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In order to help the search for new physics we propose two methods for relating
experimental results to theories. First, measurements of lifetimes can be done in
two ways. For very short lived particles, the width can be measured. For long
lived ones, the lifetime can be directly measured, for example, using a displaced
vertex. Practically, the lifetime cannot be extracted for particles with interme-
diate lifetimes. We show that for such cases information about the lifetime can
be extracted for heavy colored particles that can be produced with known po-
larization assuming we can measure their spin. Second, neutrino oscillation
experiments are known to be sensitive to Non-Standard Interactions (NSIs). We
extend the NSI formalism to include one-loop effects. We show how the param-
eters that can be extracted from the experiments are obtained from various loop
amplitudes, which include vertex corrections, wave function renormalizations,
mass corrections as well as box diagrams. We argue that the size of one-loop
NSIs can be large enough to be probed in future neutrino oscillation experi-
ments.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 High energy physics and the properties of fields

In physics we would like to understand what the universe is made of. Histor-
ically this gave rise to ideas like the atom and atomic physics, nuclear physics,
subnuclear physics, as well as quantum mechanics, relativity, quantum field
theory and much more. This question is in the heart of physics and the scien-
tific endeavor. Basic human curiosity leads inevitably to searching for the basic

building blocks of nature.

Early on in this pursuit physicists came to a deep and nontrivial understand-
ing. The rules of nature are not invariant relative to the scale of the problem.
This means that there are preferred scales in nature like the masses of particles
and Aqcp. Therefore physics at different scales is also very different. From the
scale we live in to the atomic scale to the nuclear scale and the subnuclear scale

all the way to the weak scale there was always a new set of rules of nature.

In other words at larger scales we can probe and find different physics rules
derived from more fundamental rules at lower scales. This breaking of scale
symmetry also means we cannot always derive the more fundamental theory
from a large scale theory (e.g. nuclear theory from atomic theory or high energy
particle physics from nuclear theory). On the other hand large scale physics can
provide hints to lower scale physics. In this document we will call the new high
scale physics at or above the weak scale, the UV physics. We will also call the

standard model and low scale neutrino physics, the IR physics. For example the



weak scale can be deduced from weak interactions. If we understand that this
four fermi interaction comes from a higher dimensional operator we can deduce
the weak scale (assuming the strength of the interaction at the weak scale is not
weak). This gives rise to searching for UV physics, though processes affecting
the IR physics, that cannot come from IR physics. This avenue to discovery
has been quite fruitful in processes like weak interactions as well as in giving

bounds that can restrict UV physics.

Physicist understood that quantum mechanics plays an active rule in break-
ing scale invariance. The running of parameters is effected by quantum loops.
Also zero point energy arises in confining theories (proton mass) as well as non-
confining theories (the Rydberg constant) giving rise to scales in the theories.
Further exploration showed the important rule of relevant and non-relevant
operators. (Relevant operators in the UV theory and non-relevant operators

as important hints to the UV theory).

Because physics is not invariant to scale it affects the way we try to find the
building blocks of the universe. We cannot do that by looking at larger scales,
we have to do this by looking at smaller scales. The few exceptions to that rule:
Cosmology, where at the big bang, cosmological events were effected by small
scale (high energy and high temperature) physics; IR physics affected by non-
relevant operators like rare decays at the atomic scale where the symmetries of

the larger scale physics forbid processes that smaller scale physics allows.

Looking for smaller length interval scales to find more fundamental physics,
we need to probe for higher momenta because of the Heisenberg uncertainty
principle for momentum and length intervals. To achieve higher momenta we

need higher energy particles. Therefore we can quantify the scale we probe by



the energy available. This leads to the need for collider physics where we accel-
erate particles to high energy and try to probe the outcome of these collisions.
The idea is to observe processes and decays of elementary particles at higher

energy scales which relates through the principle above to small scales.

Another approach is to look at lower energy experiments for processes that
are forbidden by the lower energy theories. If a higher energy theory allows
these processes then for a short time the degrees of freedom in the experiment
can tunnel through higher energy states. This is a consequence of the Heisen-

berg uncertainty principle for energy and time intervals.

In this approach we have few options. Because the lower energy theory
can predicts that some processes are forbidden than any signal would mean
new physics. We can also try to calculate to a very high accuracy quantities
at the IR theory and so any deviation from the predictions would hint at UV
contributions. Such is the case with the measurement and calculation of g — 2.
It is important to note that in searching for processes forbidden by IR physics
we can also look for new relevant operators (and not just irrelevant ones). We
will see that in neutrino physics the marginal operators coming from UV theory
loops are interesting. Even though we produce effective marginal operators,
they are small and so just like the usual case with the non-relevant operators,

their contribution is small.

In field theory we are looking for new fields with new interactions at higher
energy scales. Relativity and more specifically Lorentz and Poincar Invariance
teaches us that there are only few properties that are fundamental to a new
particle. The mass of the particle, the representation of the particle (spin), the

decay time of the particle, as well as what are the interaction coefficients for any



Lorentz invariant vertex. This includes the representation in new fundamental
force (charges), Yukawa interactions, scalar interaction, and for the case of rare
decays, higher dimensional operators. Therefore from the experimental point

of view these are the things to measure in the search for elementary physics.

Therefore in the search for new particles, after finding a new particle reso-
nance or access or a decay with an interesting geometry, we will need to find the
mass, spin, lifetime, and interactions of the intermediate particles. In the case of
a resonance the energy of the peak will tell us the mass, and the energy width
will usually tell us the decay time (unless the decay is long). The specific inter-
action can be deduced from the branching ratios and the spin can be deduced

from the spin of the daughter particles and the angular distribution of the decay.

Another scenario is when the particle is in a decay chain. In that case we may
be able to find its mass using methods such as MT2 and we may find the spin
of the particle using the angular distribution between the sister and daughter

particles.

Much work has been done to understand how colliders can determine prop-
erties such a mass, spin and lifetimes of particles. The current list of suggested
methods allows for measurements of particles from a large classes of proposed
theories. Still there are many proposed models where mass, spin and lifetime
measurements cannot be done or cannot be done easily for the predicted par-
ticles. These measurement can sometimes be crucial to ruling out competing

models.



1.2 The case for new physics at the weak and TeV scale

Before getting more specific with the details of this thesis let us examine why
we think there is new physics between the weak and TeV scale. Since the reach
of the LHC is a few TeV we need to remember the reasons we are looking at

these scales.

Since we talked about scale being broken we can bring up this point here. In
the history of physics there simply was never a case of a scale with no interesting
physics. Even if we found in experiment, physics that is not motivated by trying
to solve a theoretical question that would not be surprising. Often new physics
showed up at every scale. This was the case for the mass of all the particles in
the standard model which showed up at every energy scale until the weak scale.

That was also the case in atomic and nuclear physics.

At the point of writing this thesis the Higgs boson has already been found.
There is no reason to assume the Higgs is the plain standard model version. We
could have a doublet or we could have a more complex structure. Now that we
have found the Higgs boson we need to probe this sector further and see if we

can find interesting structure there.

This raises the strongest case of TeV physics. The topic of how to stabilize the
mass of the Higgs boson. If we allow the UV physics to be at a much higher scale
than the weak scale, quantum fluctuation in a natural theory (in the running of
the Higgs mass) should push the Higgs mass to the scale of that UV theory.
This is the result of having the mass of the Higgs as a relevant two dimensional
operator in the theory (as opposed to a marginal operator). The mass of the

Higgs then run quadratically with the cutoff scale (or the scale of the UV theory).



Therefore some new physics should show up just above the weak scale and

stabilize the Higgs mass.

Theories have been proposed that put that new physics at the TeV scale in a
way that the correction to the Higgs mass is natural and sometimes hide the new
physics in a way that is hard for the collider experiments to find. The argument
of naturalness is also not very precise. For example, would anyone object if
nature happened to have chosen to be in a theory where percent level accuracy
in correction to quantum fluctuations is needed? With all that said, however, it
puts a strain on the theory to try and hide the theory up to the TeV and stabilize
the mass of the Higgs at the same time. If we just go with what is simple this
mechanism seems to indicate that there must be new physics somewhere up to

the TeV scale.

Finally, we have dark matter. If we take the usual story of the big bang and
assume that dark matter is created with enough time to come to equilibrium
(before the universe cools off), and further assume weak coproduction of dark
matter then the mass scale of the dark matter should be at the weak scale. There
are a lot of assumptions here. For example, if we change the interaction from
weak interaction to something weaker we can make the mass of the dark matter
particles smaller. Alternatively, we can also change the way dark matter is pro-
duced to out of equilibrium processes. This is not a strong argument but can be

given as an added hint for weak scale physics.



1.3 Lifetime determination

There are two main methods for lifetime determination at colliders. One way
is to try to see the width of a resonance then by the uncertainty principle this
indicates the lifetime of the particle. Therefore, after gathering enough decays
we can find the width directly. Then, by the uncertainty principle the lifetime
titeime = 71/T". This is also very useful if we consider certain particles can decay
in invisible modes. Then, even if we don’t see some modes we can deduce that

something is missing since the branching ratios would not add up.

The other method for long lived particles is measuring a displaced vertex of
the decay. By knowing how fast the particle traveled (usually close to the speed
of light) we can deduce how long the particles lived. Therefore, by gathering
enough statistics we can find the lifetime of the particle. The other way in which
this is useful is that we know exactly what the particle decayed into since we

only consider tracks that lead to the secondary decay vertex.

An extreme but very possible case of long lived particles would be new par-
ticles that leave the collider without decaying. People speculated they may be
able to trap these particles or maybe some QCD or QED charged particles will
get lodged in the atoms and nucleus and decay later. This means that all we

need to do is to wait for decays after the collider stopped working.

As we will see in the first part of this thesis, this leaves a wide range lifetimes
that we cannot measure between measuring the decay width to displaced ver-
texes. We will also see that there are theories that can produce particles at these
ranges. The usual paradigm in this cases is that we are out of luck and cannot

measure the lifetimes of these particles. We will see below that in fact there is



an indirect way that works for these cases.

To understand how we would go about measuring lifetime indirectly we
must first look at spin determination. The usual way to do this is to look for
angular distribution of daughter particles coming from the decay. The angu-
lar distribution of daughter particles (and sometimes particles created with the
intermediate particle, i.e. sister particles) is related to the spin of the particles
in question because of angular momentum conservation. In the search to deter-
mine the spin of particles many methods were suggested that all help determine

spin for a wide variety of scenarios.

For example, we can look at the angular correlation between the sister par-
ticle and a daughter particle. This can include two body decays like into a t, t
where the correlation between the t momenta and the daughter particles of the t
give an angular distribution . Another example is in a chain decay between the
sister outgoing particle and a daughter one step down the decay chain. We can

also find correlation in three body decays.

In order to understand the relevance of spin information to lifetime deter-
mination of particles, we can use an analogy from the hyperfine splitting of the
hydrogen atom. In the Hydrogen atom the (electromagnetic) spin interaction
between the proton and the electron leads to a splitting of the ground state into
a state where the two spins make a scalar, (|T}) — [11)) / V2, and a state where the
two spins add up to a vector, [T1), [L1), (ITL) +[L1)) / V2. The energy difference
of the two states is proportional to E?/M,. Here E is the available energy in the
state (in this case the zero point energy of the ground state) and M, is the mass

of the proton.



Therefore, if you produce a mixed state of a scalar and a vector Hydrogen
atom then the spin of the proton will go through Rabi oscillation between the
scalar and m = O vector state. m = +1 vector states will not participate in the
oscillation resulting in some of the spin information preserved. That will go on
until the part of the state which is a vector will decay to a scalar resulting in the
hydrogen 21 cmline. In relation to our previous arguments the energy of the
hydrogen line is small because the mass of the proton is much greater than the

availably energy.

A classical way to understand this is to consider that the two spins produce
magnetic fields and a heavy charged particle will oscillate in a magnetic field at
a rate inversely proportional to its mass. Therefore, in the quantum mechanical
scenario the relevant energy scale of the proton spin oscillation is proportional
to energy splitting between the two states which is proportional to the inverse
of the proton mass. In our case we will find that both the mass splitting, and the
decay time of the vector state, produce energy scales relevant to the determina-

tion of the lifetimes of particles.

The analogy described above is carried to heavy mesons. Electromagnetism
is replaced with QCD and the interaction is between the heavy quark and the
light spectator. The spin of the heavy quark will undergo spin oscillation be-
tween the scalar state and the m = O state. This is just like the Rabi oscillations in
the hyperfine splitting scenario where the oscillation frequency is proportional
to the mass splitting between the scalar and vector mesons. The vector m = +1
states will not participate in the oscillation resulting in some spin information
being conserved. The vector meson will eventually decay into the scalar meson

emitting a photon. This photon will not be observed since it has energy at the



mass splitting energy which is much smaller than what can be observed at the
collider environment. Thus, when the vector meson decays all spin information

is lost.

