal, which we call ', corresponding
to the boundary between ¥Yhortdistances’ and Yong—
distances’ could be anyw here shorter than O (100) m,
but as we stated above, we will focus on the range
10 "an < <100 m orl0 ‘ev < 4 < Tev),
so that we can exploit the fact that the m atter sector is
hom al.

T his includes various pOSSijthjes| the gravion m ay
be a bound or solitonic state ofthe fuindam entald o .f. E'j],
or an extended state in som e intrinsically nonlocaltheory
E, :gi], or a sort ofhydrodynam ic state as In the scenarios
often dubbed ¥m ergent relativity’ {L0]. W e w illnot dis-
tinguish these varieties but just focus on their com m on
feature that the graviton is not an elem entary propa-
gating d .o f. in the findam ental theory but jist appears
as an e ective d.o.f. In the long-distance description for
d> ,'.Adnm ittedly not an optinalname, we calli a
com posite graviton, where by tom posite’ we sin ply m ean
hot elem entary’.

Onem ay think such a com posite gravion is excluded
by the theorem by W einberg and W itten ({1]. A ctually,
what the W einbergW itten W W ) theoram excludes is
not just a com posite graviton but any m assless spin-1 or
-2 particle, com posite or not! T herefore, wem ust be care—
ful about the assum ptions of the theorem ; we all know
QED and QCD which have a m assless soin-1 particle,
and GR which has a m assless spin2 particle. Note that
the W W theorem states that if a theory allow s the ex—
istence of a Lorentz-covariant conserved vector (or sym —
m etric 2nd-rank tensor) current, then the theory cannot
contain any m assless spin-1 (or spin—2) particle charged
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FIG . 1l: D iagram s representing (@) corrections to the cosm ological constant, (o) corrections to the gravitationalm ass, and (c)
corrections to the inertialm ass. A solid line represents a heavy m atter particle, and a doubl wavy line represents a graviton.

under this current. QED evades the soin-1 part of the
theorem because the photon is not charged under the
current. QCD evades the soin-1 part of the theorem
because the current is not Lorentz covariant due to its
dependence on the glion eld which is a 4-vector only
up to a gauge transform ation. Sim ilarly, GR evades the
soin-2 part ofthe theorem because the gravitationalpart
ofthe energy-m om entum ‘tensor’ isnot really a tensorin
GR.

Indeed, there is an explicit exam ple of com posite gauge
bosons. Consider an SU (N ) supersymm etric QCD w ith
F avorswhereN + 1< F < 3N =2, w ith no superpoten—
tials. In the far nfrared (R), this theory is described by
an IR —free, weakly coupled SU F N ) gauge theory :_[-l_i]
However, these IR gauge bosons are not a subset of the
orignal ultraviolkt UV ) dof,; rather, they are new ef-
fective d o £f. appearing only in the IR description, which
m icroscopically can be interpreted as solitonic states of
the fiundam entalUV d.o.f. [14]. So this is ndeed a con-
crete exam ple of com positem assless gaugebosons, w here
theSU F N ) gauge sym m etry em erges at low energies,
m aking it consistent with the W W theorem .

C larly, it is desirable to have a sin ilar exam ple for
gravity. To this goal, G herghetta, Peloso and Poppiz
recently presented a theory In a 5-dim ensional A nti-de—
Siter A dS) space which isdualto a 4-dim ensional con—
form al eld theory in which the conform al symm etry is
dynam ically broken in the IR yielding a soectrum con-—
taining a m assless spin—2 resonance [_l-é] To com plete
their picture, analyses beyond the quadratic order in ac—
tion m ust be perform ed, egpecially conceming e ects of
the stabilization of the AdS space, and if the delicate
existence of the m assless spin—2 state persists, this will
be a solid, concrete exam pl of a theory of a com pos—
e graviton. (Note that the graviton in string theory is
com pletely elem entary.)

Is there any reason or m otivation to consider such
drastic m odi cation of gravity in this range? Just near
the edge of the range, there is a coam ologically inter-
estihg scale @0 m)? 10 ? 16 2 vac)™4,
where 5. is the vacuum energy density corresponding
to the observed acceleration of the expansion of the uni-
verse [_11_1', :_l§', :;L@l] Kaplan and Sundrum also recently
pointed out that the interesting scale in the context of

the coam ological constant problem (CCP) may instead
be O (10) M &V [[1]. Therebre, i is quite interesting to
ask if com posite gravity can solve the CCP by dentifying

g wih, say, 10 % eV . However, i is not so hard to see
the answer entirely depends on the nature of whatever
underlying theory of com posite gravity.

In particular, i appears that the underlying theory
should notbea local eld theory ifonew ishesto suppress
loop corrections to the coam o]ochal constant by aban—
doning elem entary gravitons ﬁ18] The argum ent goes as
follow s. Consider three diagrams n FIG . -_]. The dia—
gram (r_]:—a) is a correction to the vacuum energy, ('_]:—b)
is a correction to the gravitationalm ass, and @:-C) isa
correction to the inertialm ass. In a eld theory, the loop
Integralin ('_]:—a) can be suppressed only if the vertex has
a form factorthat dependson the loop m om entum . Now,
the problem is, once (].—a) is suppressed by such a form
factor, the correction (].—b) also gets suppressed because
it has the sam e form factor, while the correction (].—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, or a com posite
gravion which isnot from a local eld theory, there does
not have to be tension like this, and suppressing loop cor—
rections to the coan ological constant m ay be consistent
w ith the equivalence principle. But even supposing we
did nd such a nonlocalunderlying theory, i would still
be halfway to solving the coam ologicalconstant problem ,
since there are also tree—level or classical contributions to
the vacuum energy from phase transitions which must
be som ehow suppressed. T he door is not shut yet, and
Ref. ] discusses a toy m odel for such a nonlocal the-
ory without problm s with the equivalence principle or
the classical contrbutions. In the rest of the paper, we
w illnot concem ourselvesw ith the coan ologicalconstant
problem any further, and jist focus on the physics of
com posite gravity.

So, supposing that the gravion is not an elem entary
do.f. in whatever fundam ental theory, how do we see i?
W ithout having a concrete m icroscopic m odel of com —
posite gravity, the scale 4 is the only quantity we can
discuss. So far, the lower bound on 4 hasbeen placed
by m easuring gravitational forces between test m asses,
which has reached the scale of O (100) m . But it is



clear that such direct m easurem ent w ill be increasingly
di cul and eventually In possble as the distance gets
reduced. Soon, som e other m ethods must replace i to
probe the scale of com posite gravity.

