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T he electro-weak gauge bosons in the standard m odel of electroweak n—
teractions interact w ith each other In a way that is fully described by the
model. Deviations from the prescrived form cause the m odel to be non—
renom alizable or, equivalently, to violate unitarity in high energy scattering

[L]. In this review talk, I shall present a personalperspective on the determ i
nation of, and expectations for, these couplings. I shall discuss the form of
the deviations from the standard m odeland how they are param eterized and
then discuss the expectations for the deviations in extensions to the standard
model. Twill review the current experin ental lnform ation and the possble
In pact of future experin ents.

D eviations from the standard m odelm ust be param eterized in som e way
that w ill still allow predictions for experin ental quantities to be m ade. &t is
convenient to begin with the general form oftheW W V ocoupling where V is
etther a Z boson or a photon R].
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W W*?) represents the W boson eld ( ed strength) and V. (orV ) is
that of the photon () or Z boson. The SU () Index a will be dropped In
what llow s. E lectrom agnetic gauge invariance implies that g5 = g, = 0.
Ih the standard model, , = =g=gd=g=g¢=45f=75%=0,
7 = =g =g =19, = et y andg = e. Radiative corrections
can induce am all changes In these values at higher order in perturbation
theory. The temm s e; € and g, violate CP and are also zero at one loop in
the standard m odel. Experin ental constraints are often quoted in tem s of
and = 1 which param eterize deviations from the standard m odel.
The other possible s=lf couplngsare 227,272 and Z . In the standard
m odelthese are zero. T hey are severely constrained by electrom agnetic gauge



Invariance and Bose symm etry and m ust vanish if all of the particles are on
m ass shell B, 3]. Iwill phrase m ost of the ©llow Ing discussion In temm s of

and assum Ing that all the other couplings have the form given by the
standard m odel. T he argum ents provided below can be extended to the other
cases straightforw ardly.

The standard, SU 2) U (1) m odel, of electro-weak corrections has now
been tested at the quantum (1-Joop) level in experim ents at LEP, SLC and
elsswhere, §]. Tn these radiative corrections, the gauge boson self interac—
tions can appear n loop correctionsto theW , Z and photon propagators. If
all Joops Involving gauge boson s=lf interactions are ignored, the agreem ent
between theory and experin ent is less good [, 71]. D irect determ ination of
these slf Interactions com es from direct cbservation of gauge boson pairs at
the Tevatron or, eventually, at LEP IT.

E xtensions to the standard m odel can produce values of the param eters
in Equation 7, that deviate from the standard m odel form . Iw illassum e that
w hatever extensions exist, they m ust satisfy SU 2) U (1) gauge invariance.
A m odelthat does not do thisw illbe di cult to reconcile w ith current data A.
Tt is convenient to distinguish two types of extensions to the standard m odel.
F irst, there are m odels that, like the standard m odel, are renom alizable. Tn
thiscase a nite number of new param eters is su cient to fully describe the
theory. Supersymm etric extensions of the standard m odel usually &1l into
this class. In m odels of this type the param eters in Equation I} arem odi ed
by radiative (loop) corrections from the standard m odel values.

Second there are non-renom alizable theordes. Such m odels have a m ass
scale that appears in the coe cient of the higher dim ension operators.
For experin ents that probe energy scalks (E) lss than , the e ects of
these operators are suppressed by powers of E = ). A though, such m odels
contain, in principle, an In nite number of param eters, only a few of these
w illbe relevant for experim ent since the suppression w ill render the e ectsof

“Form ore discussion of this see the tak by W illenbrock at thism eeting B]



m ost of them unobservable. T he theory can then be regarded as an e ective
theory valid for E < . At energies above , the theory is replaced by a
m ore fundam ental one and the tem s in the e ective theory are com putabl
In tem s of the param eters of the m ore fundam ental theory. This notion of
an e ective theory is a very useful one since it m ay be possble to ssverely
constrain its form without know ing the full dynam ics of the findam ental
theory []. The best exam pk of this type is the theory that descrbes the
Interaction ofpions w ith each other at low energy. Introducing U = exp (i~
—=f ), where the vector — represents the ; ©, the interactions are given
by