We have two scales of interest. The first is the mass splitting between the
scalar and vector heavy mesons. If a weak decay of the heavy quark occurs
before this scale, then all the spin information is preserved. If the weak decay of
the heavy quark occurs after this mass scale, then it decays as it oscillates and
some of the spin information is lost because the top decays in a mixture of up
and down spins. The portion of the spin information in the m = +1 vector states
will be preserved. By looking at the fraction of the spin information lost, we can
tind if the weak decay of the heavy quark happened before or after the mass

splitting scale.

Finally, if the decay time is longer than the decay of the vector to the scalar
meson, then a photon we cannot detect is emitted carrying all the angular mo-
mentum information. As a result, the decay products of the scalar meson give
an isotropic angular distribution. If no spin information is observed and we are
confident that all other mechanisms of spin information loss are accounted for,
then we know that the weak decay of the heavy quark is longer than the vector

meson decay time.

This means that how much spin information is measured relative to what
is expected give us a handle of how long the heavy quark lives. This method
can be extended to any heavy QCD charged particle provided its spin and the
spectators spin do not create trivial representations and provided we can use an
effective field theory like heavy quark chiral effective field theory to determine

the mass splitting and the decay of the higher spin representations.
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If for example we are talking about a heavy baryon then the two light quarks
will make a scalar state. This is because there is nothing protecting the mass
splitting of the vector state of the two light quarks. Therefore, it will be at
a much higher energy scale and not produced. Another example where this
method cannot work is squarks in super symmetry. Since their spin is zero we
expect no mass splitting for scalar and vector states. Examples when it could
work are KK modes of quarks (with scalar and vector state mesons) or gluino

glue balls (with spin 0,1,2 meson states).

In order to be able to find the mass splitting and the decay time of vector
and higher representation states, we need to make a new heavy particle chiral
effective field theory. In principle that is not difficult. The problem is that any
effective field theory would need to have its counter terms measured. For heavy
quark chiral effective field theory we have the D and B meson. Here we would
need more than one meson or we could count on lattice QCD by inserting a new
particle at the energy levels where it is possible to do a calculation and then run

the theory up to the energy scales of our new particle.

1.4 Relating experiments to UV theories

Usually, experimental result in high energy theory come in specific forms. Re-
sults from colliders can come through the discovery of new particles at which
case we find its mass, spin, and decay branching ratios. We can also look for the
excess of different processes. For example, we can search in various inclusive
processes, we can search process that we do not expect to see from the standard

model or that have a specific decay topology that we believe will be indicative

11



of specific theories. In general, we can classify these methods by how generic
they are with respect to proposed theories versus how much we are searching

for very specific things we can calculate.

Various proposed models come with signals which are specific to them. For
example, we can look for a specify topology or we can search processes that
have a very nice and clean signal. Therefore, we can search for models by look-
ing for these specific signals. This leaves us with a shopping list of signals and
proposed theories. Although this method is useful there is no guarantee nature

would pick one of the theories physicists like.

More inclusive methods include searching for general excess in standard
model production rates. This is because we did not specify with UV theory
we are looking for. For example, we can also look sometimes at processes with
a very high predicted rate if we know we can calculate and measure the rate to
a high precision. Processes like inclusive QCD production as well as production

rates with different jet multiplicity are such processes.

One method that allows to search in a more generic way is searching for rare
processes at the IR (i.e. processes that are forbidden by the standard model). We
can take a process that is excluded by the standard model or has a very small
predicted rate and see if we can find a rate greater than predicted. Because we
did not specify the UV theory we only know we have a process measured at the
IR that is not accounted for by the standard model. It is possible to construct
a UV theory that does not produce the desired operators but this provides us
with a handle to exclude UV theories or if we find a rare process to constrain

what a possible theory may be.

12



UV theories come with a variety of parameters. In order to calculate a
branching ratio or decay rate of a process we usually need more than a few
of these parameters. Usually the UV and IR degrees of freedom will not line
up. In order to predict a high dimensional operator from a UV theory we need
Feynman diagrams in the UV theory that carry many of the UV parameters.
This makes it difficult to invert the process. What we would really like to know
is, given a discovery of some rare process or decay, what does it say about UV
theories, which are excluded and which are safe. In a theory with many pa-
rameters this could mean that certain regions in a multidimensional parameter

space would be excluded and some areas would be allowed.

Thus, we need generic ways to relate UV theories to IR results. This will al-
low us to easily come to a conclusion about the UV theories. To evade IR bounds
many ways have been proposed for various cases. For example, much work has
been done on models that respect the flavor structure of the standard model.
Also, all UV theories accommodate the electroweak precision measurements.
Therefore, if new IR bounds arise this will mean constraining the UV theories
further. On the other hand, weak interactions can be brought as an example for

how fruitful finding an IR effective operator (four Fermi interaction) can be.

More recently simplified models have been suggested as a way to relate col-
lider results to super symmetry. As will be discussed below new high lumi-
nosity experiments in neutrino physics promise to provide a new IR window to
the exploration of UV theories. Previously the difficulty in detecting neutrinos

meant we could not look for rare interactions in the neutrino sector.

13



1.5 Theories beyond the standard model and the neutrino sec-

tor

New high luminosity experiments in the neutrino sector provide new and excit-
ing prospects. The next generation of long baseline experiments will provide a
more accurate measurement of the mixing parameters. The new precision pro-
vides new opportunities to measure rare processes in the neutrino sector other

than oscillations.

Oscillations are proportional to the length of the experiment and new pro-
cesses from higher dimensional operators will not in general be proportional
of the length of the experiment. This means that we can distinguish between
oscillations and higher dimensional operators. By placing a detector next to the
source we can probe neutrinos that were just created and did not have time to
oscillate. Therefore, if the mixture of these neutrinos is different from what we
expect in the standard model production, then we know that they come from

rare lepton number violating decays and interactions with the detector.

There is another mechanism here that is worth mentioning. Usually, we ex-
pect to have a process proportional to the square of the amplitude. Here, be-
cause there is a tree level process (neutrino oscillations), then the dominant con-
tribution would come from the interference term between the oscillations and
the rare decay. This is what is called a square root enhancement. If the tree level

effect was small we would not be able to see this effect.

These experiments give us a new way to probe UV theories based on the

neutrino sector. To be able to come to conclusions, we need to demonstrate that

14



experimental result in the IR could be related to UV theories in a generic way.
We need to produce effective operators in a generic way and then relate those
operators to the experimental results. Then, one can invert this process and find
how the experimental results constrain the parameter space of the theory. The
idea is to create a generic way to calculate this correction. Given a UV theory

we show how to find the IR operator in a robust way.

In this way we can have a new theory independent way of probing UV the-
ories in a way that was not done yet. Theories proposed up until today such, as
super symmetry, did not take the neutrino sector into consideration. The theo-
ries were not constrained in the same way they were for electroweak precision
measurements or flavor. There are some exceptions to that. For example, in
theories like super symmetry, we have to take into consideration u — ey. The
loops that can produce this process can also produce weak interaction to dif-
ferent types of neutrino. Here the square root enhancement comes to our aid.
The u — ey does not have a standard model tree level process, so there is no
interference term. On the other hand, the neutrino sector does have oscillation

as a tree level process.

Another observation we will see in the work below is that if the electroweak
theory is not broken, then the kinetic loop corrections align exactly with the
interaction term loop correction, keeping the derivative covariant. Thus, these
corrections to the weak interaction have to be proportional to the electroweak
symmetry breaking scale. This is not true for the charged Higgs interaction.

This is because this interaction does not belong to a covariant derivative.

The next decade will provide new and exciting windows into physics at

smaller scales. The LHC will probe and is probing the content of nature at the

15



TeV scale. New IR experiments, such as long baseline neutrino experiments,
will constrain the theory further from the IR or find effects of the UV theory on
the IR. These exciting new developments in experimental high energy physics

mean theorists need to be prepared for data coming out of these experiments.
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CHAPTER 2
DETERMINING LIFETIMES USING SPIN INFORMATION

Based on the 2008 article “Hadronization, spin, and lifetimes,” written in

collaboration with Yuval Grossman and published in JHEP 0807, 016 (2008).
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2.1 Introduction

There are strong motivations to hope that the LHC will find new particles with
electroweak scale masses. Once such a new particle is discovered, the first task
will be to determine its properties, in particular, mass, charges, spin and life-
time. Clearly, such determinations require much larger statistics than what is
needed for discoveries of new states. The hope is that eventually, with enough
data from the LHC and future machines, we will be able to determine these

properties for all the new particles.

In this work we concentrate on determining lifetimes. There are basically
two ways the lifetime of a particle can be determined. The first is to directly
measure its width. This method works when the intrinsic width is larger than
the experimental resolution. The experimental sensitivity depends on many
factors, like the mass of the particle and its charge. Very roughly, for a particle
with mass of a few hundred GeV, its width can be extracted when I' > 1 GeV.
The other method to extract lifetimes is by looking for a displaced secondary
vertex. This can be done, very roughly, for 7 > 1 ps thatis, I' < 10 4 eV. We see

that there is a very large window,
100eV>T > 10%eV, (2.1)

which we denote as “the problematic region,” where lifetimes cannot be ex-

tracted.

The fact that our ability to measure lifetimes is limited may not be a prob-
lem. For example, in a generic SUSY model we expect the LSP to be stable and
all other super-particles to have widths that are larger than 1 GeV. This is the

generic case in most available models of physics beyond the SM; the unstable
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particles are very short lived while other new particles are stable due to an ex-
act symmetry. There are, however, exceptions. There are well motivated models
with new, unstable particles with lifetimes that are much longer than the naive
ones, such that their widths are within the problematic region. This is the case,
for example, in Z’-mediated SUSY Breaking [?] (for the gluino and the NLSP

Wino), in split SUSY [?] (for the gluino when ms < 1000 TeVj and in GUTs in

warped extra dimension [?, ?] (for the GUT partners).

Below we describe a way that, in principle, can tell us information about
a lifetime of a particle in the problematic region. The basic idea is as follows.
Consider a particle of mass m that is not a singlet of SU(3)c nor of the Lorentz
group. Thus, if its lifetime is longer than the QCD scale, it hadronizes before it
decays. If the particle is produced polarized, the fact that it is hadronizes could
eventually reduce its initial polarization. In cases where the polarization can
be measured and compared to the expected one, we can extract the amount of
depolarization. Knowing the time scale associated with the loss of polarization,
makes it possible to determine if the lifetime is larger or smaller than that time

scale.

The loss of polarization takes place at time scales much longer than the
hadronization scale [?]. The typical time for hadronization is Agg, while for
depolarization it is MA%,. This is similar to the case of the hydrogen atom.
The energy scale associated with depolarization of the heavy proton is that of
the hyperfine splitting and it is suppressed by me/me. In particle physics terms,
the fact that the depolarization time scale is long is a manifestation of the heavy
quark spin symmetry. In the m — oo limit the spin of the heavy quark is con-

served. Thus, it can be changed only on time scales that are associated with
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energy scales that are suppressed by at least 1/m.

In fact, the loss of polarization occurs in several stages. Thus, a more re-
tined knowledge about the lifetime can be obtained. For the purpose of illustra-
tion we consider a world where the top quark has a long lifetime. We neglect
hadronization into baryons, and consider the two lightest top-mesons, T* and
T (the analog of B* and B). These two states form a doublet under the heavy
quark spin symmetry [?]. We further consider a very clean environment where
we know the initial top polarization. Then, the angular distribution of the de-
cay products can be used to measure the top polarization. Depolarization effects
caused by the fact that the top hadronizes, make the final polarization smaller

than that of a free quark.

There are several time scales associated with hadronization and depolariza-

tion [?]:

1. tIl ~ Aqcp: This is the time scale where hadronization occurs. That is, after
that time the top quark is hadronized into a heavy hadron, which can be
a superposition of T and T*, and possibly many light hadrons. (There is
a small probability to hadronized into a top baryon, which we neglect for
now.) Since the mass difference between T and T* is much smaller than
Aqcp, the meson containing the top quark is not in a mass eigenstate but

rather a coherent superposition of T and T*.

2. t;5 ~ Am: The next relevant time scale is that associated with the splitting

between the two hadrons
Am=m(T*) — m(T). (2.2)
At this time the system starts to “feel” the mass difference between the two
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hadrons. The system oscillates between the two mass eigenstates, which
practically means loss of coherence. t; is the time scale that controls the
first depolarization stage.! As we show below, at times much larger than

t,, half of the initial polarization is lost.

3. t35 ~ T,: The last relevant time scale is the one that controls the T* — T
transition

T, =I(T" > Ty). (2.3)

Since the T is a scalar, once the T* decay into a T, all the initial polarization

information is lost.

By measuring the amount of depolarization we can get a rough idea about the
width of the top quark, I'. If no depolarization occurs, we know that I" > Am.
If half of the polarization get lost, it implies that I, < I' < Am. All the initial

polarization is lost when I' <« T,..

2.2 Formalism

We develop the formalism by considering a simple toy model. We comment
about more realistic scenarios later, but a full study of a realistic model is left for

future work.