Such an altemative can arise if there is som ething that
is related to the graviton but ism ore accessible than the
graviton at short distances. In general, there is noth-
Ing that is related to gravity except the graviton itself.
H owever, if nature possesses (spontaneously broken) su—
persym m etry (SUSY ), the gravitino precisely satis esthe
cntena| it is related to the graviton and m ay be acces-
sble even in colliders! T he introduction of SUSY allows
us to extract som e inform ations relating the graviton and
the graviino w ithout know ing w hat the underlying the—
ory is. In fact, we will show that if a gravitino exists,
it can indeed be used to probe gravity at very short dis—
tances w here direct m easurem ent of gravitational forces
is n possble.

To keep our discussions as m odel ndependent as pos—
sble, we would like to have an e ective eld theory and
ask questions that can be answered by i. This e ective
theory m ust have the follow Ing features:

It must contain a physical scale 4 above which
the graviton is no longer an elem entary degree of
freedom . The scale 4 is not a scale chosen for
convenience but corresponds to a physical bound-
ary between two com pltely di erent phases of the
theory, just ke gcp separates two di erent de—
scriptions w ith totally di erent degrees of freedom
(ie. partons versus hadrons) .

Recall that 4 is a parameter anywhere from
0 10 3 &V to O (TeV) orwhatever cuto for the
m atter sector.)

N evertheless, to reproduce all the known gravita—
tional physics, i m ust inclide all the m atter par-
ticles, even the ones heavier than 4! And, asem -
phasized already, we know that them atter sector is
perfectly described by a local relativistic quantum

eld theory with a cuto higher than Tev > 4.

Because of the second feature, we cannot use the usual
e ective eld theory form alisn in which all the particles
heavier than 4 are sinply integrated out; that would
fail to capture all the known long-distance gravitational
physics such as the 1=r* law, the perihelion precession,
the bending of light, etc.

T herefore, the st In portant question is whether or
not there exists a sensble e ective theory that can deal
w ith this highly asymm etric situation in which gravity
hasa low cuto andm atterhasa high cuto . Thisques-
tion was answered by R . Sundrum , who developed a for-
m alisn , soft graviton e ective theory (SGET) {18], which
assures that we can consistently analyze this asym m etric
situation w ithout referring to the underlying theory of
com posite gravity. W e will review the essential ideas of
SGET in Sec. :ﬁ{ to keep our discussions selfcontained.

G ven that there is a consistent e ective eld theory
to describe the ow—cuto gravity with the high-cuto
heavy m atter, there seem snothing w rong to have a grav—
itino heavier than 4, since we should be able to treat
it jist as one of heavy m atter particles. A fter all, 4
is the scale of graviton’s com positeness which does not
have to be equalto that of gravitino’s once supersymm e~
try is broken. A lso, there is nothing w rong a priori for
a com posite particle to be heavier than the scale of its
com posieness, lke the B -m esons, the hydrogen atom ,
etc. .

N evertheless, aswew illshow in Sec.:}]_:t, there isa non—
trivial rem nant of the underlying supersym m etry which
gives rise to the relation

m 3—o < g * 1)

Therefore, n fact a gravitino| if it exists| knows that
graviy should be Just GR (ie. the graviton isan elem en—
tary do.f) at least down to its C om pton wavelength! In
other words, the discovery of a gravitino and the m ea—
surem ent of its m ass o ers a short-distance test 0cf GR

and places a m odekindependent lowerbound on 4! In
particular, depending on the valie ofm 3_,, wemay be
able to com pletely exclude the possbility of com posie
graviy as a solution to the CCP.

O n the otherhand, ifwe st discover com posite grav—
ity som ehow and measure ¢ before discovering a grav-
itino, then this inequality predicts that, once we see a
gravitino, we will nd itsm assbe lighter than 4.

In Sec.’_I\Z-j};' and 'g\z-?-", we w ill continue the discussions
to gain a furtherunderstanding ofthe inequality, ollow ed
by a brief comment in Sec. :_BZ_C: on the possibility of
Independent theoretical tests of the Inequality.

In order for our prediction to be usefil], it is clearly
crucial to experin entally convince ourselves that what
we are observing is really a gravitino, not a random spin—
3=2 resonance which m ay jist happen to be there. This
issue w ill be discussed :n Sec.{}. W e w ill then conclude
n Sec.:y-_i.

II. SOFT GRAVITON EFFECTIVE THEORY

As we have already m entioned, we need to descrbe
allexperin entally know n gravitationalphysics occurring
am ong heavy ( g) M atter particles, w ithout extrapo-
lating our know ledge of gravity beyond 4. Soft gravi-
ton e ective theory (SGET) {18] is designed precisely for
this purpose! Here, we will review its central concepts
to keep the discussions selfcontained.

: Strictly speaking, to describe the typical observed gravitational
phenom ena involving gravitational bound states, we should
sw itch to yet anothere ective eld theory to have a transparent
pow ercounting schem e appropgiate for that purpose. T he inter—
ested reader should read R ef. EL9_] w hich developssuch an e ective
theory, dubbed honrelativistic general relativity” WRGR).



To start, ket us consider gravity only. In this case, the
theory takes the form of a fam iliar e ective eld theory

with the cuto  § mposed on thegraviton eldh de-
ned via
g Mo

N am ely, the Jagrangian is jist the usualR icciscalar term
plus a whole series of higherdin ensional operators sup—
pressed by powers of 4:

MZ. R+ +

+ ; 3)

R R
L grav - 2
g

2
2
g

where din ensionless O (1) coe cients are suppressed.?
As we mentioned earlier, 4 is a physical scale above
which h  isno longer an elem entary degree of freedom .

N ote the scales and kinem atic con gurationsto which
this Lgry is applicable. It is appropriate only for pro-
cesses where allm om entum transfers am ong the gravi-
tons are less than O ( 4). For example, i can not be
used to calculate the cross-section for two highly ener-
getic E g) gravitons scattering w ith a large angle.
In fact, we do not even know if such a scattering oc—
curs at aJl| m aybe they would end up wih ‘“gts’, lke in
hadron-hadron collisions| who knows? No experin ents
so far have told uswhat would happen to such processes,
and perform ing theoretical calculations requires specify—
ing the full theory valid at distances shorter than .
Them oralhere isthat a Jargem om entum transfer should
not be delivered to a graviton w ithin oure ective theory.

