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Abstract

In this thesis, we study the phenomenology of selected observables in the context of the
Randall-Sundrum scenario of a compactified warped extra dimension. Gauge and matter
fields are assumed to live in the whole five-dimensional space-time, while the Higgs sector
is localized on the infrared boundary. An effective four-dimensional description is obtained
via Kaluza-Klein decomposition of the five dimensional quantum fields. The symmetry
breaking effects due to the Higgs sector are treated exactly, and the decomposition of
the theory is performed in a covariant way. We develop a formalism, which allows for a
straight-forward generalization to scenarios with an extended gauge group compared to the
Standard Model of elementary particle physics. As an application, we study the so-called
custodial Randall-Sundrum model and compare the results to that of the original formu-
lation. We present predictions for electroweak precision observables, the Higgs production
cross section at the LHC, the forward-backward asymmetry in top-antitop production at
the Tevatron, as well as the width difference, the CP-violating phase, and the semileptonic
CP asymmetry in B, decays.

Zusammenfassung

In dieser Arbeit studieren wir die Phanomenologie einiger ausgesuchter Observablen im
Kontext des Randall-Sundrum Szenarios einer kompaktifizierten gekriimmten Extradimen-
sion. Es wird angenommen, dass Eich- und Materiefelder in der gesamten fiinfdimensionalen
Raumzeit leben, wahrend der Higgs-Sektor auf der sogenannten Infrarot-Brane lokalisiert
ist. Eine effektive vierdimensionale Beschreibung wird mittels einer Kaluza-Klein Zer-
legung der fiinfdimensionalen Quantenfelder erreicht. Die durch den Higgs-Sektor verur-
sachten symmetriebrechenden Effekte werden hierbei exakt behandelt, und die Zerlegung
der Theorie wird in kovarianter Weise vollzogen. Wir entwickeln einen Formalismus, der
eine direkte Verallgemeinerung auf Szenarien mit einer erweiterten Eichgruppe im Ver-
gleich zum Standardmodell der Elementarteilchenphysik erlaubt. Als Anwendung studieren
wir das sogenannte custodial Randall-Sundrum Modell, und vergleichen die Resultate mit
denen der urspriinglichen Formulierung. Wir machen Vorhersagen fiir elektroschwache
Prézisionsobservalen, den Wirkungsquerschnitt fiir die Higgs-Produktion am LHC, die
Vorwarts-Riickwarts Asymmetrie in der Top-Antitop Produktion am Tevatron, sowie die
Zerfallsbreitendifferenz, die CP-verletzende Phase und die semileptonische CP-Asymmetrie
in B,-Zerfallen.
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1 Introduction

In this thesis, we want to study electroweak precision observables, as well as some selected
topics of flavor physics, which are of special interest within the search for new physics
at the Large Hadron Collider and the Tevatron. The calculations will be performed in
the context of the Randall-Sundrum scenario, which is perhaps one of the most discussed
extensions to the Standard model of elementary particle physics. As it is explained in detail
later, the Randall-Sundrum model involves one additional compactified spacial dimension,
but preserves ordinary four dimensional Poincaré invariance. Nevertheless, one has to
understand how matter and gauge fields are described in a five dimensional space-time. As
a further complication, we will generalize our studies to an extended gauge sector, which
fits that one of the Standard model at low energies. The gauge fixing will be treated in a
covariant way. Therefore, one has to extend the class of R, gauges in two ways: First, the
effects of the compactified space-time have to be taken into account, second, the new heavy
gauge fields have to be included. Furthermore, the mechanism of electroweak symmetry
breaking plays a major role in all our considerations.

In order to get started, we will provide the reader with a discussion of all the above
issues in the Standard model. Of course, such an introduction can not be complete. It
should rather catch up the basic ideas, and give the formulas which need to be generalized
within the context of an extra dimension or an extended gauge group. More detailed
elaborations can be found in [1], [2], and [3] for instance, which we will use as foundation
for our discussions. We are not going to provide an introduction to quantum field theory
in general, which is far beyond the scope of this thesis. However, we want spend some time
on discussing the concept of effective field theories, which is a powerful approach for the
study of multi-scale problems. The experienced reader may directly jump to subsection 1.7.
There, we will give some theoretical and empirical reasons, why we are expecting to find
new physics at current collider experiments. Furthermore, a detailed outline of all topics
treated in this thesis will be provided at the end of the introduction.

1.1 About symmetries and field quantization

When one asks a theoretical particle physicist about the most general purpose of collider
experiments at highest energies, he may answer with a short question: What is the La-
grange density L£(x) of the observable nature and to what energy does it hold?

The Lagrange density is a formal object, which is used to define a quantum field theory
(QFT). The purpose of the following pages is to discuss its ingredients. First of all, there
are many similarities between QFT's and classical field theories, such as the Maxwell theory.



1 Introduction

Here, the electric potential ¢(z) and the vector potential A(z) of the magnetic field are
combined to four components of a Lorentz vector A*(x), where x denotes the coordinate of
the four dimensional space-time. The current j#(z) is defined as the electric charge times
the four-velocity of a moving charged particle, which serves as a source. The Lagrange
density is a Lorentz-invariant object, which consists of a kinetic term for A*(z), and a
source term, which couples the potential to the current

Cntonet(#) = — = Fo () F* () + () A*(2) (1.1)

4

Here, F,,(z) = 0,A,(x)—0,A,(x) is the field-strength tensor with O* = 0/0x,,, and we use
natural units featuring 4 = ¢ = 1 throughout the article. Apart from Lorentz symmetry, the
Lagrange density possesses a local gauge symmetry, which reflects the fact that potentials
themselves are not observable, but rather the field strengths obtained from derivatives of
the potentials. Indeed, the shift of the vector potential A*(z) — A*(z) — 0" x(z) leaves the
Lagrange density invariant, if in addition the continuity equation 0*j,(x) = 0 holds. Here,
X(x) denotes an arbitrary scalar potential. On the other hand, the continuity equation is
nothing more than the statement, that the electric charge is conserved. We see that already
at the classical level nature seems to be controlled by simple symmetry and conservation
laws. Note that a term oc A, (x)A*(x) would violate the local gauge invariance of the
theory. The physical interpretation of such a term will be discussed below.