Our toy model consists of a heavy “top” quark, t, a massless “bottom” quark,
b, and a massless scalar, ¢. That is, the t and the b are spin 1/2 fermions that

transform as 3 under SU(3)c while ¢ is a scalar and does not carry color. The

Tt is often said that “the top keeps its spin since it decays before it hadronizes.” While this
statement is correct, it is misleading. The relevant time scale for depolarization is much longer
than the hadronization time scale.
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interaction term is chiral

1-vs
2

Yin T bg. (2.4)
We assume that the top is produced fully polarized and that we know its spin
direction, which we denote as the z axis. We further take m to be known and to
be of order a few hundred GeV. In this simple model we can measure the final

top polarization by the angular dependence of the out going b quark

dr  myg
dcosd  64r2

(1-2(sz)cosh). (2.5)

Here 0 is the standard azimuthal angle and the normalization is such that a

polarized top has (s;) = 1/2.

We emphasize that the angular distribution of the decay products depends
on the spin of the top quark even after hadronization. It is a very good approx-
imation to neglect spectator effects in the decay. Thus, the spin of the hadron is

irrelevant in the decays; it is only the spin of the heavy top that counts.

Once m is known, we can use heavy quark symmetry to calculate Amand I,
(the details of the calculations are given in the next section). Thus, we assume

that the following quantities are known:
m, Am=m(T*) - m(T), [,=T(T" - Ty), (2.6)

such that m > Am > T,. In general, I, carries a flavor index, as it depends
on the light quark. Here we further simplify by assuming that the t quark has
only one way to hadronize, say into a Tq meson, and thus we omitted the flavor
index. To a very good approximation both Amand I', the weak decay rate of the
top, are independent of the light degrees of freedom. Therefore, I', is also the

width different between the two mesons,
Al =I(T*) -T(T) =T,. (2.7)
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It is useful to define two bases that describe the state of the heavy meson. The
mass basis is spanned by the T* and T mesons. In this basis the total spin and the
total spin in the z direction are known. The spin basis is the one that is labeled
by s7 of both the top and the spectator d quark. We denote its eigenvectors by

|s, &q) with &, g = +, —. The relation between the two bases is

T(L1)=++),  T(L0)= —'_+>J§'+_>,

. =) = 1+-)
T'(L,-1)=]-),  T(00)="—""""" 2.8

(L-1)=1-) (0,0) 7 (2.8)

Next we move to calculate (Sz) (t), the top polarization as a function of time.
We set t = 0 as the time the top is produced and hadronizes. That is, we ne-
glect the stage of hadronization which is very fast. We assume that the top is
produced with a spin in the z direction. We further assume that the light quark
in the meson is unpolarized, that is, it has equal probability to have spin up or
down. See [?] for discussion on that point. Thus, we can write the meson state
T(t) at timet =0as

[++) + [+=) _ T(1,1) N T(1,0) N T(0,0)
\2 V2 2 2

Since we assume that Amand AI" are known we can get the time dependences

T(t=0)=

(2.9)

of the meson state

e—rt

T = — [ V2T(1.1) + T*(1.0) + exp[(iAm + AT){] T(0,0)]. (2.10)

where we omit an irrelevant overall time dependent phase. Using Eq. (2.10) we
can get the time dependence of the top spin. That is, assuming we have a top
with spin up at t = 0 the probability to find the top with spin up at a later time
is
(s e
()(t=0) 2

A few points are in order regarding Eq. (2.11):

cosAmt) + e ). (2.11)
( )

23



1. At very short times, t < 1/Am, the polarization is unchanged from its

initial value.

2. At later times, 1/AI" > t > 1/Am the oscillatory term is averaged to zero
and we see that the polarization reduced to half its initial value. This re-
sult can be understood from the meson picture. Att = 0 the T*(1,0) and
T(0,0) are in a coherent state. At later times, t > 1/Am, the state is effec-
tively a decoherent sum of these two states, each with an average zero top
polarization. The T*(1, 1) state, however, stays polarized, and thus half of

the original polarization is maintained.

3. At very long times, t > 1/AI', when the T* — Ty decay takes place, there

is complete depolarization.

Since in practice the time evolution of the meson cannot be traced, we have
to integrate Eq. (2.11) over time to get the average polarization. We define
(s2)"™® (1) to be the average top polarization assuming no hadronization. (The
time dependence of (s7)""* (t) is a trivial exponential decay.) We parametrize the

amount of integrated remnant top polarization by

I SC 210
~ [di(s)@)

such that r = 1 indicates that the initial polarization is maintained whiler = 0

(2.12)

refers to a case that the top decayed after it was completely depolarized. We

find

1 1 1
r_§(1+x2+1+y)’ &
where we defined
Am AT
x== y=oo (2.14)
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Figure 2.1: r as a function of I''? (in MeV™1). We use Eq. (2.13) setting
Am=1MeVand AI' =T, = 1eV.

Eq. (2.13) is the main result of this Section. It demonstrates how we can
get information about the width of the top, I'. In principle, by measuring r and
using Amand Al as inputs, we get I' precisely using Eq. (2.13). This is illustrated
in Fig. 2.1. In practice, however, the I' dependence of r is strong only near x ~ 1
and y ~ 1. Far away from these regions I" cannot be practically probed. This can

be seen in Fig. 2.1 where far from X ~ 1and y ~ 1, r is very flat.

2.3 A more realistic scenario

In order to make the lifetime probe realistic, the following points have to be

addressed:

1. How well can we calculate the initial polarization?
2. How well can the polarization at the time of decay be measured?

3. The hadronization can be into a baryon or a meson, and each of them has
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several different possibilities for the light degrees of freedom. How well

do we know the flavor ratios after hadronization?

4. Given the mass, spin, and SU(3)c representation of the new heavy particle,

how well can we calculate Amand I',?

Regarding the first point; the initial polarization can be calculated within any
specific model. That is, if we have a model we put to test, in principle, we know
the initial polarization. Clearly, the amount of theoretical uncertainty depends
on how well the model parameters are known. Our hope is that by the time
the ideas we propose can be used, the initial polarization can be determined to

sufficiently high precision.

Moving to the second point; discussion of ways to measure heavy particles
spin and polarization have been studied before, see, for example, Refs. [?, ?, ?],
and for a recent review see [?]. The point is that these ideas can be carried out

for the particles we are interested in.

Polarization measurements have been suggested (and used) to determine
the spin of particles. To measure that, those methods do not have to be very
sensitive to the accuracy of the measurement. To utilize them for our purpose,
however, it is essential to have a good understanding of both experimental and
theoretical errors. We have to address various questions, for example: Is the
angular dependence being washed out by massive decay products? What is the

chirality of the decay vertex [?]?

From now on we confine the discussion to the case of a spin 1/2 color triplet
particle. We start by determining the flavor ratio after hadronization. Far from

threshold it is reasonable to assume that the hadronization is independent of
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the mass of the heavy quark. Thus, we can use b data in order to predict the
hadronization for a heavy color triplet spin half. Isospin symmetry tells us that
at high energy the probability to hadronized into T, and Ty is about the same.
In the B case the two other significant hadronization modes are into Bs and
baryons. Using the data [?] it is straightforward to predict P(X), the probability

to hadronized into the hadron X, as
P(T) ~40%  P(Tq) ~40%  P(T)~10%  P(A) ~10%  (2.15)

We use standard notation extended to the top case. That is, T is a meson made
of t and and ¢ quark, while A; is a baryon made out of a t and two light quarks.
Note that close to threshold the situation might be different as phase space ef-

fects can be important. In principle, such effects can be estimated.

Next we discuss the determination of Amand I',. We start with the baryons.
The lowest state, denoted by Ay, is a spin half. The two light degrees of freedom
are in a relative spin zero configuration, and therefore A; is a singlet of the heavy
quark spin symmetry. Since the light degrees of freedom are in a spin zero
configuration the spin of the baryon is the same as the spin of the heavy quark.
Thus, the baryon keeps the initial polarization and hadronization effects are not

important.?

The situation with the meson doublet, T and T*, is more complicated. In the
following we estimate Amand AI. The idea is to use D and B data and Heavy

Quark Effective Theory (HQET) to predict these quantities for a heavy top.

2For the B case there is a subtlety related to the Iy, that can actually affect the initial polariza-
tion. This issue is discussed in [?], where it is shown that the effects are important for the case
of m~ 5GeVbut can be safely neglected for heavy quarks with m> 100 GeV,
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We start with the calculation of Am. It is determined by the HQET A, param-

eter [?]
215
T m’

Am (2.16)

B meson data implies A,(u = mp) = 0.12 GeV. Using leading log running [?], we
get

3/(11-2n¢/3)
mB) (—“S(mr)) . 2.17)

AmM=Amg| —
B(rnl' as(Mg)

Once the new particle mass is determined, we can therefore calculate Am. For

example, using m = 170 GeV n; = 5 and as(m)/as(mg) = 3.5 we get
Am=~ 1 MeV. (2.18)

While this is only a rough estimate it serves two purposes. First, we learn that
Amis in the range that is of interest to us. Second, we see that in principle we can
get quite an accurate determination of Am. If needed, higher order corrections

can be included.

Next we move to the calculation of I',. We can use heavy quark symmetry
and D* decay data to get I', for much heavier mesons. Following [?] and [?] the

3 ’ '

where a = u,d, sis the light quark index, a is the fine structure constant, k, is
the photon momentum, and x® is a coupling constant of dimension —1. We have
basically two unknowns in Eq. (2.19), |k,| and |u®. For a very heavy quark the
photon momentum is given by |K,| = Amy, a quantity we already discussed, see
Eq. (2.17). The calculation of |?| is more complicated. Both the light and heavy
quarks contribute to u?, but their contributions scale like 1/my. For the D case,

where 1/m is not very small, the charm contribution is important. In our case,
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however, since the top is very heavy, we can neglect its contribution to u® We

only need the contributions of the light quarks in order to calculate x*.

To calculate u® we use the approximate flavor SU(3) symmetry. In the SU(3)

symmetry limit x4 is proportional to one reduced matrix element [?]

= 0B, (2.20)

where @, is the electric charge of the light quark, and g is the reduced matrix
element. When SU(3) breaking effects are included, the simple ratioof 2 : 1 : 1
is not maintained. To get a rough estimate we use here the simple quark model

prediction [?]

4r \ 2 12
1, Fm
Ha = 3’8 4r f2°
1 o2 Mk
- _g-2 221

where g is the effective T* T 7 coupling. While at present our knowledge of the
values of 8 and gis limited, if needed in the future much more precise values can
be obtained using the lattice or updating the analysis of [?]. For us it is enough
to use rough values for these parameters. We use the following representative
values

B ~3GeV?, g~ 05. (2.22)

(The above values are different from those found in [?]. The reason for it is that
the data changed. The above values are roughly the best fit values using current

data [?].) For m; = 170 GeVand Am = 1 MeV we obtain
IN~10x10%eV, TIJ~25x10°%eV, T3~25x10°%eV.  (223)

We learn that we can expect AT of order of 102eV. This value correspond to

lifetimes that are within the problematic region.
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We conclude this section with two comments. First we mention that Amand

AT scale differently as a function of the heavy quark. The leading order scaling
is

Amec mp?t, AT o mp3, (2.24)

The strong dependence of y on the heavy quark mass make it such that for very

heavy quarks AI' may be very small.

Second we note that Al is not flavor universal. This is since the width scales
like the square of the light quark electric charge. The fact that the width is not
flavor universal can help us to get more precise information about the heavy
quark lifetime. We know the hadronization flavor ratio, and therefore we have

several time scales that control the depolarization. We obtain

1[1-P(A) | P(TY | P(Ta) | P(TY

r=P(A = .
B +51 T Ty T Trye Ty

(2.25)

where y, = (I5/2I') and P(X), the hadronization probability into hadron X, are
assumed to be known, see Eq. (2.15). We also used P(A)+P(T,)+P(Tq)+P(Ts) = 1.
Eq. (2.25) is an improvement over its simplified version, Eq. (2.13). We see that
it involves several time scales and thus a refined way to probe I" if it happened

to be of the order of T,
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2.4 Discussions and conclusions

We discussed only a top like heavy particle, thatis, a color triplet spin half heavy
fermion. Our method can be extended to other representation. Clearly, it can
work only for particles that are charged under the strong interaction and are not
scalars. For such cases, however, it is harder to calculate Am and AT since we
do not have similar systems that we can use to extrapolate like we did with the
b and c quarks. Yet, we do not see a fundamental obstacle to calculate it using

models for QCD or on the lattice.

There are several issues that have to be under control before our method can

be used:

1. We must know the spin and the SU(3)c representation of the new particle.
2. We must have a reliable way to calculate its initial polarization.

3. We need a way to measure the polarization when the heavy particle de-

cays.

We do not discuss these issues in detail here. We mention that we would like to
know all that independently of our motivation. We do, however, show that in

some cases there are ways around some of the above requirements.

If we work within a given model, we can calculate the first two items. That
is, once all the model parameters are given, we can check if the apparent mea-

surement of the lifetime using our method agrees with the model prediction.

There is, in principle, a model independent way to avoid the need to know

the initial polarization. Consider a situation where we can experimentally sep-
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arate events where the top hadronizes into a baryon or a meson. Then, the
baryonic events can be used to measure the initial polarization since for such
events there is no depolarization effects, and the mesonic event can be used to

measure the final polarization.