To also understand that a graviton should not be ex-
changed to m ediate a Jarge m om entum transfer, in agine
a theory wih a ffrmion and a scalar , and suppose
we have veri ed that a Yukawa coupling perfectly
descrbes the ! scattering when both ’s get
only very low recoils, ie. the m om entum transfer m edi-
ated by isvery am all. But i m ay be com plktely w rong
to use this Yukawa theory to describe the scattering of
two very energetic 's by a large angle, corresponding
to a large mom entum transfer m ediated by . For in—
stance, suppose that the is actually a strongly bound
state oftwo new ferm ions interacting with via a 4-
ferm ion coupling "~ .Then,when the ’s get recoils
much larger than ' gcp’ ofthis new strong interaction,
wem ust use the 4-ferm ion theory with ratherthan the
Yukawa theory wih .Here, ism eanttobe the analog
ofthe gravion, and therefore, w thin oure ective theory,
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 of the two
operators explicitly w ritten in G) plus a total derivative. Fur—
them ore, in the absence of m a’cber, even those two operators
cquld be rem oved by  eld rede nition, but we have kept thep |in
c_i) because we are interested in including m atter. See R efs. EQJ
form ore discussions on these operators.

Now, et usm ove on and include m atter elds. First,
note that for a given value of 4, som e elem entary par-
ticles In the standard model (SM ) are too short-lived
( ;) tobe included in SGET .On the other hand,
som e com posite particles in the SM liwve long enough
( 4 ) and also are too small in size ( 1 for
a soft gravion to recognize that they are com posie. For
example, if 4 is, say, 10 ? eV, then the proton, the
hydrogen atom s n 1S and 2P states would be all ele-
mentary elds (femm ion, scalar, and vector, respectively)
in SGET.

Secondly, there arem any hard processes’ am ong those
m atter particles involring m om entum transfers much
larger than 4. For example, if 4 is, say, 1 €V, then
the pair annihilation, et e ! , would be a hard pro—
cess. Since a soft graviton in this case cannot resolve the
t-channel electron propagator there, we should shrink it
to a point and express the entire processby a singke local
operator. A Iso, since soft gravitons in this case cannot
pairproduce an electron and a posiron, they are com —
plktely unrelated particles from soft gravitons’ view point.
W hereas if 4 is, say, 1 GeV, then there are soft gravi-
tonsw ho can see the t-channelpropagatorine’ e !
and electrons and positronsm ust be described by a smg]e

eld operator.

The generalm atching procedure for a SGET m ay be
best explained by com paring it w ith the construction of
ausuale ective eld theory in which heavy particles are
sin ply Integrated out. In the derivation of a usual ef-
fective theory, we consider one-light-particlke-irreducible
(ILPI) diagram s; In a 1LP I diagram , all extemal lines
represent light particles to be kept In the e ective the-
ory, and the diagram would not spolit in two ifany one of
Intemal light-particle propagatorswere cut. W e then ob—
tain e ective vertices in the e ective theory by shrinking
every heavy propagator to a point.

Sin flarly, fora SGET ,we consider one-nearly-on-shell-
particke-irreducible (INO SPI) diagram s; in a INO SP Idi-
agram , all extemal lines are nearly on-shel], ie., is de-
viation from the m ass shell is Jess than O ( 4), and the
diagram would not split in two if any one of intemal
nearly-on-shell propagatorswere cut. W e then obtain ef-
fective vertices by shrinking every faro -shell (ie. not
nearly on-shell) propagator to a point. For the technical
detailof ¥hrinking’ orm atching procedure, see Ref. {_lg']

Having m atched all hard SM processes onto e ective
operators, we arenow ready to couple to i the soft gravi-
ton descrbed by (). This step is straightrward| we
Just use general covariance as a guide, just aswe do for
the conventional general relativity.

By construction, SGET respects all findam ental re—
quirem ents such as the equivalence principle, Lorentz in—
variance, and unitarity, as long aswe stay w ithin its ap—
plicability we have discussed above [18]. Tn particular,
unitarity holds because all propagators that can be on—
shellare included in SGET , so it correctly reproduces the
In aghary part of any am plitude.



III. THE COMPOSITE GRAVITINO

Now, ket us consider putting a gravitino in the story,
w ith the hope that a gravitino m ay be m ore experin en—
tally accessble than gravitons at short distances so we
can lam som ething about gravity. The new ingredient
In this section is supersymm etry (SUSY) as a soonta—
neously broken exact underlying symm etry, not only in
the m atter sector but also in the gravity sector. A sm en-
tioned in Sec. I, the Introduction of SUSY is a necessary
and m Inin al additional Ingredient ifwe w ish to have an
altemative probe for 4 which is as m odekindependent
as possble, because w thout SUSY there is nothing that
isnecessarily related to gravity exoept the graviton itself.

Since the graviton isnot a findam ental degree of free—
dom at short distances, neither is the gravitino 3 Let eg
be the scale above w hich the gravitino ceasesto be an el
em entary degree of freedom . Because supersym m etry is
broken, €4 doesnot have to be equalto 4. Thereisalso
another scale in the theory, the gravitihomassm 3, . A
priori, these three scalesmay come in any order. SGET
assures that there is a consistent fram ew ork to descrbe
particles which aremuch heavier than 4, som;_, may
behigherorlowerthan 4.W hile €4 isroughly the size’
of the graviino, there is nothing w rong for a com posite
particle to be heavier than the Inverse of its size, or the
com positeness scale. In fact, heavy quark e ective theory
HQET) [_i]_:], which describes a single B -m eson system ,
takes advantage of the fact that the B -m eson’s com pos—
Teness scale gcp Ismuch lssthan tsmassmg mp.