tr@ Uu¥e U)+O(i)2 @)
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T his Lagrangian well describes Q CD , ie. the dynam ics of scattering,
on energy scales lss than a faw hundred M €V . At higher energies the full
dynam ics of (hon-perturbative) QCD , ncluding the details or resonances
is needed to fully describe the scattering. The low energy Lagrangian is
determm ined by the symm etries of Iow energy QCD, ie. the fact that the
pions are the G oldstone bosons of spontaneously broken chiral sym m etry.
Ifthere isnew dynam icson am assscalk ofa few TeV , such asisthecase in
technicolrl(]m odels orm odels w here there are strong Interactions betw een
longitudinally polarized W and Z bosons at high energy [11], the e ects of
this dynam ics can be param eterized by adding tem s to the standard m odel
Lagrangian [12]. These form of these tem s is dictated by the requirem ent
that they must not produce any e ects that would Invalidate the various
standard m odel tests and they m ust be Invariant under SU 2) U (1). The
form of the operators depends upon the particle content of the low energy
e ective theory. The theory must contain the quarks, ¥ptons and gauge
bosons; it may or m ay not contain H iggs scalars. If we assum e that there
are no light H iggs scalars then one can wrte 12 CP invariant operators of
dim ension 4 {[3] or kss. This lagrangian can be w ritten as a gauged chiral
m odel. In addition to the quark and lepton elds and the gaugeboson elds,



there sa eld = exp@d ® ®=v)wih v= 246Ge&V.The ed 2 provides
the Iongitudinal degrees of freedom for the m assive W and Z bosons. The
kinetic energy for the gauge bosons is given by
vz‘Cr:(D D ) lW W lB B 3)
4 2 2

Here ed B W ) isthe eld strength ofthe U (1) (SU 2)) part of the
standard m odel. These temm s also give the m ass for the W and Z bosons
and the photon. Iw ill consider the e ects of two of the additional operators

L = —9gtany (B W) 4)

T hese give a contrdoution to
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However the term L, also contributes to the two point fiinction of the gauge
bosons and is therefore constrained by m easurem ents at LEP and elsew here
as Iwillnow discuss.

Recallhow testsofthe standard m odelare carried out. Them odel is fully
described in tem s ofa set of param eterswhich can be taken, to be the Fem i
constant Gy, the ne structure constant o, , the m ass of the Z, the H iggs
m ass and them asses of the quarks and kptons. Taking these values as input,
one com putes the expected value of som e experim entally observable quantity
such asthe cross section of e scattering. T his expected quantity has som e
€ITOr weory, that arises from the uncertainties in the param eters and residual
uncertainty arising from the the calculation having been carried out to som e
order In perturoation theory. This is then com pared w ith an experin ental
m easurem ent which has an error .. If the theory and experin ent agree,
the m odel is the tested with an accuracy that is the larger of weory and



expt - A failure of the m odel is revealed when there are experin ental results
that disagree w ith theory by m ore than the Jarger of weory and  expe. In @
variant of the standard m odel, extra param eters appear and the values of
these param eters can be adjusted to acocom m odate experin ental values that
the standard m odel fails to predict correctly.

T he param eters appearing in equation 7 need to be related to physical
quantities so that their values can be extracted from data. The general
form ofthe W W V vertex for bosons of m om enta p;, p; and ps; and polar-
ization tensors ;, , and ; depends upon the invariant m ass of the three
bosons viz. ©;p2;p05). In the case of the W W vertex, there is a
physical point where all of the particles are on m ass shell (static lim i) ie.

M Z ;M 2 ;0). At this point the quantities appearing in equation 1 are
related to physical properties of the W boson; and to the electric
quadrapolemoment Q) and m agnetic dipolemoment () oftheW .

B e
= M @+ + ) (6)

3 e
Q = M 2 ( ) (7)
@)

H ow ever these static quantitiesarenot su cient to describe the generalprop—
ertiesof  (o}ip5ip3)-

Consider the process gg ! W ; Iwill assum e for sin plicity that all of
the param eters In the W W vertex have the standard form excespt for
and . There is a contrbution for the Feynm an diagram shown in gure 3
which depends on (s;Mﬁ ;0) wherep§ is the center of m ass energy of
the quark antiquark system . If and are taken to be constants, then
thiswill result in a scattering am plitude of the form

A a+bp§( 1+ )+ cs )

where a, b and ¢ are Independent of the center of m ass energy (p s). This
am plitude grow sw ith sunlss and  have the standard m odelvalues ofl
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Figure 1: Feynm an diagram s show ing the processogg ! W

and 0 respectively. T his grow th is a general feature of anom alous couplings.
Tt is in m ediately clear that the sensitivity ofan experin ent to the anom alous
couplings ncreases w ith the energy of the experin ent and that a high energy
experin ent ism ore sensitive to  than to l.Henceane'e ! W'W
m easurem ent atp§ 500 G&V can constrain and 1 much more
precisely than a m easuram ent w ith com parabl statjstjcalpoweratp s 190
G &V . Sim ilarly in a hadron collider, the greatest sensitivity arises from the
(faw ) events of largest energy.