We did not discuss the possibility of spectator decay s — ue™v. This decay
introduces a new time scale which could in principle add an additional probe
on the lifetime by changing the polarization in the case of the spectator is an
s-quark. We did not study this decay in detail, and only comment that it can be

relevant for heavy particles where I, is very small.

To conclude, we show that hadronization can be used to probe lifetimes of
particles with intermediate width. The basic idea is that the depolarization time
depends on known QCD dynamics. For particles with weak scale masses, the
depolarization time happen to be in the region that corresponds to intermediate
lifetimes. Therefore, a measurement of the amount of depolarization can be

used to determine the lifetime of such a particle.
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CHAPTER 3
MATCHING NEUTRINO SECTOR IR OPERATORS TO BSM UV
THEORIES

Based on the 2011 article “Non-Standard Neutrino Interactions at One Loop,”
written in collaboration with Yuval Grossman, Brando Bellazzini, and

published in JHEP 1106, 104 (2011).
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3.1 Introduction

There are many experimental results confirming that neutrinos have masses and
oscillate between different flavors [?]. It is plausible that neutrinos acquire small
masses from some high scale physics via the see-saw mechanism [?]. If such
high energy dynamics are the only source of lepton flavor violation (LFV), neu-
trino oscillations could remain their only observable effects.! Ttis possible, how-
ever, that extra sources of LFV are present at the weak scale. Such LFV sources
could induce lepton number violating decays of charged leptons such as u — ey,
u — eeeand v — wy. Weak scale LFV interactions can also affect neutrino os-
cillation experiments. For instance, flavor violating Non-Standard Interactions

(NSIs) can modify neutrino propagation in matter [?, ?,?,?, 2, ?].

NSIs could also affect the production and detection processes generating
“wrong flavor” neutrinos [?, ?, ?]. Consider for instance an appearance exper-
iment where a neutrino is produced in association with a muon, and a tau is
detected at the detector. The standard interpretation of such a result is that it is
due to v, — v, oscillations. This interpretation is correct as long as the produced
neutrino is orthogonal to the detected one. However, if there are NSIs that vio-
late the flavor symmetry at the source, the produced neutrino, which we denote
by |v;) is not a simple flavor eigenstate. Analogously, in the presence of detector
NSls, the final state, which we denote as [v9), is not a simple flavor eigenstate. If

these states are not orthogonal, that is,
<vjlvf> =&, %0, (3.1)

tau appearance can occur without oscillation.

! A remarkable exception arises in the context of supersymmetric theories where such high
scale dynamics could leave indelible footprints on the soft terms of the light sparticles via inter-
actions not suppressed by inverse powers of the high scale [?, ?].
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In order to describe the effect of NSIs on neutrino oscillation experiments,
let us discuss first a simple case with only two generations and a mixing angle
6 = /4. Consider also the case when the detector is at a distance L much smaller

than one oscillation length,

AnPL
4E

<1. (3.2)

In this case the oscillation amplitude simply reads Aps{v, — v.) = iX. When
NSIs are present, they induce an extra contribution, Ans|(v, — v:) = €, Thus,
to leading order in X, the total appearance probability is given by the squared of

the sum of amplitudes
Py = vr) = [Aosc+ Ansil? ~ X + Ia‘ml2 +2x7Im (sm) ) (3.3)

The above simplified result has all the physics in it: the first term is the pure
oscillation term, the second one is the x independent term that arises due to the
NSIs, and the third term is an interference term. Note that, when x > ¢, the
probability to detect a new physics effect is enhanced by the interference term,
which is linear in g,,, compared to the typical quadratic dependence of lepton
flavor violating decays of charged leptons [?]. This fact triggered renewed inter-
est at present neutrino facilities [?, ?, 2, 2, ?, ?]. The typical bounds on production
and detection NSIs are about €,, ~ 1072 [?, ?]. Higher sensitivities, of g,, < 1073

~

are within the reach of future neutrino experiments [?,?,?,?,2,?2,?,2,?].

In this paper we study NSIs at the loop level, extending the formalism
of [?, ?]. We present a general framework that allows one to extract in a con-
sistent way the physical parameters g,5 (with «,8 = 1, 3) which arise at the loop
level either from corrections to the tree level W exchange diagram or from more
general corrections, in particular from scalar charged currents. We show how

the physical parameter, &,5, can be obtained from the various loop amplitudes
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which include vertex corrections, wave function renormalizations, mass correc-

tions as well as box diagrams.

In the case of universal corrections to the W exchange amplitudes, NSIs
emerge at one loop because after the Electroweak Symmetry Breaking (EWSB)
the kinetic terms and the W couplings are generally not universal in the same
basis. Rotating to the mass basis for the charged leptons, the misalignment be-
tween vertex and wave functions induce NSIs. We show that the associated
£qp are finite because the SU(2), gauge symmetry protects them from possibly

divergent contributions.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 3.2, we recall the standard for-
malism for NSIs. In Sec. 3.3, we extend it to account for loop induced NSIs. In
Sec. 3.4, we discuss NSIs at one loop in the R-parity conserving Minimal Super-
symmetric Standard Model (MSSM) with generic LFV sources in the soft sector,
leaving the details of the calculation to the appendix. Finally, we present our

conclusions in Sec. 3.5.

3.2 Notations and formalism

We start by setting our notations to follow Refs. [?, ?]. We first consider only tree

level processes and later discuss one loop effects.

Neutrino mass eigenstates are denoted by |v), i = 1,2,3, while |v,) are the
tree level weak interaction partners of the charged lepton mass eigenstates a~,

« = e,u, 7. These two bases are related by

Vo) = Z Uailvi) - (3.4)
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where U is the leptonic mixing matrix, the so-called PMNS matrix [?].

We consider experiments where neutrinos are produced at the source in con-
junction with incoming negative or outgoing positive charged leptons. Then,
the neutrinos travel to the detector where they are detected by producing nega-
tive charged leptons. We consider new physics in the production and detection
processes assuming that these NSIs have the same Dirac structure as the SM in-
teractions and thus the amplitudes add coherently. We parameterize the new in-
teractions at the source and at the detector by two sets of effective four—fermion
couplings,

GReass  (GRplag» (3.5)
where « is the charged lepton index and g is the flavor of the neutrino in the
weak interaction basis. At tree level, the SU(2). gauge symmetry implies that in
the SM the four—fermion couplings are proportional to Ggd,s. New interactions,

however, allow for non-diagonal and non-universal couplings.

Phenomenological constraints imply that the new interactions are sup-
pressed with respect to the weak interactions. It is thus convenient to define
small dimensionless quantities in the following way:

P (GIF\JIP)Qﬁ

af
\/lGF + (G:\)jp)aalz + Zy;ta |(G[F\)|p)ozy|2

We denote by |v3) the neutrino states that is produced at the source, and by |vg>

p=sd. (3.6)

the neutrino state that is detected

Grdgp + (GEP)Q,B

vh) = vy  p=sd. (3.7)
\/lGF + (G:\)]p)mllz + Zy:ﬁa |(G|E)jp)wy|2
At the leading order, we have
Gho)a
€, = g—i"’ LD =) + Rl (3.8)
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The expression for the non-orthogonality parameter £.4 at the leading order is

given by
1+0(é?) a=p
Eap = <v§|vg> = ; (3.9)
€+ ega +0(e?) a#p

where by O(€?) we refer to effects that are quadratic in €° or €%. Note that in the

SM the non-orthogonality parameter vanishes, &,.5 = 0.

For simplicity, we consider now a two generation model where the produc-
tion process is associated with a muon and the detection with a tau. We calculate

the following expression for the transition probability
Pur = [0V, (3.10)
where v;(t) is the time-evolved state that was purely v; at time t = 0. Using an

explicit parameterization of the neutrino mixing matrix

cosf siné
U= (3.11)

—sing cosd

and keeping terms up to leading order in & we get

P,r = Sin? x{sin? 20 + Re(el, - €5,) sin 4} + sin 2 Tm(s,.;) sin 2, (3.12)
where
AijL
An]zj = rﬂz — rnjz’ X” = E, X= XlZ’ (313)

m are the neutrino masses, E is the neutrino energy and L is the distance be-

tween the source and the detector.

A few remarks are in order regarding Eq. (3.12):

o We keep only terms up to O(g). This is the reason why there is no effect at

x=0.
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e The different x dependence of the various terms is important as it can be

used to distinguish them experimentally.
e The interference term can be very important when X > e.

e The interference term depends on the imaginary part of the NSIs, that is,

it requires CP violation.

e NSIs also affect the term proportional to sir? x. Yet, within one experiment
this change is absorbed into the definition of # and cannot be distinguished

experimentally.

e In many cases the NSIs are closely related to lepton flavor violating
charged lepton decays. However, they have a different dependence on
€. Neutrino oscillation experiments are linear in ¢ (if X > &) while decays
like T — pe*e” are quadratic. This makes neutrino oscillation experiments

competitive in sensitivity.

e With three generations the result is more complicated and can be found in

2],

Before concluding this section, we remark on the case of heavy neutrinos.
For instance, consider the case of k heavy singlet neutrinos. The mixing matrix
is 3 x (3 + k) and the 3 x 3 mixing matrix for the light neutrinos is not unitary

anymore. In this case we have [?]

Eap = ) UnaUpy . (3.14)
h

The point is that using neutrino oscillation experiments we can measure &, and
claim detection of some new physics, but we can not disentangle the underlying

mechanism which generates it.
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3.3 One loop NSI

In this section, we extend the NSI formalism of Refs. [?, ?] to include one-loop
effects. In particular, we consider universal NSIs from correction to the tree level
W interaction and non-universal effects due to box diagrams and scalar charged

currents.

3.3.1 Correction to the W exchange amplitude

At tree level, gauge invariance guarantees universality of the W interactions.
This universality is kept to all orders for an exact symmetry. For a broken sym-
metry, however, universality is lost beyond tree level. In the following, we show
that one-loop effects make the W couplings and the kinetic terms of the fermions
non-universal. In particular, we explain why, in general, in the basis where the

kinetic term are canonical, the W interactions are not flavor diagonal.

In the following, we neglect neutrino masses since they give subleading ef-
fects to the NSIs, as we will discuss later. Similarly, we do not consider other
possible non-universal flavor-diagonal NSIs. They can be there but they are as-
sumed to be small and, to leading order, we can just add them to the effect we

are considering here.

On general grounds, one-particle irreducible one-loop effects include the self
energy diagrams for the charged leptons and the neutrinos, and the corrections
to the W vertex as well. These one-loop diagrams modify the kinetic and mass

terms for fermions and the W vertex by factors Z}, Zf,R, and 7’ defined as fol-
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lows:

- i _ i i
Leg = ij(Zf) /R +51R(Z§g) i @ lr+ViL(Z)" 19 i
- o ji - o -\ i
- ij(mg +77ﬁ1) tie — ij(mgT + Uﬂ) lir

- LWy (2 v+ He ij=123, (315

V2

“"_
O

where the symbol refers to “bare” or unrenormalized mass matrices and Z*

are matrices defined as
(Za)lj = 6|] + (T]a)” a= V, €7W- (3.].6)

Note that Hermiticity of the effective Lagrangian ensures that (7*)" = 5 while
n" may not be Hermitian. While at tree level ? = 0, lepton flavor violating loop
corrections introduce non-zero 7’s. In general, the off-diagonal elements of n*
are finite, while the diagonal terms diverge. Of course, the physics is finite and

we discuss how the divergences cancel below. We define
2 =L 7L, Zh =RZiR, (3.17)

such that ZE’R are diagonal matrices of positive elements, and L, and R, are uni-

tary matrices. We rescale the lepton fields to make their kinetic terms canonical

o L@) P a-LEZ)ta k- R[(Z,é)_% lr. (3.18)

NI
Nl

where (Z2)7Y/2 is shorthand for the diagonal matrix of element (Z%);"?. The

charged lepton mass terms become
- an-d N
Lmass= ~Tr(28) R}‘(m; + nﬁ’n)l_g (28) * 6w +he. (3.19)
The mass terms (3.19) can be diagonalized by two independent rotations

fL - Lm€|_, fR — RmfR, (320)
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where L, and Ry, are unitary matrices. We obtain

-1
2

[R:n(zg)‘% R}(m; ; n;)Lf (2) Lm]lJ = (M) . (3.21)
where my is diagonal. After performing the rescaling (3.18) and the field rota-
tion (3.20), the kinetic terms are canonical and the charged lepton mass matrix
is diagonal, whereas the interaction terms are not diagonal. For later conve-
nience, we rotate the neutrino fields as vp — Lyv, in order to keep them as
much aligned as possible with their charged partners. Note that this choice is
allowed because when we study NSIs we can neglect neutrino masses. As a

result, the W-boson vertices become

Lint = _%W;ZL'}’#ZVL - QTZZW;T/L’}/'“ZTKL, (322)
where
U ol
Z=1,(Z) 52" L(2) ° Ln. (3.23)

Let us stress that eq. (3.23) is valid to all orders in perturbation theory. Finally,

w

the relation to the physical parameter &,

can be derived from eq. (3.7) and is
given by

(22
ZY0aZZ )
This formula has a simple interpretation. Z,z/ m [vg) is the normalized

[04

(3.24)

\W sy, ,d
Eap = (ValVp) =

state produced at the source, while its conjugate is the one detected.