The action S is defined as the space-time integral over £, where the integration bound-
aries are sent to infinity. We write

S = /dm4£(:v). (1.2)

If we insert the Lagrange density (1.1) and apply the famous variational principle, we obtain
Maxwell’s equations. When we go to a QFT, the formal expression for the action does not
change. All symmetries that are present in the classical (free) theory are kept. However,
within the canonical quantization procedure, the potential A*(x) has to be reinterpreted
as a single, relativistic quantum mechanical particle, which we call a field. Technically,
the classical potential has to be replaced by a field operator. If the operator acts on the
ground state of the theory (which we call the vacuum), it produces a single quantum field.
For the Maxwell theory, this field is the photon, and the field operator is given by

At(x) = 3/2/d b Z e (k e~k L B (E) (k) eikm] : (1.3)

2wk

Here, k and wy are the photon momentum and the energy, and e is its polarization vector.
The creation and annihilation operators ¢l (k) and ¢, (k) are defined in momentum space
and satisfy commutation relations. Setting the current j*(z) to zero, Maxwell’s equations
are now understood as the equations of motion (EOMs) of the free photon field, which
satisfies the dispersion relation p? = w?. In other words, the EOMs describe the on-shell

propagation. A different approach to ﬁeld quantization is the path integral formalism,
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invented by Richard Feynman back in the six-tees. Here, the field serves as integration
variable within the path integral, which enters the generating functional of the theory.
Without going into further details here, we note that the different components of a quantum
field correspond to the degrees of freedom of the respective particle. For the photon field
however, something seems to be wrong at the first sight. As light is observed as a transversal
wave, the photon has two helicity states. One the other hand, a Lorentz vector has four
components. Only two of them (or certain linear combinations) can therefore correspond
to physical degrees of freedom. The additional components arise due to the gauge freedom
we already observe at the classical level. Indeed, this gauge freedom leads to difficulties
in the field quantization. Within the functional appoach for instance, the path integral
diverges, as one integrates over an infinite set of gauge-equivalent configurations. Here, a
gauge fixing is used to pick out one (arbitrary) representative, thus giving a meaning to the
path integral. Within the canonical procedure, there is no canonical conjugate momentum
for the zero component A%(z), unless one adds an additional term to the action by choosing
a specific gauge. On the other hand, a naive gauge fixing would spoil the gauge invariance
of the theory. A solution has been given by L.D. Faddeev and V.N. Popov [4], where
the path integral is augmentend by a unity expression consisting of a functional integral
over a gauge-fixing condition times a functional determinant. The latter gives rise to so-
called ghost fields, which so to say keep the gauge freedom within the theory, but are non
observable as physical particles, as they have the wrong combination of spin and statistics.

Coming back to classical field theories, we note that quantum fields are classified in
representations of the Lorentz group. The Maxwell field lives in the vector representation
and transforms via

Af(z) — AP(x) = AL AY(2), (1.4)

where A* is the component (u,v) of a Lorentz transformation. The most simple repre-
sentation consists of scalar fields with one degree of freedom (DOF), which we denote by
#(x).2 They correspond to spin-0 particles and are invariant under Lorentz transforma-
tions. The respective creation and annihilation operators satisfy commutation relations
as well. As a consequence, scalar and vector particles obey Bose-Einstein statistics. The
Lagrange density of the free theory is given by

»CKlein—Gordon = augb*(x)augb(l‘) - m2|¢(l‘)|2 : (15)

Here, m is interpreted as the mass of the particle. The classical EOM is again obtained by
applying the variational principle. One finds the Klein-Gordon equation (O+m?)¢(z) = 0,
where O = 9,0". If we insert the plane-wave solution of ¢(z), we find p* = m?, were p
is the four momentum of the moving spin-0 particle, which is confined to its mass shell.

Indeed, this was the original motivation for writing down a Lorentz invariant generalization

LGhost fields are Grassman variables, that is scalar fields that obey anti-commutation relations. As a
consequence, they only show up as intermediate states which can only be produced/annihilated in
pairs.

2¢(x) could be any scalar field, do not confuse with the electric potential.
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of Schroedinger’s equation. Within an interacting theory, particles do not necessarily have
to be on-shell. We will come back to this point below.

For the moment, we will instead continue dealing with free theories and study the two-
component spinor representation of the Lorentz group. The related quantum fields describe
spin-1/2 particles. Let us define a Lorentz vector via o, = 6" = (09, o) = (00, 01, 02, 03),
where 09 = 1549, and o; are the Pauli matrices

S T e O (T

The position vector x, which transforms as ' = Az under Lorentz transformations A, is
mapped on a two-dimensional hermitian matrix X via

' — X =02 (1.7)
Next we have to find a representation for Lorentz transformations, such that
X=X =AAXA'(A). (1.8)

As detX = 2? and 22 = 2/ is an invariant, we have to require det A = 1. The complex
2 x 2 matrices with determinant equal one form a group, the so-called special linear group
SL(2,C). Its elements can be represented by

A = 27220 (1.9)
where A, @ correspond to six real parameters, and the exponential functions are defined via
power expansion. The first factor corresponds to special Lorentz transformations (boosts),
and A = A\? is the rapidity parameter into the direction of the velocity v = © tanh\. The
second factor corresponds to rotations. If we define

)

€ =10y = (_1 é) =el=e'=—-c€SL(20), (1.10)

we find that 60’;6_1 = (09, —0) = 6, = 0*, and, as a consequence,

Al =10 = A (1.11)