This problem of unitarity violations can be avoided phenom enologically
by the introduction of form factors [14] to dam p the growth at large s ie.

' o=(+s= HMand ( 1! ( 1)=@0+s= Hwihn;;n, 1.k
is conventional to use a djpole fom factor, ie.n, = n; = 2. An experim ent
measuring the W production cross section can set a lin it on and
given a value ofn;, n,, and . Note that fora given choice ofn, n,,and ,
uniarity alone bounds  and 1.Forn; = n, = 2, thisbound is {15]

j 13 < 74 Tev?= ?
9§ < 40 Tev?= ? 10)
An experim ent that is not sensitive to values below these is not relevant.

G enerally ©?;p5;P5) is not gauge invariant when com puted beyond
Jleading order in perturbation theory. T his is directly related to the fact that
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Figure 2: An exam pk of contrbbution togg! W which must be included
along w ith the 1 Joop correctionsto the W W  vertex appearing in F igure B8

it is not a physical quantity. A s discussed in reference [L§], i is possible to
de ne a gauge invarant form by Including som e pieces of other corrections
that would contriute at the sam e order in perturbation theory to a physical
process. In the examplk ofgg ! W , a contrbution of this type is shown
in gureZ. It is convenient to quote the values of the physical quantities
and at the static lin it as a m easure of the expected size of the higher
order corrections.

W hat values of anom alous couplings are to be expected in the standard
m odel and its possbl extensions? In the standard m odel the natural size
of land I8 o= [L7]. Fora top quark mass of 150 GeV and a
Higgsmass of 100 GeV, = 0006 and + 1= 0:0003[1§]. In the
supersym m etric m odel the size of the corrections depends upon the m asses
of the supersym m etric particles. Note that the m asses assum ed must be
consistent w ith other experim ental constraints. Form ost of the values ofthe
param eters, isabout 60% ofitsvalie in the standardm odeland + 1
is about 5 tim es larger than its standard m odel value.

In extensions to the standard m odelw here operators of the type In equa-



tion :4 are present, we need to estin ate the size of ;; ,, and . Using the
scale of new physics to be 1 TeV we m ight expect to be as large as
005 if 2 1 as would be expected if the new physics at scale is
strongly coupled. O ther estin ates yield values an aller than these 2]. The
term L, i equation 4 contributes to the gauge boson two point fiinctions
and in particular to the Peskin-Takeuchi [19] S param eter. U sing the data
from LEP, the constraint j ,3< 05R(] is obtained (@gain Thave taken = 1
TeV ) .Hence the contrdbution ofL,, to is restricted to be Jessthan 0.013.
The temm L, is not directly constrained by LEP data. However since both

;1 and , arse from the sam e (Unknown) physics, it is to be expected that
they w illbe of the sam e order of m agniude.

There have been cbservations of W , Z , W W and W Z nal states
at the Tevatron collider by both CDF R1] and D 0f2] that are reviewed at
thism eeting P23,24] T he form er constrainstheW W  vertex while the latter
oconstrainstheZ Z andZ  verticesand the lastconstrain W W Z andW W
vertices. T he lim its on and arising from cbservation ofW nalstates
are shown In Figure 3. These lin its use dipoke orm factors (n; = ny = 2)
wih = 15 Te&V.The lin its are essentially unchanged if = 1 TeV.The
uniarty lim tsfor = 1:5 TeV are larger than the experin ental constraints
(see qure ().