We proceed to find the leading order expressions for Z,; and sx‘g. That is, we
will work to one loop level. In this case, we can identify the off-diagonal terms

of Z with the NSIs at the source and the detector, and therefore we find
Zop = €55 = €55, @ #f. (3.25)
For the physical parameters we then get

Eup = Zap + Lo » a#pf. (3.26)
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The same result can be obtained directly from eq. (3.24). Note that ZZ" = 6,4
when Z is unitary. When the deviation from unitarity is small, ZZ" = 1 + &V, we

recover the previous result. See also eq. (3.33) below.

At one loop, the transformations for the lepton fields of eq. (3.18) read

1 1 1
VL — (1 - én[)vL, b — (1 - En{)a, lr — (1— Eng) r.  (3.27)

Similarly, to one loop accuracy, the transformations of eq. (3.20) read
O — (L+6Lkm) b, €r— (1+6Ry) R (3.28)
The unitarity of L, and Ry, implies that
oL = —6Lm, 6R = —6R. (3.29)

In this approximation, Z is given by

€+ v
z:1+n{V-"L—2”L, (3.30)

where 1", i, and 7" have to be evaluated at one loop accuracy. Eq. (3.30) shows
that, at this level, the dependence of Z on L, drops completely out (its depen-
dence would be reintroduced at two loop). Then we learn that at leading order
the non-orthogonality parameter between the source and detector neutrinos is

given by (3.26) and reads

* W+ v
Eap = € + €5 = (m +n —nf - m)aﬂ : (3.31)

where we used the fact that ‘ and " are Hermitian.

Egs. (3.23), (3.26), and (3.31) are the main results of this section. A few re-

marks are in order when inspecting them:
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1. For any given model, egs. (3.23), (3.26) show how to extract the physical
NSI effects out of the calculations of the vertex corrections and the self
energies encoded in the rotation mass matrices L,, L, and L, However,
eq. (3.31) demonstrates that, at one loop accuracy, all we need to do is to

calculate 177, , and 1V, since Ly, starts contributing only at two loop.

2. We note that s% is finite. While each of the diagonal terms in 7? may
diverge, the combination is finite because of the SU(2). gauge symme-
try. This can be seen by the fact that the UV properties are insensitive to
EWSB. Thus, the divergent part of n® is real, flavor universal and indepen-
dent of a. Therefore, the divergent part of (77\(\/T + 0 =l = 7))ea, as well
as its renormalization scale dependence, cancel. In contrast, the flavor
off-diagonal elements of nV and ;)" are singularly finite and scale inde-
pendent, as a result of the GIM mechanism. We stress also that when the
electroweak symmetry is restored, Vew — O, then the finite parts are flavor

universal and €’

s — 0. Both results are illustrated in a concrete example

below where the 1? are explicitly calculated.

3. Considering the CP-conjugated process, we obtain
Al = &gy, = 0y - (3.32)

So, CP is violated when the ? have non trivial imaginary parts.

4. Eq. (3.31) admits an interpretation in terms of the scattering amplitudes
M.,g. The idea is to think about neutrinos as invisible intermediate states,
and sum over all of them in the propagation process from the source to the
detector. Considering a source neutrino associated with a charged lepton «

and a detection that is done by a charged lepton g3, the scattering amplitude
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is given by
Mg o< (2270 = g0 + (! + 1" =1, = L), = Gup + €5 (3.33)

where in the second step we expanded in 7"V, Thus, we learn that the

non-universal part of the amplitude is just &}..

3.3.2 Non-universal effects

So far, we have considered only NSIs induced by the universal corrections to
the W vertex and self energy diagrams. These effects are independent of the
production or detection processes as long as these processes are mediated by W
exchange. We now move to discuss other loop effects that are not universal, that

is, that may be different for different production or detection processes.

As mentioned before, the universal effects are SU(2) breaking effects and
therefore suppressed like MZ,/M2,. In the effective field theory language, this
would correspond to the effects induced, after the EWSB, by gauge invariant
dimension-six operators like (ELTayﬂ L.)(H'?D,H), where L, (H) stands for the
lepton (Higgs) doublet, 7 are either the identity or the SU(2) generators and D,

is the covariant derivative.

It is then clear that contributions arising from dimension six four-fermion
operators, also suppressed by M2 /M2, must be consistently included along
with the W-penguin contributions. Therefore, for any given New Physics (NP)

model we can write the following expression for the physical ¢,; parameter

Eap = Egp + (ejg)dim_G + (ega)dim_G . (3.34)
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where s}% has been already defined in eq. (3.31) and we have assumed both

matter effects and higher order operators (with dim > 6) to be negligible.

In this work we are interested in NSIs with the same Dirac structure as the
SM interactions. The reason is that they maximally exploit the interference be-
tween SM and NP amplitudes. In particular, focusing on realistic production
and detection processes like ;1 — evev, and P — puv, (with P = x, K), the relevant

dimension six operators are the following

4Ge

V2 (60 + (€5,)°™) (Vo' PLit) (€74PLve) (3.35)

4G 6\ (— _

TzF (60 + (€2,)"™®) (Ty'PLd) (@yaPuLya) (3.36)
where (e;'ff)o"”rF6 stand for the loop-induced corrections.

As we will discuss in the next section, in the context of supersymmetry el °

might be induced either by means of gaugino/sfermion boxes or through the
tree level exchange of charged Higgs with loop induced flavor changing cou-

plings Hév.

3.3.3 Matter effects

So far, we have discussed only NSIs induced by the charged currents. However,
we would like to emphasize here that there exist also NSIs in matter via neutral

currents, even for negligible SM matter effects.

Indeed, starting from the SM neutral current interactions

g __ ji .
Log = _Ezﬂijﬂ (ZE) vii+Hec i,j=123, (3.37)
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where hereafter ¢ = coséy and Sy = Sinéy, after performing the rescaling (3.18)

and the field rotation (3.20), the Z-boson vertex with neutrinos is given by

Nl

Z=L} (2{)‘% LI ZZ L (Z) * L. (3.38)

where, again, we rotated the neutrino fields as vi — Lnv,. At one loop accuracy,
eq. (3.38) becomes
Z=1+nf-n. (3.39)

We stress that also NSIs induced by the Z-penguin are SU(2) breaking effects
and all the considerations made for W-penguin induced NSIs apply also here.
Therefore, besides Z-penguin effects, we have to include dimension six four-

fermion operators. The relevant neutral interactions are
x/EGF[slfa (13, - 2Qr ) + (e )diwﬁ] (Vay'Puv) (Fraf) (3.40)

where f stands for the fermions in the matter. For normal matter, f could be
electrons, protons and neutrons f = e, p,n, Qs is the electric charge of f and I;L

is the third component of weak isospin of the left-chiral projection of f.

Since we can identify &2, = Z,,, the total physical parameter in the matter

m, f
g, reads

et = (15 - 2Qi ) (nf - n[)w + (emhydm-e, (3.41)
When matter effects are included, the transition probability P,. of Eq. (3.12) be-

comes

P, ~ X sin 29[x sin2-2L ) A Re(eh)
f
+ X Re(€l, — €5) Sin 49 + 2x Tm(s,-) sin 2, (3.42)

where A" = V2Ggn; and we have assumed x < 1 and constant fermion densities

Ns.
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A close look to Eq. (3.42) shows that the interference term between the SM
and non-SM matter effects (sﬂq;f) depends only on the real part of egif. By con-
trast, for NSIs at the production or detection processes (¢3¢), the interference

term depends only on the imaginary part of the NSIs.

The situation changes when considering the transition probabilities Pg, and
Pe; which involve the electron neutrino. In these cases, there are interference
terms, driven by charged current SM-effects, which are also sensitive to the real

parts of £39 [?].

3.3.4 Scalar charged current

Many UV completions of the SM contain an extended Higgs sector, for exam-
ple, the MSSM. On general grounds, the presence of at least two Higgs doublets
leads to a misalignment between the fermion mass matrices and the Yukawa
couplings. As a result, Higgs mediated FCNC processes are induced already
at tree level resulting in large effects, unless a flavor protection mechanism is
at work. Indeed, the Natural Flavor Conservation (NFC) hypothesis was intro-
duced to deal with this flavor problem. However, even if NFC holds at the tree
level, this hypothesis is spoiled by quantum corrections [?]. For instance, if NFC
arises as a result of a continuous PQ symmetry, the breaking at the quantum
level of such a symmetry (as it is required in order to prevent the appearance of

a massless Goldstone boson) would reintroduce FCNC effects [?].

This is the case of supersymmetry where the holomorphy of the superpo-
tential implies a type-II structure of the Higgs potential at the tree level. Yet,

the presence of a non-vanishing u-term (such that uH,Hg) induces, after SUSY
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breaking, non-holomorphic Yukawa couplings for fermions (such as Q_dgHy) [?]

and therefore Higgs-mediated flavor violation is unavoidable [?].

Bearing in mind the above considerations, in the following we perform a
model independent analysis of NSIs arising from loop-induced scalar charged

currents.

The charged Higgs H* couplings with leptons are described by the following

effective Lagrangian

Ler =7 (¥ +17) 6rH* + H.c, (3.43)
where
92 o
= m; tang 3.44
£ N2My (344)

“”_7

and we recall that “o” refers to unrenormalized quantities.

The transformations of egs. (3.18), (3.20) lead to the following effective La-

grangian valid to all orders in perturbation theory
A N1 A\—4 i
Loy = i1 [L,Tn () L;(y; n nH)Rf(zg) Rm] £rH* + H.c.. (3.45)
In order to find the leading expansion for the above effective couplings, we pro-

ceed as follows. We first rescale the lepton fields at one loop level, see eq. (3.18),

so that the charged lepton mass terms become

Lrnass= ~Cir (M +6m)" 6, + he., (3.46)
where
1, 1.
omy = it — énéme - Emmf : (3.47)

Then, we make use of the one loop expansions for the matrices Ly, and Ry of

eq. (3.28) leading to

i
My + 6m; — 6RaM; + MLm| =m), (3.48)
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where 1y is diagonal and we have consistently retained only the leading one-
loop terms. At this level, the unitarity condition of Eq. (3.29) ensures that

Re@LY) = Re@R!) = 0 and the corrected mass eigenvalues are given by
my, = m;j +Re(omy);; , (3.49)

while the condition of reality for the masses implies

. L Im(6my);;
Im §RI — Im L1 = ﬂ. (3.50)
i
Finally, 6Ly, and 6Ry, are determined by

oMy (emy)l+ (om))iTmy .
sL = e i, 3.51
m rn? _ m? # ( )

i j

mg (M) + (my)iimy, .
SRi = Y ¢ ! i, 3.52
R m — e 1# (3.52)

where m;, = (my);;, that is, it is the ith eigenvalue of m,. We are ready now to
expand Eq. (3.45) up to one loop. By making use of the Egs. (3.47), (3.49), and

(3.50), we obtain the following flavor conserving couplings

I i
Im

R 1 1 +
Lo =V lYa (1 + 577{ — 5N E) +n| GrH" + H.C. (3.53)
where
Vi = 3;—:: tang. (3.54)
W

Again, while each term in Eq. (3.53) is in general divergent and renormalization

scale dependent, their sum is finite and scale independent.

For the flavor violating charged Higgs couplings, we find the one loop ex-
pression

. 1 1 I
L =ViL|-Ye0Lm+ Y, 0Rn — zygin[ - éygjné +n6rHT + Hee., (3.55)
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and each term in eq. (3.55) is finite and scale independent thanks to the GIM
mechanism. Notice that, in contrast to the case of NSIs at the W-boson vertex,
we are now sensitive to the rotation mass matrices L, and Ry, already at the one
loop level. As we will discuss in the next section, within the MSSM the rota-
tions 6Ly and Ry actually provide the dominant effects to the flavor changing

couplings.

Let us consider now the case of j = 3, that is relevant for a tau neutrino

production. In such a case, the one loop expansions for 6L, and 6Ry of egs. (3.51)

and (3.52) take the form
Rl mon omo
SRy ~ |- Im —"———’“+—"] : 3.56
(6Rm) [ m 2R mm mr'7|_ ( )
3
(6Lm)* =~ [—"—g" o1 f] (3.57)
A 277L : ’

Finally, inserting the above expressions for Ly, and 6Ry in eq. (3.55), we find

L =y, Z8 tgHY + Hec., (3.58)
where "
C[1 1 nh |
73 | Syl — v, —y dm H . .
H 2y€.77|_ 2y€.77|_ Yz m, +7n (3.59)

Let us remark that NSI effects driven by charged scalar currents are expected
to be particularly relevant for the neutrino production via charged meson de-
cays. In fact, whenever the relevant Yukawa couplings are proportional to the
fermion masses, only processes like P — v (with P = K, x), which are helic-
ity suppressed in the SM, might receive large contributions. Other production
processes like u — evy or detection cross-sections are expected not to be sig-
nificantly affected by such charged scalar currents. As a result, we now have

€y > egﬁ and therefore g,, ~ €;. This is in contrast to the case with dominant
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NSIs at the W-boson vertex where, as we already discussed, it turns out that

We can proceed now to establish the relation between &,, and Z*? in the case
where the neutrino source is given by the process 7 — uv. This decay is me-
diated by tree level W* and H* exchanges. The relevant effective Lagrangian

describing this process is

Vi ( )( | ) Vi (yd :2*)( )( ) ( )
v > T/ .
\/— ud u}’,ul Ld MY FLvy + Vud . ul Rd ,UI LY 3.60

where Pr; = (1 +y5)/2 and Yy is the down quark Yukawa coupling. Since the n
meson is a pseudoscalar, its decay amplitude can be induced only by the axial-
vector part of the W* coupling and the pseudoscalar part of the H* coupling.