Thus, we have constructed a second representation, where the boost has a relative sign.
Next, one defines two-component complex-valued Weyl spinors ¢ and Y, that transform un-
der A and A respectively. Due to (1.11), the spinors are related by a parity transformation.
They can also be transformed to each other via

x(p) = A(LP)Ail(Lﬁd)(p) ) (1.12)

where we switched to momentum space, and Ly, is a Lorentz boost with momentum p. It
is interesting to note that y'¢ and ¢’y form Lorentz invariants. This can be seen from
(1.11) and the relation eATe ! = A~! which implies

X1¢ = x1ATAg = x(eATe ) Ap = X', (1.13)

10



1.1 About symmetries and field quantization

and vice versa for ¢Ty. Making use of the relations coshA = p°/m and sinh\ = |p|/m, it
can be shown that equation (1.12) is equivalent to

mx(p) = p"6,.6(p) = pu6"o(p) (1.14)
m¢(p) = p'oux(p) = puotx(p) - (1.15)

It is thus convenient to define a four-component Dirac spinor u(p) = (¢(p), x(p))", and to

introduce the Dirac matrices
po (O o (1.16)
7= ot 0 ) '

The equations (1.14) and (1.15) can now be combined into

(mep -—m 14><4)u(p) =0. (117)

In the limit m = 0, the spinors ¢(p) and x(p) are eigenstates of the helicity operator
h = o - p/(2p°), with eigenvalues F1/2. The EOMs (1.14) and (1.15) are known as
Weyl equations for that case. Defining v* = iy%y!92+® = diag(—1,1), which satisfies

YOy + yHy® = 0, we can build projection operators

Po=g(=7%),  Pa=g(1+7), (1.18)
and define the chiral spinors
wt) = Peap) = (“0) ) =P = () )

The distinction between left-handed (ur(p)) and right-handed spinors (ug(p)) becomes
necessary, if different interactions for the more fundamental Weyl spinors are introduced.
For massive fermions, the chiral components are superpositions of states where the spin
points into the moving direction in the one case, and into the opposite direction in the
other. For a left-handed fermion at high energy £ > m for instance, the fraction of the
former state is suppressed compared to the fraction of the latter by the ratio m/FE.

As the spinor product

ul(p)y u(p) = x'¢ + ¢'x (1.20)
is a Lorentz invariant, it is convenient to define the Dirac conjugate %(p) = u(p)™y°. The
Dirac matrices satisfy the Clifford algebra

YA+ A = {9 = 20" g, (1.21)

where we use the convention n* = diag(1,—1,—1,—1) for the Minkowski metric. Useful
identities which directly follow from the algebra are

A =4 () =1aea, and (7)) = 1. (1.22)

11
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Here, ¢ = 1,2,3 label the space coordinates. Contracting (1.21) with p,p, and using
(1.17), one finds p*Lyxs = m*1454. The operator v*p, has the eigenvalues £m. Indeed,
there exists a second spinor v(p) = (ex*(p), —ed*(p))", which satisfies

(7V'pu +m 1axa)v(p) = 0. (1.23)

The two EOMs (1.17) and (1.23) are known as the Dirac equations in momentum space.

Due to Pauli’s spin-statistic theorem, spin-1/2 particles should behave like fermions.
Therefore, the creation and annihilation operators have to satisfy anti-commutation rela-
tions. Switching back to position space and introducing creation (annihilation) operators
aéf t (agf )) for fermions with momentum p and spin s, and b;,s )t (b§f )) for anti-fermions, the
field operators are given by

1 d3p s) ,—ipx ,,(s s ipx , (s
¥(z) :W Z/ﬁ(gé)e P ul (p) + 05T e ol )(p)> ,
p
5 1.24
7 1 &p (o) yive () (5) pipe 75(9) 2
w(a:)zwz ﬁ(ap e U (p) + by’ e v (p)>
s p
It satisfies the Dirac equation in position space
(iv"0, — m 1yxq)p(z) = 0. (1.25)

The conjugate equation can be derived with the help of the relations (1.22) and reads

D(@) (7D +m Laes) = 0, (1.26)

where the arrow indicates that the derivative is acting to the left.
In a general d-dimensional space-time, the Clifford algebra (1.21) forms a 2¢ dimensional
vector space. In four dimensions, we can choose

I'={lg=14u,Tp=7"Ty=9"T4=7"9,Tp ="} (1.27)

with p < v as its 16 basis elements. Here, we introduced the definition o = /2 [y*, 7]
and the superscripts S, P, V, A, T stand for scalar, pseudo scalar, vector, axial vector, and
tensor, respectively. The names refer to the transition behavior of the current o (z) I' v (z)
under general Lorentz transformations. Indeed, in QFT the usual vector current j# known
from electrodynamics is replaced by the (normal ordered) product of field operators j* =
(x)y"1(z), and one proves 9,j* = 0 with the help of (1.25) and (1.26). If the theory
distinguishes between the chiralities, it is often more convenient to work with the chiral

basis [5]

FM = {PR> PL7 PR7u7 PLP}/N? O—NV} 5
1 (1.28)

1_‘M :{PRrPL)PL’Y/.HPR/Y/.M 50'/11/}7

12



1.2 The gauge principle

instead of (1.27). Here, the second line is the dual basis to the first line and we again take
1 < v. Finally, we want to quote the Lagrange density of the free Dirac theory

EDiraC = E([L’) (%’}M(a—;: —m ]-4><4) ZD(ZU) ’ (129)

where 1‘9—; =0, — é—u It is sometimes convenient to use integration by parts within the
action (or making use of the relations between ¢ and x) in order to replace the Dirac
operator in (1.29) by (i7*0, —m1). Another common abbreviation is provided by the
slash notation § = v*0, or A=A, .