In the case of HQET , the e ective theory breaks down
ifa glion deliversam om entum transfer largerthanm y, to
the b quark. But in generale ective theories, the break—
down m ay happen at an energy m uch lower than any ob—
viousm ass scale in the theory. For exam ple, consider the
e ective eld theory of a hydrogen atom in the ground
state Interacting w ith soft photons E O (€V)). This
e ective theory contains an elem entary scalar eld (the
hydrogen atom in the 1S state) and the electrom agnetic

eld, and i correctly accounts for the Rayligh scatter—
ing, explaining why the sky is blue? But this e ective
theory clearly goes w rong if a photon delivers an energy
of O (V) or higher, where we should take into account
the fact that the scalar is actually not elem entary. But
this breakdown scale ismuch less than the scalarm ass,
O Gev)2>i®

3 0 f course, there is also a possibility that a gravitino just does
not exist. H ere, we assum e that a gravitino exists and its lifetim e
is long enough ( gl) to be J'p_tlllee ective theory. W e will
com e back to this caveat in Sec.ilV A;.

4 The reader not fam iliar w ith th-ls:c:ute application of e ective
eld theory m ay like to read R ef. 1[2‘2].

W egetadi erentbreakdown scale ifwe are interested in captur—

ingadi erentphysics, such asthe pairannihilation ofa hydrogen

and an anti-hydrogen.

Interestingly, even if we take into account the internal structure,
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T herefore, a priori there seam s no restriction on pos—
sble values form 3, . For further discussions shedding
di erent light on this m atter, see Sec. '_m{ A!\) Neverthe-
Jess, we will show below that m ;_, should be bounded
from above by 4, which is a nontrivial constraint aris-
Ing from the underlying supersym m etry.

F irst, we m ust be clear about what wem ean by Yrav—
itino’. For Instance, say, we have found a new spin-3=2
ferm jon which hasno SU (3) SU (2) U (1) interactions
w ith the rest of the standard model. Does i mean we
have seen a gravitino? N ot necessarily. In order for som e
soin-3=2 ferm ion to be a candidate for a gravitino, at
least tmust have| possbly am ong other thjngs| a cou—
pling to the supersym m etry current ofthe m atter sector;
In otherwords, it should be able to convert a m atter par-
ticle to its superpartner. W ithout this feature, i would
be no di erent from a random spin-3=2 resonance.

So, webegin by supposing that we have seen a spin-3=2
ferm jon X em itted In a process ofthetype € ! Y + X,
where ¥ is the superpartner of a particke Y .

Form 3-, g It is clearly consistent to add the grav—
itino in the pure graviy e ective lagrangian (E:), treat—
Ing it just lke the graviton. In other words, we can

rst forget about the graviton and gravitino, construct
the nearly-on-shell e ective lagrangian for m atter, then
couple the gravion and the gravitino using general co—
variance and local supersym m etry as a guide, where the
e ects ofm 3_, can be system atically included as pertur-
bation.

Form 3_, gr We clearly cannot include the gravitino
n ('_IJ.) together w ith the soft graviton, because whenever
such a heavy gravitino is produced or exchanged, it is a
hard process ( g) by de nition. But this sin ply sug-
gests that we should treat it just as one ofheavy m atter

elds instead. The only di erence seem s that unlke all
the otherm atter particles, we do not have a fundam ental
theory for the com posite gravitino, so we cannot calcu—
late the coe cientsin SGET lagrangian | thatis ne,we
Just leave them as param eters.

However, we have to be carefii], because this golit-
ting of the graviton and gravitino into the soft and hard
sectorsm ay be incom patible w ith the underlying SUSY,
w hich pairs them .

Let us build a gauge-theory analog of our problem .
F irst, recall our glokal sym m etry structure: the underly—
Ing sym m etry is the superP oincare group, w hich is spon—
taneously broken to its subgroup, the P oincaregroup. So,
consider a global SU (2) symm etry which spontaneously
breaksdown to a U (1) by a triplet scalar = & 2 get—
thgaVEV 2 =0and 3 =v. Here, istreated
Just as a sourion.) The SU ) is the analog of the un-
derlying supersym m etry, w hile the unbroken U (1) is the

the breakdown scale O (€V) is stillm uch sm aller than the lightest
m ass In the theory m ¢ 5 MeV.SeeRef. 28] oran illum inat-
ing form alism m aking this breakdown scale m anifest.



analog of the unbroken P oincare symm etry.

Now, at long distances, the P oincare group is gauged
by the existence of the soft gravion which, however, is
not a fundam ental degree of freedom at short distances.
So, correspondingly, we gauge the U (1) at long distances
by introducing a soft m assless vector eld W 3, which we
call toy soft graviton’. And jist like the graviton, W 3 is
not a propagating degree of freedom at short distances.
Finally, we also need a gravitino’, ie., a m assive
vectorwW * Wl = 2.

Letusassumem , g which isthe case ofour inter-
est. W ewant to write down Yoy SGET '’ for the toy grav—
itino. The only property of W ¥ which possibly m akes
i di erent from other heavy particles is that i is the
SU (2)-partner of the toy graviton W 3. So, the question
is w hether there is any constraint on the structure ofthe
toy SGET from the underlying SU (2), or the toy SUSY .

Let us forget 4 for a moment, and recall how a
spontaneously broken symm etry leaves its trace in low —
energy physics. To be concrete, consider couplings of
W' and W 3 to a heavy D irac form jon doublet . ( is
of course the analog of the pair of a SM particke and
is superpartner.) If we lim it to only renom alizable
operators, all three W ® must couple to the three cur-
rentsJ? = 2 w ith a single com m on coupling con—
stant g. T his equality is a consequence of the underlying
SU (), even though i is broken.

H ow ever, once w e take into account higherdin ensional
operators, the coupling of W 1 to J'? does not have to
be equalto that of W 3 to J3, because there are higher
din ensional operators that reduce to these couplings af-
ter picking up the VEV . Am ong such, the one w ith the
Iowest din ension isthe din ension-5 operator L .We
could go on and analyze this operator, but i tums out
that we can leam the sam e lesson w ith much less arith—
m etic from the follow Ing din ension—6 operator:

16 2c

Le= —~5 T @

wherewetakec 1 sothatM oorresponds to the scale
obtained via haive din ensionalanalysis’ NDA), ie., the
scale at which this operatorwould lead to strong coupling
if the theory is not replaced with a m ore fundam ental
theory by then R4]. A fier substimiting the VEV for
and canonically nom alizing the elds, we nd that the
coupling of W 3 stays equal to g as expected from the
unbroken U (1) gauge invariance, but the coupling of W *
does get m odi ed as

g = g; ©)
w here

16 *vc 4 ~ 2
™z M ©

T herefore, the equality ofthe W ° and W * couplings no
longer holds. E specially, f v is O M =4 ), then g, =g

FIG.2: The epeg !
exchange.

o ep scattering via the t-channelW 3

could be anywhere between zero and In nity, and there
would beno rem nantsofthe underlying SU (2) symm etry.