Then, once we implement the PCAC relations

o o
Oy, ysdir) = if,pt,  (Olysdl) = ity (3.61)

we get the amplitudes

G _
MY, = TIZZVud fomy, (1= ys)v,, . (3.62)
H _ _ Vud'n H _
Mﬂ—mv, - 4 ( r_n|2_|i )rnd‘H'nJ M(l ’}/5))/7 . (363)

We observe that the SM amplitude depends on the lepton mass because of the
helicity suppression, in contrast to the charged Higgs amplitude which does
not suffer from this suppression. Yet, many NP models predict the Yukawa
couplings to be proportional to the fermion masses. Effectively then, in such
models both the W-boson and charged Higgs amplitudes have the same lepton

mass dependence.

Finally, recalling that the produced neutrino state is V%) = |v,) + €3 [v;), we

identify

< e I
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In the case of K — v, the relevant parameter & can be simply obtained from

&, through the replacement (M, ya, Mg) — (Mg, Ys, Ms) and we get

o4 1
G M MstMiys 1 (3.65)
g Mg Mg+myys 20

It has yet to be seen which process 7 — uv or K — uv may represent the best
probe of this scenario when combining the more intense neutrino flux obtain-

able from m — uv with the higher NP sensitivity of K — uv.

3.4 One loop NSIs and Supersymmetry

In this section, we apply the model-independent formalism developed in the
previous section to the case of the R-parity conserving MSSM with new sources
of LFV in the soft sector. We will analyse first loop-induced NSIs from the V — A
charged current, passing then to NSIs from the charged scalar current induced

by the heavy Higgs sector of the MSSM.

3.4.1 V — Acharged current

In the MSSM NSIs may be induced by the V — A charged current through W-
penguin as well as box contributions. The former effect arises only after the
EWSB and therefore is suppressed by M\%\,/ M,%lp. In particular, within the MSSM,

there are three possible sources of SU(2) breaking;:

i) the D-terms,

ii) the left-right mixing terms, and
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iii) the neutralino/chargino mixing terms.

The latter comes from dimension six four-fermion operators and is also sup-

pressed by M3 /MZ..

The full analytical calculation relevant for NSIs in the MSSM, upon which
our numerical analysis is based on, is reported in the appendix. In the following,
instead, we prefer to discuss general properties within an illustrative toy model
which is a particular limit of the MSSM that greatly simplifies the calculation
but still retains the most relevant features. We use standard MSSM notation (for

a review see for example, Ref. [?]) and we consider only the lepton sector.

In our toy model, we decouple the Higgsinos, H, by taking a large u-
parameter and we decouple the Winos, W, by taking their soft mass term, My,
to be very large. We also assume left-right mixing between the sleptons to be
negligible. Finally, we take the EW vacuum expectation value, Vew, small com-
pared to the soft mass term of the Bino, M3, and the soft term for the left-handed

sleptons, M. That is, we consider a model where

A myutang <

ML ME 1, Vew < Mp ~ M <~ M. (3.66)
where A stands for the trilinear soft terms. In this model there is only one neu-
tralino, the Bino. In practice, the model looks supersymmetric only with respect
to U(1)y. The EWSB can be treated as a perturbation. Note that, in our toy
model, only the SU(2) breaking source i) is at work. Later on, we will also dis-

cuss the impact on NSIs of sources ii) and iii), which are expected in a more

realistic model.
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Figure 3.1: 1-loop contributions to the lepton self-energies (left) and to the
vertex (right). The virtual particles running in the loop are slep-
tons and a neutralino.

The relevant interactions are the lepton-Bino-slepton vertex and the slepton-

slepton-W vertex, that are given by
Lysi = - V2igauy® (U + U G) - V2ig(Wa,ndy) +he.  (3.67)

where gy = —1/2 is the hypercharge of the left-handed leptons. U¥ (UY) is the
unitary matrix that diagonalizes the sneutrino (charged slepton) mass matrix.
In our model, the soft terms are SU(2), x U(1)y symmetric and, since there are
no left-right mixings, U; = U;. Thus, from this point on we use U; for both

terms.

According to Eq. (3.31), all we need to calculate are the loops in Fig. 3.1 and
extract ¥, n° and . In our calculations we use a naive UV cutoff, that is, we
perform the k? integral up to A%. We further introduce an unphysical mass pa-
rameter u to make the arguments of all logarithms dimensionless. Effectively,
this is equivalent to introducing a renormalization scale. As a check on our cal-
culation we see that the final physical results, that is, ¢, is independent of these

two unphysical parameters.

We first calculate the wave function corrections. The only diagrams con-

tributing to 1" at one loop are through the exchange of the Bino and sneutrinos.
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The result is

ny =g Y UbTus Iy, (3.68)
k
where
1 A? 1
= 1oz {Iog Zt Fy+ O(F)} : (3.69)
nt, + N,
H (nék - rT‘l/\z/,o)2 rn)io Z(n‘ék - rTﬁo)

The calculation of the wave function correction to the left-handed charged
leptons 7, proceeds in a completely analogous way, the only difference being
that now we have sleptons, instead of sneutrinos, running in the loop. There-
fore, 77j; reads

ni = g%ag Y Ui Ul 14, (3.71)
k

where I is simply obtained from 7} by the replacement m¢ — ng’k'

Next, we calculate the one loop correction to the W vertex, n". The result is

n = g%y usus Iy, 372)
k
where
2

i 1;2 {log % +R O(%)} ’ (3.73)

L 0

R = & (%, — 2 ) log | —

© (M —m2)(mE - n?)(mE — ) lmvk( o = M) og( 2 ]
¢ mﬂg}k 4 mf,o

+mzk(n€k - rn)io) |09(F) + m)(o(rﬂ%k - rngk) |Og[?]l . (374)

In order to obtain the final result we use Eq. (3.31) with Egs. (3.68), (3.71),
and (3.72). We get

e=(" 40" -0 =) = g’ ) ULUE (21} - 1L - I})
k

_ g’2q$Z USuE (2FY-F -F).,  (375)
k
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where we neglected O(A~2?) effects.

We are now in a position to check the finiteness of the physical amplitude.
Note that n”, n°, and n"V contain a log-divergence. SU(2), gauge symmetry con-
straints the coefficients of these two divergences to be equal to each other. We
can see that this is indeed the case by direct inspection. ¢ in Eq. (3.75) depends
only on the functions F# that are independent of A. We can also check that the re-
sult is independent of 4, as it should be. For this note that the sum, 2F‘kN— Flf -F,
is independent of u. While the above results are automatically achieved by each
off-diagonal term contributing to &, as a result of the GIM-mechanism, their va-
lidity for the diagonal components represents a check of the correctness of the

calculation.

Another important check is to make sure that in the limit of no EWSB, there
is no effect induced by the kinetic term because SU(2). gauge symmetry makes
it aligned with the W-interaction. When sending Vew — O, the charged sleptons
become degenerate with the sneutrinos, M = m¢ . In this limit, using (3.75) we

learn that the relevant sum is proportional to the identity

Eap X (7]}% + nxg — Mg — 7725) o U;Ug = Oqp - (3.76)

vew=0

We learn that no flavor changing amplitude is induced thanks to the unitarity

of Uj;.

The fact that the effect vanishes for Ve = 0 can be used to get an approximate
formula. We can define the presumably small parameter
[n.ék . rn%k]

mZz’k + rr‘ék

ay (3.77)
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that vanishes for Vew = 0, and expand in & to the leading order

g%
a8 1672

Ty -

gop = (1" + "' =" = 1f) U U > [88G+0@)] (3.78)
K

where Gy is a function of SUSY masses which does not vanish in the limit of

a — 0. The dominant splitting between left handed sneutrinos and sleptons

originates from the D-terms and is flavor universal

(M - m{%a) = & coS 6y cos(P) . (3.79)
As a result, in this toy model, g,, can be estimated as
mé ’
@y
. ~ — co< fy cos ——2 | 5. <10°", . 3.80
Eu A W (218) [Max[m;o, rng] ] ut ut ( )

where we have defined the mass-insertion parameters &f; = (M?)ij/ 4/ (M?)i(M?);j;,
as usual. Such values are well below the expected experimental resolutions even

L
foro,, ~ 1.

We discuss now the main differences arising in the cases where the SU(2)
breaking sources ii) and iii) are switched on. In the case ii), the leading effect for

£, reads

. oyMEIA —ptang?” o
uT Ar mﬁom% ut ?

where we picked up a double left-right mixing term for the third slepton

(3.81)

generation. In principle, &, could reach values even slightly above 10 for

meu tans/mg ~ 1; in practice the constraint from = — uy implies that &, < 10°°.
Finally, in the case iii) we get
@2 151212 oL
fur ~ 7|22 O (3.82)

where Z!? are the mixing angles of the chargino mass matrix which read

7% ~ Cx
T ME-p? M3 — u?

: (3.83)
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where tang = v,/vq. We have explicitly checked that also in this case g,, < 107

after imposing the constraint from 7 — uy.

We discuss now the box induced NSIs. These effects survive even in the
limit where all the SU(2) breaking sources discussed above are negligible. In
particular, it turns out that the largest effects arise for light sleptons/Winos and
heavy Higgsino/Bino. The latter condition is necessary to suppress BR(r — uy).

As a result, it turns out that

box @2 m%

e ~ I MaxME ] o <1073 . (3.84)
As we will show in the numerical analysis, the box contribution provides the
dominant effect to g,, that can reach experimentally interesting levels while be-
ing still compatible with the current bound on BR(r — uy). In fact, in the most
favorable situation where M, ~ n; < u ~ My, one can find that

BR(r — wy)
~ 108, —— 2V .
o o7 (3.85)

box
et

as we will confirm numerically.

3.4.2 Scalar charged current

In the MSSM, Higgs mediated LFV effects are generated at the loop level, e.g.
see Fig. 3.2. In fact, given a source of non-holomorphic couplings, and LFV

among the sleptons, Higgs-mediated LFV is unavoidable [?].

Starting from the model-independent parameterization for the flavor violat-
ing couplings of a charged Higgs with leptons, eq. (3.55), we specialize now
to a SUSY scenario assuming R-parity conservation to avoid tree level flavor

changing effects.
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Figure 3.2: A contribution to the effective v.(gH* coupling.

Analysing the full expressions of such couplings (reported in the Appendix),
we find that the field rotations 5L, and SR, induce the dominant contributions
for the effective Lagrangian of eq. (3.55). In fact, one can show that they are
parametrically enhanced by a tang factor 6Ly, SRy ~ [a2/4n] X tanB compared to

7™ ~ ay/4r and n7 ~ y, X [a2/4n].

Since the effects we are going to discuss can be relevant only if tang > 1, it

turns out that

L =i [Y; — 0L, + Y;0Rm]" GirH* + H.c.. (386)

Retaining only the dominant tang enhanced contributions in the corrections to

the lepton mass matrix, one has that ém, ~ %, and therefore
(OMe)ij = M ety + xtsdpy, + M Lted)) (3.87)

where ¢, €_r are loop factors of order «,/4m which depend on SUSY mass ratios
and tz = tang. Therefore, the rotation matrices can be determined explicitly from

egs. (3.51) and (3.52) and they read

.l . @R 5 M al
SLY ~ 53 SRS ~ 63 42— 53 3.88
m (1 + Etﬁ) L Rran (1 + thg) RT m. (1 + Et/g) L ( )

Finally, in the basis where vi — Ly, the effective Lagrangian for the H* cou-
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plings with leptons reads

. ts ) . ,
Loy = \éj:/l 1+ﬁd Vi [myo” + mtsAl + my AL | GrHT + He. (3.89)
w B

where we have defined AjLi(R) = eL(R)élj_i(R) /(1 + €tp).

An inspection of the above effective Lagrangian reveals that: 1) since the
Yukawa operator is of dimension four, the quantities Alj_i’R depend only on ra-
tios of soft SUSY masses, hence avoiding SUSY decoupling. Yet, the NP effects
induced in physical observables will decouple with the charged Higgs mass;
2) the loop induced flavor violating couplings are enhanced by an extra ts fac-
tor compared to the tree level flavor conserving couplings. Therefore the loop
suppression can be partially compensated if Alj_i(R)tﬁ ~ 1; and 3) the flavor violat-
ing couplings H* ¢y, (with ¢ = e u) exhibit a Yukawa enhancement factor m,/my

compared to flavor conserving couplings H*£v, when they are induced by Ag.