1.2 The gauge principle

As we discussed above, there is a gauge freedom in defining the classical vector potential
A, (z) at any point z, which is not affected by field quantization. Now, the question arises
if there is something similar for fermions. Obviously, the Dirac Lagrange density (1.29) is
invariant under global phase rotations ¢ (z) — exp(ic) 1(x), where « is a real parameter.
On the other hand, a local phase rotation

P(z) — ey (z) (1.30)

will change L£p due to the derivative in the kinetic term. In order to obtain local gauge
invariance, the partial derivative (which connects the point x with its vicinity) has to be
replaced by a covariant derivative. The latter takes care of the fact that fields at different
positions have different transformations (1.30). In general, we write

Dy =8, —igA, (), (1.31)

where we pulled a constant g out of the vector field A, (z), which serves as a connection.
In order to obtain a gauge-invariant Lagrangian, the latter has to transform as

A (x) — Au(x) + ;f)ﬂa(x) . (1.32)

One now identifies A,(x) with the photon field of the Maxwell theory. For interaction
terms of fermions with photons, it is common to replace the general coupling constant g by
the elementary charge e times the quantum number g, which denotes the fermion charge
in units of e.

We now see how electromagnetic interactions can be motivated from the theory side:
As the theory is described in terms of local field operators ¢ (x), A,(z), etc., which are
themselves non-observable quantities (in analogy to classical potentials), we assume local
gauge freedom of the quantum fields for any point = of the space-time. However, this
assumption requires a so-called minimal substitution of the partial derivative in the fermion
action, which adds an interaction term to the Lagrange density. This is what we call the

13



1 Introduction

gauge principle. If we now include a kinetic term for the gauge fields A,(z), we have
constructed the Lagrange density of quantum electro-dynamics (QED)

Lamp = 3 Fu@) (@) + 0 D) ~mB@wie) . (13

Some remarks are in order. The field-strength tensor F), (x) itself is a gauge-invariant
object. This is however not true for a mass term oc A, (z)A*(z). Thus, the photon has to
be massless in QED. We do not include a Lorentz- and gauge invariant term o< FWF m o as
it violates parity.

The symmetry group of the above phase rotations (1.30) is the Lie group U(1). It is now
straight-forward to extend to more general cases. In general, fermions are assumed to live
in the fundamental (vector) representation of the chosen Lie group. For the special unitary
group SU(N) for instance, there have to be N copies of any field, which we label by Latin
indices from the middle of the alphabet. Gauge fields live in the adjoint representation,
labeled by indices from the beginning of the alphabet. Their number is equal to the
dimension of the group, which is N? — 1 for SU(N). The covariant derivative generalizes
to

D, =0, —igT"G(x), (1.34)

where T are the generators of the Lie group. For SU(N), they satisfy the identities
1
Te[T°T") = 3 5% TT* = Cpl, (1.35)

with Cr = (N? —1)/(2N), as well as
a a 1 1

The quantum theory of strong interactions for instance is based on SU(3) transformations.
Thus, there are three copies of any fermion which transforms as a vector, and it has become
common to talk about the color of a given field. The theory is therefore known as quantum
chromo-dynamics (QCD). Its gauge fields G, () with a = 1,..,8 are known as gluons. The
generalization of the field-strength tensor G, given by [D,,, D,] = —igG;, T, is however
not a gauge invariant object. Furthermore, it involves an additional term, as the generators

of SU(3) do not commute with each other®. Explicitly, one finds
Go, = 0,G5 — 0,5 + g f GGy, (1.37)

where f%¢ denotes the structure constant of SU(3). In order to obtain a gauge invariant
kinetic term, we have to take the trace Tr[T°GY%, T°G**] with respect to the adjoint index
a. Thus, we find the QCD Lagrangian as a generalization of (1.33)

Lacp = =1 Gau@)G*(2) + 10,0 Duti(w) = m T, ()la), (139)

3Tt is said that QCD is a non-abelian gauge theory opposed to QED, which is abelian.

14



1.3 Spontaneous symmetry breaking

where a summation over a = 1,..,8 and i = 1, 2, 3 is understood. An important difference
to QED is that due to (1.37), the kinetic term induces interaction terms which are cubic
or quartic in the gluon fields. The U(1) group is thus exceptional as its gauge fields do not
directly interact with each other. Nevertheless, QED provides the possibility of photon-
photon scattering via intermediate exchange of charged fermions.

At this stage, one needs to distinguish between classical- and quantum field theories.
Within a quantum theory, there is the possibility of creating off-shell particle/anti-particle
pairs, with subsequent annihilation of the latter. In a free theory, these so-called vacuum
fluctuations would be non-observable. Within an interacting theory however, one can
have fluctuations within the propagation of a photon for instance. On the other hand, a
propagating fermion can emit an off-shell photon, and absorb it again. Within a classical
theory of course, there is no possibility of creating off-shell particles, as energy-momentum
conservation holds exactly. Thus, there is only the possibility of emitting an on-shell
photon, which of course also works within the quantized theory. In order to take care of
several quantum effects within the calculation of a scattering process, the mathematical
framework of QFT is needed.

1.3 Spontaneous symmetry breaking

Our goal is to write down a Lagrange density, which describes all physics that have directly
been discovered at collider experiments. Thus, it should contain the phenomena of electro-
magnetism, as well as strong and weak interactions. The latter is needed to describe the
decay of heavy fermions and is mediated by the exchange of heavy gauge bosons. Before
we are going to introduce the required gauge fields, we have to face another problem first:
As mentioned above, there is no way of writing down a (fundamental) mass term for gauge
fields without violating the local gauge symmetry of the theory. As we want to keep the
gauge principle as a basic concept, we have to find a way of creating some kind of effective
mass term, which stems from a gauge invariant interaction. This can be achieved with the
help of a so-called hidden or spontaneously broken symmetry. The idea goes as follows:
Let us assume that there exists a self-interacting (complex) scalar field ¢(z). Its Lagrange
density is given by

£ = 50,6 (@0 6(x) + w2l ~ Mool (1.39)

For p? > 0 and A > 0 the potential V(¢) = —u?|é(x)|* + M| ¢(z)|* develops a minimum at

2\ 1/2
bo = (57) : (1.40)

Within the quantized theory, this minimum is associated with the vacuum expectation
value (VEV) v = (¢(x)) of the scalar field. It is convenient to write

¢(x) = o(x) +ip(x) = do + h(z) +ip(z). (1.41)
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Figure 1.1: Potential V(@) of the ¢* theory for —u? < 0. See text for details.