This lesson can be generalized. In generalg; di ers
from g as

9+ = g (7)

where the factor inclides contrbutions from all the
operatorsthatcanm ix with W #J® .Therelation ' 1
holds as Iong asv M =4 ,but forv M =4 ,allthose
operators would contribute to  equally In m agnitude,
and consequently could be anyw here betw een zero and
n niy.

Now, ket us go back to the case ofour interest and take

g Into account. Let us w rite the doublet as

S @®)

and, for de niteness, take e to be heavier than wih
the m ass di erence larger than m , so that e can decay
into and W * . C larly, this is the analog of a sparticle
decaying into its SM partner and a gravitino.

Once we have seen a toy gravitino produced via this
decay, g, must be nonzero. In the rest frame of the
decaying e, this decay is caused by the operator

H ine gW+p p €0 7 ©
w here the irrelevant indices, bars and daggers are sup—
aressed, while the inportant quantity here is pj =

E?2 m? where E is the energy of the outgoing
given by

m Ze +m?2  m?

E = ————: 10
om . 10)

Now, ifg is also nonzero, there would also be a term
Hipe gW 3p ep € ; 11)
w ith the same p. The problem is that, at the second or—

der in perturbation theory, this operator could cause the
process e, €y ! ey e, via the tchannelW * exchange



FIG .:_2:) . Note that them om entum transferQ ? m ediated
by the W 3 is given by

q 2
02 = p2+m?Z  mg + p?
5 1
2 p?
= 2m 1+ — 1 : 12)
me
S

From pj= E? m? and (_l-(_i),weseethatbrgenerjc
m andm, ,wehave Pj me > m, gr Which is
a hard m om entum transfer. However, as discussed In
Sec. 'l,f{, a gravion cannot be exchanged to m ediate such
a largem om entum transferw ithin SGET . T herefore, the
operator {_I]_:) should not be present In the e ective the—
ory.

T herefore, to decouple the operator {_l-]_;), wem ust take
the Iimit g ! O while kesping g, xed to a nite valie.
Then the relation {}) requires ! 1 ,which, however, is
possbl only ifv M =4 , asnoted before. In this lim i,
all the higherdin ensional operators that can contribute
to g do contrbute equally In m agniude, whik all the
other interactions have the lullNDA strength. Further—
m ore, having taken this lim it, we have decoupled the soft
W 3 aswell, so we have to couplk it back to the theory.
This can be easily done by using the U (1) invariance,
but now the coupling ofthisU (1)| letuscallit ges| is
com pletely arbitrary, w ith no relation to g; !

T herefore, although we cannot perform any quanti-
tatively reliable analysis beyond estin ates® due to v
M =4 , this is good enough to give us the ollow Ing qual-
itative understanding of what W * is like. F irst, its cou—
pling to the SU (2) current, g; , isnot related at allto the
coupling of the soft W 3 to the U (1) current, gsos . Sec—
ond, it has all kinds of additional interactions, all w ith
the full NDA strength. Because of these two features,
W * should be viewed just asa random spin-1 resonance,
rather than the SU (2)-partner’ of W 3.

R ecalling the dictionary ofour analogy, translating this
gauge-theory lesson back to gravity is straightforward.
(The only slight m ism atch in the dictionary, which isnot
at all essential for us, appears in the 4 counting for
broken SUSY , where the relation v M =4 should be
translated asF  M?=4 whereF isthe decay constant
ofthe goldstino, orthe square ofthe SUSY breaking scale
5] Therefore, we have Hund

Ifry_, g it is consistent for the gravitino to be
Just tanonical, w ith all the properties we expect

7 The exception occurs in highly degenerate’ cases: (a) either one
of and W ' ismuch heavier than the other and alm ost degen—
erate w ith e so that pj gor b)m andmy areofthesame
order but they add up to nearly m o so that pJj g - A Ithough
these case are logically possible, it looks too coincidental, so we
w il not pursue this caveat any further.

® W e have also neglected the e ects of running.

from the standard supergravity, except for the fact
that the gravitino| like the graviton| isnot an ek
an entary degree of freedom at short distances. In
other words, as long as we avoid processes w here
a gravitino receives orm ediates a lJarge m om entum

transfer, the gravitino can behave nom ally.

Ifmy_, g, this gravitino’ is not really a grav—
itino, because the coupling of this Yravitino’ to
a SM particke and is superpartner can have any
value, w ith no relation to the tanonical strength,
and we also expect this Yravitino’ to have a whole
series of other couplings, allequally in portant w ith
the fullNDA strength. In short, it behaves just like
a random spin-3=2 resonancew ith no relation to the
gravity sector.

H ereafter, to distinguish these cases, we w illuse the tem
gravitino only to refer to the rst case, whikwewillcall
the second case pseudo-gravitino.

W e postpone the issue of experin entally distinguish—
ing a gravitino from a pseudo-gravitino until Sec.:y: LAt
this point, let us just assum e that the distinction can
be m ade. Then, we have found the m odelindependent
relation between the graviiino m ass and the com posie
graviy scale:

m 3—o < g M (13)

By de nition, gravity is described by GR at distances
Ingerthan ', because GR is the only consistent the-
ory once we have a gravion coupled to m atter described
by a local relativistic quantum eld theory f_2-§] N ote
that we could not have said this if we had not restricted

g below TeV which assures the m atter sector is hor-
mal. Therefore, the relation C_l:_i') m eans that the exis—
tence of a gravitino guarantees that GR is correct at keast
down to its Com pton wavekngth! Hence, this is a short—
distance test of GR, which in tum p]aoes_ a lower bound
on 4.On the other hand, the relation C;Li_i) In plies that
ifwe nd compositegravity rstatsome 4,thenwewill
not discover a gravitino above the scale 4| at best we
may Just see a pseudogravitino which is nothing but a
random spin-3/2 state.