Applying the above results to the model-independent parameterization of
eq. (3.64), we find

K s*K__ﬁ 32, M 30 t;’
e~ (er) = (m2 )(AL ’ nLAR)(1+eqtﬁ)(1+etﬁ)’ (390)

H*

where € is a non-holomorphic threshold correction stemming from the quark

sector typically of order ¢ ~ 1072

As seen in eq. (3.65), it turns out that & /&f;. ~ 1/20. We notice that &7 and f,
show an enhanced sensitivity to sources of flavor violation in the right-handed

slepton sector thanks to the Yukawa enhancement factor m./m,.

T

In order to quantify the allowed size for )", we have to impose the con-
straints arising from the charged lepton LFV decays. The most sensitive probe

of Higgs mediated effects is generally T — ¢;n [?] and the corresponding branch-
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ing ratio reads

Br(t — un)
Br(r — wv,v:)

AL 12 4 |A322 té
| 32| | Rl ) B (391)

~ 10_2(
my

1+ egta2I1 + etgl?”

where my is the pseudoscalar mass such that m3 = m?. — M3, at tree level. Im-

posing the experimental constraints from Br(r — un) < 1077, it turns out that

e <1072, & <5x107%, (3.92)

ur ~ ur

where the above bounds arise for |AL,| < [A.

Finally, let us mention that Higgs mediated LFV interactions also induce
lepton universality breaking effects in P — ¢v (£ = e u) [?]. However, these
effects can only constrain |A3Y which is unrelated, in general, with the relevant

LFV term for NSIs, that is |A3.

3.4.3 Numerical analysis

In this section, we provide the predictions for the NSI parameter ., in the
framework of the R-parity conserving MSSM with generic LFV soft breaking
terms. The allowed values for 7m(g,;) are obtained after imposing the follow-
ing constraints: i) the data on flavor physics observables; ii) the mass bounds
from direct SUSY searches; iii) the requirement of a neutral lightest SUSY parti-
cle; iv) the requirement of correct electroweak symmetry breaking and vacuum

stability; and v) the constraints from electroweak precision observables.

Concerning NSI effects driven by the charged Higgs exchange, the most
stringent bounds come from the data on LFV and B-physics observables. In par-

ticular, the processes B — Xsy, B — 7v and B — Drv are known to be the most

62



powerful probes of new charged scalar currents. In principle, also the process
Bsa — uu” shows an enhanced sensitivity to extended Higgs sectors. How-
ever, since the loop-induced flavor changing coupling Hbs(d) (with H = H?, A?)
depends on the details of the soft sector, to be conservative, we do not impose

here the (model-dependent) constraint from BR(Bsq — pfu™).

The bounds from BR(B — Xsy) have been obtained employing the SM pre-
diction at the NNLO of Ref. [?], BR(B — X, E, > 1.6 GeVyM = (315 =+
0.23)x 107%, combined with the experimental average [?, ?, ?] BR(B — Xsy; E, >
1.6 GeV)f*® = (3.55+ 0.24) x 104 As for the SUSY contributions, we use the
calculation of Ref. [?] assuming decoupled gluinos and squarks. For B — 1v,
we use the current world average BR(B — 7v)exp = (1.73 £ 0.35) x 107 [?], the
SM prediction (1.10 + 0.29) x 10 [?] (see also [?]) and the NP contributions of
Ref. [?].

Finally, the NP sensitivity of B — D7v can be better exploited normalizing it
to BR(B — D1v)/BR(B — D¢v) where ¢ = e, u [?, ?]. We use the world average
(49 + 10)%[?] and the theoretical prediction of Ref. [?].

In our numerical analysis we impose all the above constraints at the 20- C.L..

In Fig. (3.3) on the left, we show the values attained by |Ime,*fT|, see eq. (3.90),
in the tang — My: plane setting the LFV parameter [A¥ = 1073 (varying A%,
Imef5;| would rescale according to [AF]/107%). The red, green, glue and yellow
regions are excluded by the current bounds on B — Xsy, B — 7v, and B — Drv

and 7 — un, respectively.

As shown by fig. (3.3), [Imef.| can vary in the range (10, 10°?) for tang < 60

and My: < 500 GeV. The corresponding values for [Ime], | can be obtained by
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Figure 3.3: Left: NSIs in the process K — ¢v induced by Higgs mediated
effects. Right: NSIs in the process u — evv induced by W-
penguin and gaugino/slepton boxes. See the text for details.

Ime7, |/lImef | ~ 1/20.

We now discuss the NSIs as induced by the V — A charged current via the
one loop exchange of gauginos/sleptons. As discussed in the above section,
the dominant effect to Ime,. arises from the box contributions. In fig. (3.3) on
the right, we show the correlation between BR(r — uy) vs. [Img,| in the case
where the neutrino source is provided by the muon decay u — ev,v.. We have
assumed heavy squarks implying negligible NSIs at the detector level. In this
limit also NSIs for the production process P — uv, are suppressed. Moreover,
as the largest effects for Ime,, are obtained for light sleptons/Winos and heavy
Higgsino/Bino (to keep under control BR(r — uy)), we employ the following
scan over the SUSY input parameters: M,,m; < 1 TeV, u, M; > 500 GeV and
3 < tang < 10.
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As shown by fig. (3.3), [Ime,.| can reach experimentally interesting values
Ime,.| < 3—4x10*and this would unambiguously imply a lower bound for

BR(r — uy) quite close to the current bound.
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3.5 Discussion and conclusion

The idea that neutrino oscillations can probe NSIs is very attractive. In theory
such experiments are sensitive to any form of new physics that makes the pro-
duced and detected neutrinos non-orthogonal. Such non-orthogonality, param-
eterized by &,5, may come from new tree level interactions, new heavy neutri-

nos, or one loop effects that modify the couplings of the W boson to the leptons.

In this work we presented a general framework that allows one to extract in
a consistent way the physical ¢ arising at the loop level either from the V — A or
scalar charged currents. We show how ¢ can be obtained from the various loop
amplitudes which include vertex corrections, wave function renormalizations,

mass corrections as well as box diagrams.

As an illustrative example, we discussed NSIs in the R-parity conserving

MSSM with new LFV sources in the soft sector.

We argued that, in general, the size of one-loop NSIs is quite small, & ~
0O(1073). To be observed, such small numbers require very precise measurements
of the neutrino appearance probability as a function of L/E. We hope that such
measurements will be possible in the next generation of neutrino oscillation ex-

periments.
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APPENDIX A
DETAILED FOR LIFETIMES VIA SPIN INFORMATION CALCULATION
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A.1 Calculation of spin information being lost through mixing

A.1l.1 Assumptions

For the following we assume creating a top meson at t = 0 as an incoherent mix
of a spin up and down spectator: T*: (1/ \/E) (lt Tusly+ €t :,u :T)) For the

purpose of this calculation we will call the spectator u.

We are assuming we know that t is a spin $ quark (fundamental representa-
tion of QCD) and that the spectator is also a spin 3 quark (fundamental repre-
sentation of QCD). This assumption is obvious when dealing with the t quark,

but for new physics this needs to be determined first.

The t quark decays chirally and we know the chirality of the decay, i.e. we
know the numerical difference between the left chirality vertex and the right
chirality vertex. (If we don’t know that then we face a problem that a semi-

chiral fast decay, Am <« I', will look like a fully chiral slow decay).

We can detect what t decays to. For example, a fermion can decay to a
fermion and scalar, or to fermion and vector. (If all we have is jets and the new
particle can decay to both gluon and quark, or to quark and squark we may not

be able to tag the difference at each decay).

We assume the decay rate of the T and T* is the same. For a top like particle
this is a good assumption to make, because the decay is with weak interactions

and only involves the heavy quark.
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A.1.2 spin information lost in mixing and vector meson decay

First, to see how the states mix we need to write the top meson mixture in the

mass eigenstates.

1

o~ O _ 1. _ _ _
ﬁ(|t.T,u.¢>+|t.T,u.T>)_2|s_o,ms_o>+2(|s_1,ms_o>+«/§|s_1,ms_1>)

(A1)

Here the scalar top meson is denoted as T (t = 0) = |[S= 0;ms = 0) and the vector

top meson spin eignstatesas T* (t = 0) = (1/2) (|s =1ms=0)+ V2|s=1,ms= 1)).

An eigenstate of the Hamiltonian evolves as |T) = exp(-iHt) [T (t = 0)), thus
the time evolved state can be written as follows:

1 imyt— F(T—»final)z—l“gT -T)

Ty =5€ ‘Is=0;ms = 0)
1 . *— final)+I'(T* -
+§e—mw—i—u—2” T Yls=Lme=0)+ V2|s=1m = 1)) (A.2)

Here we plugged the decay, T* — T + v, and the weak decay of the t quark into
the Hamiltonian asI'(T* — T) and I' (T — final). Therefore, this calculation will

include spin information loss through both mixing and T* decay.
The total phase would not show up in the calculation and can be neglected:
_iMmst 1 i AMist— T LT 5T ¢ .
Ty »e'™ (Ee'mr = 's=0,ms=0)

_ I+l 1 t
2

+ € (%|s:1,m5:0)+%2|s:1,m5:1>)) (A.3)

Now that we know the evolution of the states we need to go back to the top spin
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states:

IT) —7 —|t .U ¢>( t+éAmT*re—H#t)
Sl (o damig )
+e" Tt =Tttt u T>] (A4)

Then, the spin expectation value, s, (using 7 = 1) assuming the top is created

with its helicity in the z direction:

1 OfthetopsplnspacF-r> _i_“ T u l)( ZTHTt_FeIAmrt #t)

2 \/_2

T o T
V22
+ %e— e [t:T,u:T) (A5)
_e_Ft 1 1 _(£+FT*HT)t
(S) = (§ cos(Amy-t) + e "

Finally, we can calculate the ratio, r, between having a spin information loss
effect and the result assuming no effect. In this calculation we will denote (s,)

as the result above and (s,), as the expectation value with no spin information

r _ Iy,
A Y = T

« 1
_ Tty ©
f(&)odt_j(; e 'dt= T
~ —I't 1 1 [
(sydt = e '|=cos(Amy.t) + = =T | dt
0 2 2
1

loss. We also denote x =

1 r 11
C2AME, +T2 2T +T,
[ (spdt _}( 1 L1 )
[(syedt  2\1+(Amp./T)? ~ 1+T,/T
1( 1 1
‘§(1+ e —1+y) (A7)

This method for lifetime determination will be useful for I" < 1 GeV. Therefore,

if the decline in spin information happens when X is order one then we need
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Amyr < 1 GeV. For the case of regular mesons (with a heavy quark) we start the
search for new physics with mesons heavier than the B meson. For the B meson
we know Amg = 4578(35) MeV. As we will discuss later in this this appendix
the mass splitting would only get smaller as the heavy quark gets heavier (as
you may expect from an analogy to the hyperfine splitting). Thus, the mass

splitting would remain relevant for heavy quarks throughout the weak scale.

A.2 Spin information in the top quark decay

Let us consider a decay with no mixing of a fermion created with its helicity in

the z direction into a fermion and a scalar.

D IMP =M Efemon (17 s, COSY) (A8)
final
dr 1 E%ermion 2
= | —dQ=— A.
dQ 8t m (A9)
dr r
ElCM :E (1 + SZCOSH) (A].O)

In this section the upper sign refer to P_ and the lower to Pr.

The other option is the decay of a fermion into a fermion and a vector. This
case would just involve switching the angular dependance of the left and right

vertices:

dr

r
d_Q|CM =1 (1 + s,cosb) (A.11)

For this calculation it’s easy to see that a decay into a massive vector, m ~ My,
would involve both tangential and longitudinal degrees of freedom and thus

the spin information would be washed away.
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We are interested with the angular distribution of the decay, so we denote

p(t) = T'exp(-It) as the distribution function of the decay.