The massless field p(z) is a left-over DOF within in the minimum of the potential V' (¢) (see
Figure 2.1), which is known as Goldstone boson (GB). The field h(z), on the other hand,
will receive a mass term. Note that the scalar field ¢(x) could either be an elementary
or a bound state, as long as it appears as a single particle at the scale v. Let us further
assume, that ¢(x) is charged under a given gauge symmetry. In this case, we have to
replace the partial derivatives in (1.39) by covariant derivatives D, = 0, —igV,(x), where
we consider a U(1) vector field for simplicity. We now find that an interaction term
x ¢*(x)p(x)V,(2)V*(x), as well as further tri-linear terms are induced. If we take the
VEV, we will generate a quadratic term v V,(z)V*(x)/2 among others. This is the desired
mass term of the vector field V), (), which on its own is not invariant under a local gauge
transformation. Nevertheless, the combination of interaction and mass terms preserves
local gauge freedom. This is all we require and the reason why we talk about hidden
symmetry here: The theory as a whole is covariant, where the ground state is not.

There is a formal relation to statistical mechanics. If one tries to find a continuum
description of a ferromagnet for instance, the theory should be invariant with respect to
rotations in space. Nevertheless, the ground state picks out on arbitrary direction, when the
elementary magnets are aligned. That is where the name spontaneous symmetry breaking
comes from. The procedure of creating gauge-boson masses from spontaneous symmetry
breaking is nowadays known as Higgs mechanism.

It should be noted that the insertion of the covariant derivative into (1.39) also induces
terms of the form ¢V, (x)0"y(x), which have no sensible physical interpretation. Here we
can make use of the gauge freedom and apply the method of gauge fixing, which allows us
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1.4 The Standard model of elementary particle physics

to get rid of those by adding the Lagrangian

1

2%
to the theory. Here, £ is the gauge-fixing parameter, which can take any value from zero to
infinity. As it can be worked out, the undesired terms cancel, and we obtain an additional
(gauge dependent) contribution to the kinetic term of the vector field, as well as a mass
term my, = {vg*lp(x)|?/2 for the Goldstone boson. It is therefore called pseudo- or
would-be Goldstone boson.

One might be worried that the gauge dependent terms spoil the predictivity of the theory.
However, one will always find that the related contributions cancel within the calculation of
a scattering or decay amplitude. An interesting remark is that in Feynman gauge (£ = 1),
the propagator of a massive vector field equals that one of the photon (apart from the
mass in the denominator), while the propagator of the would-be GB is that of an ordinary
scalar particle. It is said that the latter carries the longitudinal DOF of the heavy vector
field, which is absent for a photon. The would-be GB is therefore not a particle on its
own, but rather part of the quantum field theoretical description of a heavy gauge boson.
Note that the quantization of the photon also goes along with a gauge-fixing Lagrangian,
which however does not contain a scalar DOF. If we extend the discussion to a non-abelian
gauge group, we need to add a further ingredient, the so-called ghost Lagrangian. It is a
byproduct of the gauge-fixing procedure and guarantees the overall gauge invariance of the
theory. As it is only important for calculations involving loops of gauge bosons (which is
not a topic of this thesis), we will not go into detail here.

Lor = oz (V) —€ 2 o)) (1.42)

2

1.4 The Standard model of elementary particle physics

The Standard model of elementary particle physics (SM) is the basic playground for theo-
retical computations. It consists of QCD and a unified theory of electromagnetic and weak
interactions. The theory of electroweak (EW) interactions, invented by Sheldon Glashow,
Abdus Salam and Steven Weinberg, is based on the direct product SU(2) x U(1). The as-
sociated gauge fields are denoted as W (a=1,2,3), and B,. It further includes the Higgs
mechanism in order to generate masses, where the Higgs is charged under both symmetry
groups. As it turns out, the mass matrix has off-diagonal entries in the above basis of
gauge fields. Moreover, one of the SU(2) generators is imaginary. Therefore, one applies
a basis transformation to a set of fields for which the generators are real, and the mass
matrix is diagonal. These quantum fields are understood to describe the physical (that
is propagating) particles, which are given by the heavy charged Wf bosons, the heavy
neutral Z%, and the massless photon. Indeed, the existence of the heavy gauge bosons has
been postulated by the above authors before the direct observation at the LEP experiment.
The covariant derivative of the (non-abelian) theory of weak interactions is given by

D, =0, —igl"W? —igYB,. (1.43)
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The generators of SU(2) are given by (half of) the Pauli matrices T* = ¢%/2, and we assign
the so-called hyper-charge Y to U(1). Furthermore, we need kinetic terms for the gauge
fields consisting of the square of the field strength tensors

Wi, =0We—0,W+ge™W!Ws,  and By, =0,B,—0,B,. (1.44)

Here, the antisymmetric Levi-Cevita symbol €% is the structure constant of SU(2). In

analogy to QCD, there will be interactions among the fields W. As a next step, we take
the covariant derivative (1.43) of the Higgs field, which is assumed to be a fundamental
complex scalar field, which transforms as a doublet under SU(2). As discussed in the
previous section, it can obtain a vacuum-expectation value different from zero by the
introduction of a self interaction. Explicitely, we write the Higgs-doublet as

_ 1 (—ilpi(@) —ips(2) )y = — (¢
cp(x)—ﬂ(v+<h<x)+wg<x>)>;’ e (”>;’ -

where the subscript denotes its hyper-charge. The Higgs-Lagrangian has the form
Liiges = (D, @) (DF®) = V(®), V(D) = —p2 0 + A (01d)” . (1.46)