IV. DISCUSSION S
A . Should a G ravitino E xist?

The quick answeris, wedon’t know . T here isno strong
argum ent Indicating w hether it should or shouldn’t. W e
w il present below several argum ents, not to answer this
question but to shed di erent light and gain m ore insights
on the resul of Sec. :p-j

Im agjnepa_huge hjerarthﬁ between the SUSY break-
ing scale F and g4, as F g- Above 4, the
gravity sector is described by som e exotic degrees of
freedom | which may not even be eld-theoretic| with



no gravions. Here, there is no point of asking what
the superpartner of the graviton is, because the gravi-
ton is not even in the theory. W hen we go below 4,
the gravion em erges, but we do not expect that a grav—
itino appearsthere, because from theusuale ective- eld—
theoretic viewpoint, the dynam ics at g that generates
the gravion should not know " about SUSY which isbro—
ken way above 4.

T his argum ent is too naive, however. A swe w illargue
below , not only is it possible that a pseudogravitihom ay
exist, but also even an honest graviino w ith allthe (@p—
proxin ately) canonical properties m ay exist! Consider
a supersymm etric SU (3) gauge theory with two avors
w ith no superpotentials, and suppose that SUSY is bro-
ken wih the soff masses much larger than gcp . For
sim plicity and de niteness, also assum e that the squark
m asses are all degenerate, regoecting the avor symm e~
try, and that the gluino ism uch heavier than the squarks.
This theory possesses an R pariy under which all the
quarks and gluon are even while all the squarks and
gluino are odd. Hence, the squarks are stable, and there
are stable ferm jonic m eson-like bound states (il esinos’)
w ith one quark and one antisquark .’

So, apparently, the m esons have superpartners, the
m esinos. But ook at other particles; for exam ple, there
is no sproton’ or Wweutron’, because they would decay
too quickly to form a bound state. In fact, m ost parti-
cles lack their superpartner, so the interactions between
them eson-m esino sector and the rest are com pletely non—
supersym m etric. T herefore, if these non-supersym m etric
couplings are signi cant, there is no sense in which the
m esinos are the superpartners of the m esons, except for
the quantum num bers. In other words, the m esinos in
this case are just analogous to our pseudo-graviino.

H ow ever, there is also a logicalpossibility that the cou—
plings betw een the m eson-m esino sector and the rest are
su ciently sm allforsom e reason. T hen, it isat least con—
sistent for the m esinos to retain the properties expected
from supersymm etry}’ A sim ilar situation could happen
to a gravitino. For exam plk, if 4 is, say, 10 2 eV, then
i could be perfectly consistent for a gravitino w ith, say,
mai, = 10 3 &V to carry allthe (approxin ately) canon—
ical couplings we expect from supergravji:y| as long as
the gravitino does not receive or m edjate a m om entum
transfer larger than 4 | even though F here would be

TeV which isway above 4. Tosum up, from the stan—
dard e ective- eld-theoretic view , there seem s no prefer-

° W e are assum ing that these m esinos are the lightest am ong the
hadrons containing superparticles.

Note that this is exactly what is happening in typical weak-
scale SUSY models in which the visible-sector interactions at
the weak scale are taken to be (approxim ately) supersym m etric,
even though the actual SUSY breaking scale is often as high as
10! G eV . This is consistent because the interaction that trans-
m its SUSY breaking to the visible sector is assum ed to be su -
clently feeble.
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ence am ong hothing’, a pseudogravitino’, and & (real)
gravitino’.

To gain m ore insight, lt us consider the lin it in the
opposite order. Thistine we start with a nite 4 but
no SUSY breaking F = 0)!! So we start with a de-
generate pair of m assless gravion and gravitino. This
gravitino is of course exactly what we expect from super-
graviy, as long as we avoid m om entum transfers larger
than 4.Aswe raiseF , the gravitino m ass goes up ac-
cording to the usual relation m 3, F=Mp ., as long
asmz_p g- Ifwe keep raising F, m 5_, eventually
hits 4, beyond which the gravitino m ay start looking
strange. (The result ofSec.ﬁ:I::t says it will start looking
strange, but here let us pretend that we did not know
Sec. :;ZI;'[.) Then, in particular we no longer know how
m 3-, should vary asa function ofF . W e w ill com e back
to this issue in detail in Sec.ilV B'.) Here, et us sup-
pose that it stillkeeps going up, although not necessarily
obeying the usual linear relation. W ill this Yravitino’
eventually disappear? N ote that it w ill disappear from
SGET if its lifetin e becom es shorter than '. Naively,
w e expect that the lifetin e should be quite long because
the coupling 1=M p \ is extrem ely weak, so it would stay
In the e ective theory even ifm ;_, isashigh astheweak
scale. But this Yravitino’m ay have unusualinteractions,
and there are probably m any new states around E g
Into which the Yravitino’ could decay. So the lifetin e
may ormay not be quick enough for the Yravitino’ to
disappear from SGET .W e need the underlying theory to
see which way it goes.

Finally, it is also conceivable that m ;_, Raturates’ at

g asweraise F . W e would expect this if there is an
exotic state at E g which can m ix w ith the gravitino.
T hen, by the ho-levelcrossing’ theorem ,m 3-, cannot go
up any further, and the Yravitino’ becom es a m xture of
the origihalgravitino and this exotic state. T herefore, in
this case, we expect a pseudo-gravitino w ith m 3_, g-

To summ arize, qualitative argum ents seem s com —
pltely inconclusive about the nature and fate ofa grav-
itino. The result of Sec.:_]]-_:t is therefore quite nontrivial.

B . Relation ofm;_, to SUSY B reaking Scale

Here, we comm ent on the validity of the fam ous rela—
tion betw een the gravitino m ass and the SUSY breaking
scale:

F

T PR
.
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In the pseudo-graviino case M 3_, g), thisusual re—
Jation has no reason to be true. C learly, we cannot use

11 An extrem e but trivial lim it of this case is to take g > Mp-,
ie., the lim it of an elem entary graviton. N ote that for any F_ <
M p , the gravitino is a nom algravitino, and the inequality Qg)
is trivially satis ed since m3_, F=Mp < Mp < 4.



the supergraviy formm alisn to derive i, because super-
gravity contains general relativity which is not applica—
ble ork g I our scenario. Butm ore fuindam entally,
recallthat this relation is Just a consequence ofthe equiv—
alence between the goldstino and the longiudinal com —
ponent of the gravitino at high energies € ;-, ms_p).
Usually, we derive the relation by dem anding that the
am plitude of exchanging a gravitino between two su—
persymm etry currents be equal to that of exchanging
a godstino, in the global SUSY lmit Mp. ! 1) for
Eso m 3_, . However, in the pseudogravitino case, it
has a di erent coupling to the supersym m etry current as
well asa host of additional interactions. H ence, the for-
mula I;Lfi) does not hold for a pseudogravitino. In other
words, since the pseudo-gravitino does not eat the gold—
stino by exactly the right am ount, the SUSY currents
must exchange som ething else to m atch the goldstino-
exchange am plitude. But this som ething else’ m ust be
am ong the new exotic states in the fiill theory ofgraviy,
which we have no idea about. (If we had the under-
Iying theory, we could subtract the exotic contrbution
from the am plitude and gure out how the formula C_l-é_Ju')
should get m odi ed.)