P(Q) :fow(p(t)g—gl;/l")dt

:i (fw Fe‘“dt+1"fw<sz> (¥ cosh) dt)
47T 0 0

:4_1ﬂ(1+rrf<sz>0(¢cose)dt)

1
=1 (1 Frcosh) (A.12)

thus we arrive at the main result

1( 1( 1 1
P(Q) —E(l+ é (1+ X2 + m)cose) (A].3)
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APPENDIX B
DETAILS FOR MATCHING UV BSM THEORIES WITH IR NEUTRINO
SECTOR OPERATORS
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B.1 Self-energies and vertex correction in the MSSM

In the following, we provide the full analytical expressions for the self-energies

and vertex corrections relevant for NSIs in the R-parity conserving MSSM. For

the Feynman rules, we closely follow the notation of Ref. [?].
The lepton self-energies read

_(477)2 (n{/L)IJ = LUEC lelflc* Bl(mLk’ mCi) + LL?N Ljalfll\l* Bl(m?k’ mNi)
1J . . . R
—(4m)? (niy) = LEGLAN Bu(mL,. my) + L LIS By (my,.. i)

1J . . . .
—(4r)? (i)~ = RUNRIN Ba(my,, my) + RECREE Bi(my,, M)

1J . . . X
(4m)? ()~ = —LuW RN Bo(my,. my,) — LECRES Bo(my,. me)

The vertex corrections relevant for W¢v are

2 vvN

(47T)2 (UW) - _LJkJ Ltlall_JN S ZII:I [BO(mLi’ rnf/k) + E + mﬁleO(mNj, my, rnﬁk)

+ LK LLth[ V2L me, iy, Co(Mi,, Mg, Myy,) +

1 i 1
- _ZFQ\JI:/CN (BO(rrbm mNj) - E + mEkCO(mLk’ rrbia mN])):l
+ L;]flflj\l*l‘(lﬁlélc[ - \/5 ) NLe mNjCO(rnf/ka Me;, mNj) +

1 1
+ TZL‘JAI'CN (Bo(rrbi, mNJ.) - E + n.ékCO(rnf/ka rrbi’ mNj))] .

The vertex corrections relevant for H¢v are
13
(4r)? (") =~V L Ry, Co(mw,, My, my,)
+ LI RN [LK%HCZ(”‘Ena mg,.» M)
— R{tHMe,my Co(mt e, mrle.)]
+ LI RIZ [ LI, Co(m g R )

— Rien My Mg, Co(ME, Mg, g, )| .
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The gaugino/slepton box diagrams relevant for the process 1 — ev.ve read
—(4”)2€|bJOX = Ll’th lelflc* I-leiC L?lej Da(my,, My, me;, My;)
+ L LI Lo L Dy(m,, my,, M, My, )
¢ SL LIS L e my Do, s, . )
+ %L}*;% L LRI L8 i, my, Do(m,, My, Me;, M) - (B.7)
The box diagrams generated by the gaugino/slepton(squark) exchange con-
tributing to the production process P — uv, (P = 7,K) and to the detection
process read
~(4m)%ef* = Ly Life Liinc Loy Da(My, . mg. me, my,)
+ LAE L Lion Lioe Da(m, , my ., me, my;)

1 en dkine
Jrp dKjxp 1k odKi
+ EL(’LN Loun bitelaueMe My, Do(m,, Mg, , Me;, M)

1 . . . .
t5 L LS L) Lo me, My, Do(Img,, M, . M, My, (B.8)
The expressions for the loop functions appearing in the above amplitudes read
1 1 e ms

Bo(my, =Z+1- ———|mlog— — mé log—=| , B.9
0( 1m2) P rn%_rn%[ 1 gllz rﬂ% g/l2:| ( )

11 m (_mb \ oM 1mi+mp
Bi(my, =—|-+1-log—= + log— + = ,  (B.10
1( lrnZ) 2le g,l,lz (rni_rn%) grnzl Znﬁ—m% ( )

_ 1 m
CO(ml’mz’rrb)_m%—nﬁ[rrﬁ—nﬁlog

mg log mg/n% m; log mg/mé

%1— m;—%nﬁ Iog%l] , (B.11)

1 me
Co(my, mp, mg) = = + 1+ log— (B.12
R R N R
m{ log m;
D N . 5 =
+ {1l o 2}+{1 < 3}+{1 < 4}, (B.13)
1 mt! log mé

D ,Mp, Mg, ==

+ {1 2}+{1 & 3}+{1 < 4). (B.14)
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B.2 How self energy and vertex correction enter the theory

Starting for a standard model Lagrangian,
Lsw =L (i H-g W)L (B.15)

We will find loop correction to all the terms to some loop level. Then we will be

left with the following form,

L1 oopne = ZLEi1 DG+ 251 i - zﬁv%v,- WG +he.+...  (B.16)
~{iM;ity (B.17)
Zji = oM + P (B.18)

Here we denote Z;; = 65?“') + eﬂ\lp). So it contains the standard model diagonal

term and the new physics (off diagonal) contribution.

Now to get to canonical fields with canonical kinetic terms we need to do
some field redefinition. This is a part of the calculation which is easy to neglect
but without which we will get the wrong result. For example, as was discussed
in the thesis above, if the electroweak theory was not broken then we will have
alignment between the kinetic terms and the interaction terms and there would

be no effect.

We rotate to diagonal kinetic terms, defining the following R’ as the rotation

matrix for the leptons. We find, RZ{R" = Z{

iag and R6; = Cgiag- We are left with:

6z = (R'RZ'R'R¢

= zdiagzdiag{)diag (B.19)
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Now to make the field canonical we note:

1 1
Sij = Ziag (B.20)
\/Zdiag Zdiag
Cean = \/zdiagRgfi = \/zdiagfdiag (B-Zl)

Now that we have canonical kinetic terms to get to the charged lepton mass
basis we need to diagonolize the lepton mass. After making the fields canonical

we where left with the following,

1 o1
Mj » ——R'M;R" : (B.22)
AY; Zdiag Zdiag
Thus to diagonalize lets define a rotation matrix Ry,
EminMjiR”Lfcan = LeanRRm ! RfM,-iR”LR;Rmfcan
Zdiag Zdiag vV Zdiag vV Zdiag
= Zeign—mMdiagfeign—m- (B.23)

Here we find how to get the final diagonal mass basis lepton after considering

one loop effects:

1 1

i (B.24)
\/Zdiag AY; Zdiag Rm
Ceign-m = R VZiiagR (- (B.25)

Mdiag = Rm

R'M;R™

Now we can finally show how one loop effects make non diagonal charged

interactions:
_ 9 W2y s he = —-L7 W R RZYRY— =y + h.(B.26)
V2 V2 [z¢ [2v
diag diag
1 o1
ZV = R,——RZ7"R"—— (B.27)

\,Zgiag \’ Zgiag
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To make this relevant to the experiment we have to consider an amplitude
containing creating a neutrino at the source and detecting it back in the detector.

This amplitude will contain
M ZiZj = (zz*)ji (B.28)

Where i and | are the indexes in the mass basis of the leptons. We thus find

(zzT = RZYR"—— — RZVR(——_
\[Zéhag \/Zglag \/Zglag \/ Zélag
= R,——RZV (2") ' ZYR"——R", (B.29)

\[ Zglag \/ Z§|ag

Finally, we note that we can define VZ = R'f1/ R, where VZ!is the

dlag
matrix that gives = ( \/2‘1)2 = Z1. Then we can redefine, R VZ(~1 = Z agR[
This gives,
(ZzT)ji = = RyR V212V (2)* 2V VZIR'R!, (B.30)

Since Z = ¢+¢, (i.e. the diagonal term and the term from the loop corrections),
thenZt=6-€+0 (ez) because we need ZZ™* = 6. Also, from the way we define
the matrix VZ* we can clearly see that VZ™' = §—¢€/2+0 (62). We finally arrive

at the result from above:

4

(22), = Rl (1 S 0(62)) (14 ) (1- € +0() (1 + ) (1 S 0(62)) R'R,
= RiRR'R}, + RnR (_%6’ +eV e+ eV - %[) R'R" + 0(62)
= 0ji + RR (GW + eVt ¢ — ef) R“)R:n + 0(62) (B.31)

As a final note we see from the amplitude that for the anti process we have

Mo Z4Z3, = (ZZ') Therefore, to observe CP violation we need (ZZ*) (ZZ*)T.

78



Therefore, Z has to be imaginary. This is a trivial statement that only phases
can contribute to CP violation. In this case the phases are emergent from the

effective operators and come out of the phases in the new physics.

B.3 Detailed calculation in a simplified model

Here we present an example of calculating correction to the kinetic term and

interaction term in the MSSM.

B.3.1 loop correction for the kinetic term

Let us consider the mass correction of the charged leptons with one of the neu-

tralinos in the loop. The matrix element is given by

oK = (-i)*2g°%g; kai (—inﬁ)\/l*. d*k (i)® kK P,
@) (k)

5K:29’2932Vkim§|V” ( )4 ff dxdydzs (1 - x-y - 2)
H

sPL

(k2 — xm2 — ym? +Z(|02 - p)_zrn/%/)
= 29°g ZVk,mﬁM j (2ﬂ)4
dxdydzs (1- x-y-2) K
) p (B.32)
fff ((k— (1-x-y)p)> - xmE —ymZ +(z-2)p? - mﬁ)s L
thenf=k-(1-x-Yy)p

¢ odd= 6K = 2g’zg$kaim§,v,J /pf( ff dxdydzs (1 - x-y-2)
ki

x P (B.33)
( — XMg — Yy +(2-22) p? - znﬁ)
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When we take this in comparison to the vertex, v; /pZ;iPvi, Zj = dij + &j, we

find:

(cSK:/pe):wsij:2g’2g\2(Z:Vkim§|VIJ ( )4 ff dxdydzs (1 - x—y—2)
ki

X

(52— xml%I —ymf,k +(z-2) p2—zr‘r§)3
QR=it=q(p—0) = 4g'2g$ZVkinﬁ|V|*j ff dzdxdzs (1 - x-y - 2) z(-i)
ki

d*te 1
(2n)* (fé + xrnf,I + yrn?k + sz()3

Polar coor

= =g Y vy, [ [[ dayem - xy@%awﬁ
ki

2dIZ = ¢edte

52
fde de2 E
£’2+xrnz+ym2 +zm)§)
1-X
=——)20°0% > Vi V*-fdx dz
(167r2) g gv; knﬁl lj . o

x 2 (B.34)

(x(m, = ) + 2(§ =%, ) + )

g (mf — ) (g — ) (1, - a)

This gives:
X X

L™ = (16”2) $kaim§.\/f} 2(mg — g )2(mg — mp)2(mg -y
(b, — 2t e ) log 2 + (i, — 2men mf ) log =

2(mg — g )2(mg — mp)2(mf, — my)

m2
M, l0g
+
2(me — m2 )2(me — m%)(m% my)

(B.35)

Let us see how this relates to the low Higges mass limit: We take m, — m

. —m} — 2ment log e
(1-mass) —l 2 2 _ " ‘ f m,
7y (_1&2)49 Q,Y;v“nﬁvIJ T raE (B.36)
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If we turn Mg to & then
f — nf, — 22 log 7
! B.37

Our original Feynman diagram becomes proportional to - (=i6) 15 =
t 4

— _i ’ *
Iy (—1&2)49 “o% Z ViV
i
ﬁ (ﬁ), as we expect.
4 4

B.3.2 loop correction for the interaction vertex

Let us consider a correction to the interaction term £,vW with a nuetralino run-
ning in the loop. To calculate the matrix element for the vertex with one mass

insertion. We assume p, p, g < k as we are developing this in the p = 0 limit.
i/\/(ij = —i \/ézgg’zq$ Z Vi m(%mvl*j
K

d*k K. K
()" (k2 =t ) (1€ = ) (k2 = g ) (1 = oty

P’ (B.38)
Therefore
&) = 499°cf, > Vg, Vi 157" (B.39)
ki

and with a cutoff

—j 1 0 k&
7o o (—) f dk? 2 (B.40)
d \167?),5 Jo (k§+m§|)(k§+n’ﬁ)(k§+n‘ﬁ)(k§+rr§0)
This integral is finite and does not need a regulator,

—-i({ 1
ﬂ“EG@L

X( m log m¢ N nt log ng
(m2 - mg) (m2 — mg) (mg @) (g — ) (g — g (. — )
' logny i) log

(B.41)

" (¢ ) (wp - me) (m — ) (w2 - vg) (e — ) (mE — )
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Now the sneutrino masses to this order will be degenerate with the slepton

masses. Since we contracted the sneutrino with the I’th index will call the mass

m.

= 3l L e e )

After some algebra we get:

I(kll—mass) _ __'( 1 ) lm{%(_”ﬁ"‘m?)(”ﬁ— fk)<mf2’| _m?k)
4160 (m)f B a)z (m)z( - mt%k)( 6 m?k)z
+m? (. - 2nF, ) log = + i log 2

(B.43)

Let us see how this relates to the low Higges mass limit: we take m, —

my, n’ﬁ = 0ij then,

e
1 ) 3nﬁ—4nﬁn1§+m§—2rrﬁlogé
4D

glomesy 71 (— (B.44)
ki d 1@.‘.2 2(m§—m{2,|)3
, 1( 1
d=4) €= -igg’q VkiV;-—(—)
Zk: i2\1672
3nf — 4meng + nf, - 2nf log 7
x |- i (B.45)

(2 - )
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If we take the Su(2) soft mass limit we find:

, 11 A?
¢ _ Zkl (49 an)VkIVkJ4167T2 [|Ogﬁ
(- e ) og 3 + e (w2 - p)log 5 + m (e )'Ognﬁm(i)
(8, 02 (v, — v¢) (%, — ) A2
1 A
T 2O agga 0T
M2 —P) + m2 (2 — 27 log & + f log %
_ k< )+ t’k(( k ));) g * °9 +O($) (846)
Al
Thus, as we expect:
3m;_4m§knﬁ+”€'k_2nﬁ|09%
Om €= ) (9°0y) VeV *
R T
+0(%)] (B.47)
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