Due to the non-vanishing VEV, the kinetic term in (1.46) gives rise to mass terms for the
gauge bosons. As mentioned above, these are not diagonal in the basis (W, B,,). There is
a mixture between Wl‘:’ and B,. The change to the mass eigenbasis, where each field has
individual mass and kinetic terms, is achieved by the field rotation

() (G ) e

The fields Z, and A, are identified with the massive Z° and the massless photon respec-
tively. It is common to introduce the weak-mixing angle 6,,

/
J cos 0, = S — (1.48)

/92 +g/2 ’ 92 _|_gl2

in the above expression. One further defines

1 , ,
Wi= g WaFiWy), T ="+, (1.49)

ro(U0) wa o (00) w50

mediate between particles, which are identified as upper and lower components of SU(2)
doublets. We will come back to this point below. The masses of the gauge fields are found
to be

sinf,, =

where the generators

12
mwz%, my = ————, and  mu=0. (1.51)
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1.4 The Standard model of elementary particle physics

The would-be GBs are rewritten in analogy to (1.49) such that ¢* = (¢ F is) /v/2. We
remember that the latter serve as longitudinal DOFs of Wj The GB ¢3 is absorbed by
the Z° boson. The field h(x) however stays within the theory as an additional DOF. Tt is
known as Higgs field and is the only particle of the theory, which has not been observed
so far. Its mass is given by m, = v/2\v, where \ is the self-coupling as introduced in
(1.39). It should be stressed that the above expressions for the masses mz, my and my,
are LO relations. There will be modifications from quantum corrections to the respective
propagators, given by vacuum-polarization diagrams. Here, one talks of oblique corrections
[6, 7]. The weak mixing angle is determined from measurements of various EW decay
processes. The Higgs VEV v can be extracted from the observed gauge boson masses
and is found to be v ~ 246 GeV within the SM. Considering the Higgs mass, there is a

theoretical upper bound

1/2

8mvV2

ma < ( ”f> ~ 1TeV, (1.52)
3GF

if one wants to preserve unitarity in the longitudinal component of heavy gauge boson
scattering amplitudes at high energies [8]. Here, we have introduced Fermi’s constant

G g2
7; = Gt (1.53)

It is useful to write (1.43) in the mass eigenbasis. If we define the charges

— 99 _ g d @2+ g% = 1.54
€—W—QSIH w s an gz = g+g _COSH ( )

as well as the charge quantum numbers

12
Q=T*+Y, and Qu=T°-—L ___ Q=T°%—sin?6,0Q, (1.55)

we can write (8, = sinf,,, ¢, = cosf,)

D, =0,—i % (WITH + W, T7) —ig. Z, (T° — $Q) — ieA,Q. (1.56)
The first connection term induces charged-current interactions. This can be understood
from the explicit form of the generators (1.50) and the definition of the quantum number @
in (1.55). For a given hyper-charge, the value of @) differs by 1 for components of an SU(2)
doublet for which 7% = £1/2. As mentioned above, the generators 7% link the different
components. On the other hand, @ is identified as the quantum number related to the
electric charge, as evident from the third term in the covariant derivative. The latter gives
rise to photon exchange, where e is the elementary electron charge. Finally, the second
term induces the exchange of neutral-current interactions mediated by a heavy Z° boson.
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Before we are able to write down the full Lagrange density of the SM, we need to specify
the particles of the theory, and list there quantum numbers under the SM gauge group

The subscripts ¢ and Y indicate color and hyper-charge respectively. The subscript L
however refers to chirality. From angular distributions in scattering experiments it is
known that charged current interactions only occur for left-handed fermions. Therefore,
we have to choose the latter to be doublets under SU(2)r,, where right-handed fermions are
taken to be singlets. This assignment is however problematic if we want to insist on local
gauge invariance and describe massive fermions at the same time. From (1.19) and (1.20) it
is evident that the Dirac mass term in (1.29) couples left to right-handed spinors and vice
versa. If the corresponding quantum fields are assigned with different quantum numbers,
the mass term does not form an invariant under the respective gauge group. Fortunately,
we have the solution to face the problem already at hand. If the Higgs doublet is part of
the theory, we are allowed to write down further coupling terms. For instance, if we define
the doublet LS = (v, ez)?, which consists of the electron neutrino and the left-handed
electron, we can write the gauge-invariant term

%(ukawa = _yeLz(‘r>(I)($)eR(‘I) + h.e ) (158)
where 7, is a complex-valued coupling constant. After spontaneous symmetry breaking,
a mass term m, = A/ V2 is generated. One now introduces Yukawa interactions for
all fermions, where the Yukawa couplings are further input variables of the theory. If
there is more than one generation of particles, we have again to distinguish between weak
eigenstates and mass eigenstates. Before we go into detail here, we first specify the particle
content of the SM.

Within the SM, fermions are classified by their color, their electric charge (quantum
number (), their weak isospin 7%, and their mass. Fermions which are charged under
SU(3). are known as quarks. Considering electric charge, there are two types of them: up-
type quarks with charge 2/3 e and down-type quarks with charge —1/3 e. Left-handed up-
and down-type quarks are combined into doublets @ of SU(2),. Right-handed quarks
transform as singlets. Today, we know about three generations of up and down-type
quarks, which differ by their masses. In the up-sector we have u; = (u,c,t), where 7 is
the generation index.* They are referred to as up quark, charm quark, and top quark
respectively. In the down sector we have d; = (d, s,b), which are known as down quark,
strange quark, and bottom (or beauty) quark. A similar picture arises for leptons, which
are singlets under SU(3).. We have e; = (e, u, 7) with charge —e, known as electron, muon
and 7-lepton. The neutrinos with electric charge zero are labeled by v; = (v.,v,, ;) and
carry the name of the corresponding charged lepton. Note that there are no right-handed
so-called sterile neutrinos in the SM, as they would be singlets under the complete group
(1.57). As a consequence, there is no Dirac mass term for the neutrino. In summary, the

4Do not confuse with the color index which we will suppress for the rest of the discussion.
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Q 1Y [ T3
w, | 2/3] 1/6| 1/2
di, | —=1/3| 1/6|—1/2
w, | 2/3] 2/3] 0
di, | —1/3 | =1/3| 0

vi, 0 | —1/2] 1/2
e, | —1 | =1/2| —1/2
€in —1 —1 0

Table 1.1: Quantum numbers of the SM quarks and leptons. See text for details.

fermion content of the SM is given by

0= () (4) () v toncnt) o= st
b () () () ens cnmmn.