On the other hand, form 3_, gr We can apply the
derivation form ;_, E s, gr and obtain the usual
relation Cl4), assum Ing that the gJ:aVJtmo has the stan-
dard 1=M p + coupling to the SUSY current, which is at
Jeast a consistent thing to do aswe discussed in Sec.-'_]:l-;t.

C . Theoretical Tests

Tt is certainly desirable to con m the result of Sec. {1t
by a theoretical argum ent that hasa m er foundation.
Recall the concrete exam ple of com posite gauge bosons
mentioned in Sec. I: the SU N ) supersymm etric Q CD
with F avors, whereN + 1 < F < 3N=2. Below the

ocp oftheSU (N ) this theory is described in temm s of
an IR-free SU F N ) gauge theory whose gauge bosons
are com posites of the original degrees of freedom hZ

Now ltusdeform the theory such that the low -energy
gaugegroup SU (F N ) gets spontaneously broken dow n
toSU M )whereM < F N . Ifwe apply the argum ent
of Sec. EII:It to this theory, we predict that the m assive
W bosons, w ith all the hom al couplings retained, can—
notbeheavierthan gcp .W bosonsheavierthan gcp
m ay exist but they should behave lke random spin-1 res-
onances, rather than asthe SU N )-partners’ of the
SU M ) gauge bosons. W hile i sounds plausble, the
currently available theoretical w isdom s are not powerful
enough to de nitively con m the statem ent.

This SUSY QCD exampl also illustrates how ex—
trem ely nontrivial it is to have a com posite graviton cou—
pld to elem entary m atter particles. In the case of the
SUSY QCD model, this corresoonds to the com posite
SU F N ) gauge bosons coupled to elem entary quarks
that are point-lke even far above qcp ! This is clearly
a very di cuk, ifpossble, thing to do. In the AdS com —

posite graviton m odelofR ef. E[Zj], the gravion wavefinc-
tion ishighly peaked tow ard the IR brane, but there isan
exponentially suppressed tail overbpping the UV brane
where the SM  elds live, which can be thought of as an
explanation for the weakness of gravity. Adding super—
sym m etry to their setup to study the gravitino properties
is saved for future work.

V. PRECISION GRAVITINO STUDY AND
PROBING 4 IN COLLIDERS

C learly, the m ost In portant quantity in any com pos—
ite graviton scenario is the scale 4. As we mentioned
already in Sec.-'p-;t, in order to probe the scale 4, it is
crucial to experim entally distinguish a gravitino from a
pseudogravitino.

U nfortunately, ifthe resultsofsuch brecision gravitino
study’ tum out that what we have seen is actually a
pseudogravitino, this will not be a su cient evidence
that graviy ism odi ed at short distances. For exam ple,
a pseudo—gravitino is also present In a scenario where
supersymm etry is not a fuindam ental symm etry at high
energies but m erely an (@pproxin ate) accidental global
symm etry of the m atter sector at low energies R7]. Tn
this scenario, the gravity sector is just the conventional
GR W ih no supersymm etry). T herefore, for a pseudo—
gravitino, we need the underlying theory to derive m ore
speci ¢ predictions to be tested.

O n the other hand, if we can convince ourselves that
it is not a pseudo-graviino, then we can put a m odel-
independent lowerbound on  4,as 4~ m3_,! Interest—
ngly, as we w ill see shortly, in precisely the regin e that
the direct gravity m easurem ent between test m asses is
In possible, the m easurem ent of m 3, becom es possble,
so the precision gravitino study can potentially exclude
com posite graviton scenarios dram atically at very short
distances.

Since i is inpossble to see a gravitino 3., directly,
the only hope to leam som ething about it lies in the case
whereboth ¥ and X can be precisely studied in the decay
¥ ! X+ 5.,.Thismeansthatthedecay mustbesu -

clently slow and that ¥ and X both mustbevisble. T his
w ill Indeed be realized ifthe ¥ is the next-to-lightest su-
persym m etric particle WLSP) (the lightest (LSP) being
the gravitino) and is electrically charged and/or strongly—
Interacting. In such a case, due to the very weak coupling
of € to the gravitino, there w illbe a long, highly visble
track ofthe NLSP Inside a collider detector before it de—
cays l28 unless -, istoo light. It is even possble that
theNLSP stops In the detector if it is strongly interacting
orproduced su ciently slow . In such circum stances, the
m om enta and energies of the NLSP and its SM partner
aswellastheNLSP lifetin e should bem easurable, which
In tum allow s us to deduce the m ass and the coupling of
the gravitino to see whether i is a pseudo-gravitino or
not.



This Yravitino LSP w ith charged NLSP’ scenario has
already been a great interest in SUSY phenom enology,
egoecially In the context ofgauge-m ediated SU SY m odels
w here the gravitino isthe LSP and ¥ isoften a scalartau
kpton 29, 30, 31]. Note that once X and ¥ have been
cbserved, the gravitino m ass can be sinply determ ined
from rew riting {10)

1=2
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where Ey is the energy of the X measured In the rest
fram e of the ¥ . If ¥ stops inside a detector, Ex can be
directly m easured. Even if it does not, since both the X
and ¥ arehighly visbble in the detector, them easurem ent
of their energies and the relative angle (the kink’ in the
track) can detem lne Ey .