The Imison ; and ; arsing from the observation of W W and W Z
nal states is sin ilar to those on  and P1l]. In the case of the Z 2
and Z vertices, the lin its are m ore sensitive to the assum ed form factor
behaviour of the vertices [3]. This is due to the form of the vertex fiinction,

©?;05;P5), which must vanish when the particles are all on m ass shell
and therefore has powers of energy in the num erator. The form factors then
Introduced to prevent a unitarity violation must have n 3. Constraints
have also been placed on the ZZ couplings by searching for events at LEP
oftheform Z ! Z (! 7) B7I]. These lim its are com parable to those from
CDF.
N ote that the lin its depend upon the ability to predict the event rates
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Figure 3: The lin itson and from theD 0 experin ent (the area inside

the oval region is allowed region) P2]. The linits from CDF are sim ilar
E-Jl]. A lso shown is the allowed region from the observation ofb ! s (the
hatched area) from CLEO P8]. The lin its are shown at 95% con dence.
T he area outside the dashed circle is excluded by unitarity for the process
q@G! W*'W wihn;=n,=2and = 15TeV.The regionsat the top and
bottom ofthe gurebounded by the dashed horizontal lines are excluded by
unitarity mog! W



Figure 4: A contrbution to the processB ! K

given the gauge boson self couplings requires an understanding ofthe QCD
production process. This process is com puted at next to leading order in

strong @nd the resulting uncertainty should quite snall P5]. The angular
distrdoution ofthe processggq ! W  has a zero at a particular value of the
scattering angle R@]. This zero is not preserved by the higher order QCD
corrections.

The decay ofa B m eson to a photon and a strange m eson, proceeds via
Joop e ects. O ne relevant graph isgiven in Figure 4, wheretheW W vertex
is present. The experin ental cbservation of this process P§] enables one to
constrain and  RY]. The constraint is shown on F igure 3. N ote that the
constraint is less direct than that of CDF and D 0. T he interference between
the graph shown In gure 4 and other graphs such as the one where the
photon is radiated o the top quark, results n the odd shape for the allowed
region. Ifthere were other diagram s that could contrbutetob ! s , such as

10



would occur In a supersym m etric m odel, the constraint becom es a coupled
lim it involving the couplings of other particles B0].

I will end wih a discussion of the prospects for future m easurem ents.
LEP Twillbeablktomeasurethe Z and W W and possbly the ZZ nal
state. Consequently it willprobetheW W ,Z22Z ,Z2 andW W Z vertices.
In the case of W W , the sensitivity of order 0.3 (0.5) to both and at
P s= 192(176) Gev [BZ]. This is approxin ately three tin es better than the
current lim its from the Tevatron. However these Iim its are based on 15
pb ! ofdata. They will in prove by the end of the current when 100 pb *
w ill be available. If it is then possbl to combine the CDF and D 0 I its,
they should 2llby a factor of three or so. Tt seam s reasonable to conclude
therefore that any In provem ent that LEP IT can provide over the Tevatron
willbe am all.

There has been much discussion in the lterature R0, 31] and at this
m ecsting of the extent to which the precision m easurem ents of LEP Inply
that LEP IT cannot see any e ectsofanom alous couplings. In order to address
this question, possible m odels that di er from the standard m odelm ust be
constructed so that they are consistent with LEP data and predictions for
anom alous couplings or m easuram ents at LEP ITm ade. A s discussed above,
the LEP data constrain , of Equation 4 su ciently that the contrbution of
L, to anom alous couplings is too am all to be seen at LEP IT. The \natural"
valies of , and ; should be roughly equal. In this case it is unlkely that
LEPIT (orthe Tevatron) will see a positive e ect. H owever, i m ight happen
that ; >> ,. In QED, one can estin ate the natural size of a process
by assum ing that the coe cient of the appropriate power of , = isorder
one. Large coe cients such as 2 that appears in the radiative corrections
to Coulomb scattering 33] as well as ones that are Jess than one, such asthe
order correction tog 2 ofthe electron do occur.

T he sensitivities of experin ents discussed above are very far from the
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deviations from the standard model that can reasonably be expected. Ji
Experim entsat LHC {34, 35] have greater sensitivity because of their greater
energy. AT LA S expects a sensitivity of order 004 00025 which
is approaching values that are theoretically nteresting353]. An €' e collider
w ith m ore energy than LEP will be m ore sensitive; atp§ = 500GevV (15
TeV) the sensitivities are  and are 001 ( 0:002) B4l.

I am grateful to the m embers of the organizing comm ittee, U . Baur,
S.Ermede and T . M uller for their work In m aking this conference such a
success. The work was supported by the D irector, O oe ofEnergy R esearch,
O ce ofH igh Energy Physics, D ivision of H igh Energy Physics of the U S.
D epartm ent of Energy under Contract DE {AC 03{76SF 00098. A ccordingly,
the U S. G ovemm ent retains a nonexclisive, royaly—-free license to publish
or reproduce the published form of this contrilbution, or allow others to do

0, orU S. G overmm ent purposes.
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