The respective quantum numbers are collected in Table 1.1. Ignoring chirality, it is said
that there are six different flavors u,d, s, ¢, b,t. Only the lightest up and the down quarks
are stable. The additional quarks decay either hadronically into lighter quarks (finally into
u or d), or semileptonically into leptons via charged current interactions. Concerning the
latter, only the electron is a stable particle.

At this point, we need to discuss the phenomenon of quark (lepton) mixing. The Yukawa
Lagrangian of the quark sector in the three generation case is given by

(1.59)

LY ikawa = _(Yd)sziL (x) ©(z) djp () — (n)z]@zL (2) " (2) uj,(x) + h.c., (1.60)

where Yy, are complex-valued 3 x 3 matrices and ¢ is defined in (1.10). The hermitian
products YqYéT and Y;Ygl with ¢ = u, d can be diagonalized via the unitary transformations

YY) =UYUl, YY,=W\Y W]. (1.61)
It follows that the Yukawa matrices Y, are diagonalized by a bi-unitary transformation
Y, =UYW,. (1.62)
If we now transform the quark fields according to
G, = 6, = Ug)yin Qi — G = (W) Qi » (1.63)

we can identify the quark masses m,, = v (f’q)“ /v/2. The fields ¢ form the flavor or weak
interaction basis, where the fields ¢’ are denoted as mass eigenstates. Due to the unitarity of
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U, and W, the field redefinition (1.63) drops out if one studies neutral-current interactions.
For the same reason, there is no flavor-changing neutral current (FCNC) interaction in the
SM. This is not the case for charged currents. If we rotate to the mass basis, the current
will transform as

1 !/

_ L
J: = E Uiy, (x)f)/udlL - % Uiy, (‘I’)VM(VCKM)ijd;L ’ (164)

where we introduced the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) quark-mixing matrix.
Vekn = UjU, . (1.65)

It is the only source of flavor violation in the SM, and can be parametrized by three mixing
angles and one complex phase. The latter gives rise to C'P violating interactions [9] and
does not appear in a reduced scenario which features only two generations. Indeed, the
existence of a third generation has been postulated by Kobayashi and Maskawa in order to
obtain a C'P violing phase, before there was a direct experimental evidence for the bottom
and the top-quark.

The Yukawa Lagrangian of the lepton sector is given by

=

Liiana = —(Y1)ij Ly (2)@(2)ej, () + hoc., (1.66)
with a complex-valued 3 x 3 coupling matrix ¥;. In analogy to (1.62), it can be diagonalized,
by introducing unitary matrices U; and W,. If the neutrinos are massless, these matrices
can however always be eliminated from the theory by imposing the field redefinitions

Cip, — egL = (Ul)ijejL ) Vip, = I/Z{L = (Ul)ijVjL ) Cip = 6;R = (vvl)ijejR . (1.67)

As a consequence, there will be no mixing among different generations in the lepton sector.
If the neutrinos carry mass on the other hand, we need a second set of transformation
matrices and the situation is analog to quark mixing.

We have finally collected all ingredients to write down the full SM Lagrangian. Within
the weak interaction basis, it reads

£SM = EGauge + »CHiggs + »CGF + LFP + EFermion + LYukawa 9 (168)
where
1 a apy 1 a apv 1 n
LGauge = _Z G#VG - ZL WMVW - Z BW,B 5
1 gu 2 1 g'v ? (1.69)
— = (orwe e 9Y _—(oB 72
»CGF 2&1 (6 W# é.a 92 90(1) 25 (8 ,u+§ 2 903> )
and
»CFermion = QL leQL + up il])uR + dR ZLDdR + Ly Z'LDLL + er iLDeR . (170)
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For the case of quarks, the covariant derivative D, combines the connection terms of
(1.34) and (1.56). For leptons it is given by the latter formula only. The required quantum
numbers are listed in in Table 1.1. The Higgs Lagrangian Lyiges is given in (1.46), and
Lyukawa 18 the sum of (1.60) and (1.66). As it is not needed in this thesis, we will not
specify the Faddeev-Popov ghost Lagrangian Lrpp. However, it will turn out to be useful
to translate (1.69) into the mass eigenbasis. Therefore, we define Wi, = 9,W;f — 9,W;F
and 7, = 0,2, — 0,7, , and obtain

1

1
1 2w Z" — — F,, F" + weak interaction terms,

4
(1.71)

("W = Emwe™) ("W, — EmweT).

1 1
LGauge = _Z quGauv o 5 W;/W*;w _

Loy 1 1
For =~ "4~ 5¢ G
Here, we have chosen a common gauge parameter £ for simplicity. A complete list of
Feynman rules deduced from (1.68) can be found in [3]. If one takes into account all
symmetry restrictions, the SM has 18 independent free parameters, which have to be
fixed by experiment. These consist of six quark masses, three lepton masses, three CKM
mixing angles, one CP-violating CKM phase, three gauge couplings (g., g,¢’), as well as
the parameters p and A of the Higgs potential.

Before we are going to discuss the prosperities and short-comings of the SM, we first
want to give some short remarks about renormalization and effective theories. As it is given
above, the SM is a renormalizable theory. On the other hand, there are obvious reasons,
why it should be regarded as an effective theory only. Therefore, we want to repeat the
main facts about that topic. Let us close this section by noting that the SM of elementary
particle physics is a relativistic quantum field theory based on the concept of local gauge
freedom. It is widely believed that any extension should fall into the same category of
theories.