O n the other hand, the m easurem ent ofthe ¢ lifetim e
gives us the gravitino’s coupling. If what we are seeing
isnot a pseudo-gravitino but is a realone, then the cou-
pling should go as 1=M p . tim es the polarization factor
E 3_,=m 3_, forthe helicity— 1=2 com ponents, so the rate

is given by
5
® 2 2
48 M S.m S
2
ev m 5
@0 m)? s 16)
m 3—» 100G eV
2
Gev m 5
(0 hours) * s
m 3=2 1OOG eV

wherewehavedroppedm x andm 3_, orsim plicity. (The
helicity— 3=2 com ponents have no Es_,=m 3., enhance-
m ent and thus have been neglected.) The consistency
of m 5., detem ned from this formula with the value
extracted from pure kinem atics ¢15 will be an aln ost
convincing evidence that the gravitino is not a pseudo,
because i would be such a coincidence if the pseudo-—
graviino coupling, which oou]d be any size, just hap-
pened to be 1=M p « 1% Ref. B0] proposes to go even fiur-
ther, to test the gravitino’s spin by using the angular
distrbbution In the 3-body decay ~ ! + 4+ 3.

Now , it isprobably extrem ely hard to directly m easure
the gravitational force betw een test m asses for distances
an aller than them icron scale which would correspond to

g < 10 'eV. Let us see whether the precision grav-
itino study can be used to place a bound on beyond
this lim itation. Taking Mme = 100 G&v, the rate €16)
tells us that orm s, = 10 eV, the NLSP will decay
wihin O (1) m, sihce the relativistic factor for the

12 N ote that this agreem ent betw een the two m easurem ents ofm 5_,
is equivalent to checking if the gravitino has really eaten the
goldstino as it should if it is not a pseudo.

10

NLSP cannot be larger than O (10) In a TeV -scale cok
lider. This is unfortunately too short to be seen. De-
m anding that the NLSP must y at leasta few 100 m

to be clearly observed by a m icro vertex detector, we
need m 3, to be at keast a few €V . However, for such low

values form 3_,, the omula €15) requiresm y r e and
Ex to be measured wih unrealistically high prec:szon

The problem is, to detem fne a smallm ;_, from {15),
we have to nearly cancel two large temm s and take the
squareroot. T herefore, the Iowest possble value for 4
that can be probed is actually lim ited by the accuracy
In m easuring these param eters rather than the m inim al
NLSP ight length that a detector can resolve. For ex—
am ple, ifwe are anticipating m 3., oforder 1 G&V and if
we are content w ith determ ining m 3-, only up to a fac—
tor ofa few , then form € 100 GeV (neglectingmy for
sim plicity), we would need tomeasurem and Ex wih
the accuracy of 10 M &V . Therefre, m easuring ms_,

of0 (1) G&V event-by-event is unrealistic, so it m ust be
done statistically. Taking the uncertainty in the indirid—
ualEyxy measurement to be O (1) G&V, we need to ob-—
serve O 10* NLSP decays to have enough statistics for
me 100 GeV and m3_, Gev.

A lso, note that for m 5, Gev, the¥ lifetime is
about a faw hours to a week, so the NLSP sm ust be col-
Jected and stored to do them easurem ent. Such a possbit-
ity or¥ = ~ hasbeen extensively studied in Refs. 31],
and the bottom line is that collecting O 10? or even
0 10° NLSP sand observing their decays should be pos-
sble in the LHC and/or the ILC, although the progpect
depends on other SUSY param eters.

Those analyses also conclude that we m ay be able to
go up tom 3., 0of0O (100) G&V . Therefore, it is not too
optim istic to expect that precision gravitino study m ay
be able to probe the scale 4 between Gev and 100G eV .
W hik this is still quite challenging (@nd we also have to
be ucky wih the SUSY spectrum ), note that this is a
regin e w here direct m easurem ent of gravitational forces
is absolutely in possible, so precision gravitino study is
the only available probe for com posie gravity.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have considered ‘om posite graviy’,
nam ely, the possibility that the graviton isnot an elem en—
tary propagating degree of freedom at distances shorter
than gl. W e pointed out that such a scenario is not
necessarily forbidden by the W einberg-W itten theorem .
A nother In portant assum ption wem ade is that them at-
ter sector is com pletely describbed by a localquantum eld
theory, which is true for 4 between the current exper-
mentallimi 10 3eV,and TeV or whatever cuto
for the m atter sector. To perform a m odekindependent,
e ective- eld-theoretic analysis, it is necessary to recon—
cile ¥lem entary m atter w ith a high cuto ’ and tom pos—
ite graviy wih a low cuto ’, and for this purpose we
have utilized soft graviton e ective theory (SGET) by



Sundrum .

In general, the only way to place a lower 1im it on the
scale 4 isby a nullresul in experim ents seeking a de-
viation from the standard 1=r’ law between m acroscopic
test m asses. T hism ethod becom es Increasingly di cult
as the distance gets reduced. Therefore, it is desirable
to have an altemative probe. The problem is, however,
that in generalthere is nothing related to gravity except
the graviton itself, so there is no other way to probe
w ithout using gravity.

However, we noted that if there is an underlying su—
persym m etry, i m ay lead to the existence of a gravitino,
w hich is related to graviy but easier to observe than the
gravion. Applying the SGET fram ework to the grav—
itino, we have shown the rwlation, 4 > m 3, ie., the
graviton rem ainsan elem entary degree of freedom at least
down to the gravitino’s Com pton wavelength. In other
words, we can use a gravitino to test generalrelativiy at
short djstanoes| once we see a gravitino, we know that
GR is correct at least up to m 3_,, which in tum places
a owerbound on 4! Thiscan have a signi cant in pact
on the possbility of com posite gravion as a solution to
the cosn ological constant problem . For exam pl, if we

nd m 3_, to be, say, 1 GeV, the door w illbe com pletely
shut.

On the other hand, ifwe rst nd gravity com posite—
ness and measure 4, then our inequality says that we
w ill not discover a gravitino above the scale 4| at best

g
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wem ay jist see som e random spin-3=2 ferm ion w ith com —
plktely random ocouplings, nothing to do w ith gravity.

To utilize this lnequality to place a linit on 4, it is
crucial to experin entally convince ourselves that what
we are ooking at is really a gravitino, rather than a ran—
dom spin-3=2 ferm ion. In the future colliders such as the
LHC and ILC, the prospect ofbeing able to do so seem s
quite bright for the range GeV < m 3, < 100 G&V, cor-
responding to probing 4 in the rangebetween 10 ** am
and 10 '® an . Therefore, precision gravitino study can
indeed be an altermative m odelindependent probe for
or a test of general relativity, In a regin e where direct
m easurem ent of gravitational force is absolitely in pos—
sble.
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