(0“2, — fmZS03)2

1.5 Effective theories and higher dimensional operators

In the early days it was widely believed that only renormalizable quantum field theories
make sense as a theory of nature, as only for those there is a finite number of counter
terms needed in the process of renormalization. Here, ultra-violet (UV) divergences due
to loop integrations are absorbed into singular (non-observable) relations between bare
input parameters and measurable quantities. The related renormalization constants have
to be fixed by measurement. Infra-red (IR) divergences cancel out when real state emission
is taken into account. Therefore, they do not have to be removed by a renormalization
procedure. Non-renormalizable theories involve so-called higher dimensional operators, for
which additional counter terms are induced at any order of the perturbative expansion of
the scattering matrix. Thus, predictivity is lost. On the other hand, if one cuts the loop
integration at some finite momentum (or energy) scale, there are no UV divergences at
all. The question now is, do we really expect our theory to hold to all energies? Indeed,
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this assumption seems to be very venturous. In the history of physics, it turned out again
and again that the validity of a well understood and experimentally verified theory can
break down, when one tries to test the theory on smaller length scales or higher energies.
Another important observation is that physics at different scales turn out to be disentangled
from each other. Back in the seventies, the physical meaning of renormalization has been
reinterpreted by Kenneth Wilson. Nowadays, it is accepted that renormalizability in the
original sense is no requirement in order to have a sensible theory of nature. Instead,
nature may be described in terms of so-called effective theories (EFTs). The price one has
to pay is that an EFT goes along with a hard energy/momentum cut-off M, to which it is
valid.

In the discussion of the previous sections we emphasized, that the Lagrange density of an
interacting theory has to satisfy Poincaré- and gauge invariance. In other words, the action
should transform as a scalar under the related symmetry transformations. By inspection
of (1.33) and (1.38) or (1.68) on the other hand, one observes that we have not written
down all possible terms. Indeed, there is an infinite amount of combinations of spinors,
vector and scalar fields, as well as derivatives, that are both gauge- and Lorentz invariant.
In order to be able to make a prediction from the theory, these extra terms should either
vanish, or be suppressed in a certain sense we have to specify.

In natural units (A = ¢ = 1), energy, mass, and momentum, as well as inverse time and
length scales have the same (mass) dimension: [E] = [p] = [m| = [1/z] = [1/t] = 1. The
action S has no physical dimension (otherwise it could not show up in the exponential of a
generating functional). Due to (1.2), the Lagrange density then has to have a mass dimen-
sion of four. As derivatives scale like 1/x, we conclude by “naive dimensional analysis”,
that the fields have the dimensions [¢] = 3/2, and [¢] = [A,] = 1. If we want to con-
struct operators with a higher mass dimension (or simply higher dimensional operators),
we have to include an additional energy scale. For instance, the four fermion operator
Uy (2)Wy(z) U3(2)Wy(z) has dimension six. Thus, it should be accompanied by an inverse
energy scale squared. Let us assume that this scale is identified with the cut-off M of the
theory. In the limit M — oo, all higher dimensional operators vanish. This is exactly what
happens for renormalizable theories, such as QED (1.33), QCD (1.38), and the theory of
EW interactions.

As it turns out, EFTs do not only offer the possibility of having a scale of ignorance,
beyond which the appropriate theory is not known, but also provide useful tools for the
analysis of multi-scale problems.® In practice, the hard cut-off is identified with some
physical mass scale. Let us take the Fermi theory of EW interactions as an example.
Before the theory of weak interactions has been invented it was assumed, that 3-decay is a
local four-fermion process. The respective coupling constant Gz has to be proportional to
some inverse scale 1/m%,. With the increase of available energies at collider experiments
it turned out that [-decay is instead mediated by a local charged-current interaction,
featuring an intermediate heavy gauge boson I/VujE of mass my,. To LO in perturbation

A thorough discussion of the most important aspects is given in [10] or [11] for instance.
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1.5 Effective theories and higher dimensional operators

Figure 1.2: Effective four-fermion interaction versus exchange of a W-boson in the full
theory.

theory, its two-point correlation function (in Feynman gauge) reads

/d4x e (0| TW,H )W, () 0) = ]#% (1.72)
At low energies p® < miy,, the W7 boson is far from its mass shell and the right-hand
side of (1.72) is proportional to 1/m?%,. Thus, the four-fermion interaction indeed seems to
be point-like. Going up to higher energies, the non-renormalizable four-fermion operator
is replaced by two renormalizable charged-current operators, which are connected by the
propagator of the W/f (see Figure 1.5). In this sense, the theory of weak interactions is
the UV completion of Fermi’s theory.
Next, we want to understand how we can separate short distance from long distance
physics by the use of the EFT language. Therefore, one has to split the quantum fields of
the theory into low-frequency and high-frequency modes, separated by a scale u

wp < p < wpy . (1.73)

Here, wy, i denote the energies of the fields under consideration. Next, one wants to remove
the high-frequency modes as propagating particles and write down a low-energy theory,
where the quantum effects of the latter are absorbed into effective coupling constants. For-
mally this corresponds to the situation where the path integral of those modes is explicitly
performed. It is said that the heavy modes have been integrated out. They do no longer
show up as individual DOFs. For instance, if g < my,, the W boson is no longer part
of the effective theory. The effective Lagrangian is defined as the sum off all operators
Q; allowed by the symmetries of the theory, multiplied by some coupling coefficients C;.
These have to be determined by computing appropriate scattering amplitudes® in the full
theory (including W= etc.) to a given order in perturbation theory, and comparing the
result to the matrix elements of the effective theory

A= Z Ci(p) (Qi(p)) . (1.74)

6The term “amplitude” is used for “amputated Greens function” here.

25



1 Introduction

This procedure is known as matching. The scale A < M is denoted as the matching
scale and serves as an intermediate cut-off, where the field that sets the scale is removed
from the theory. At LO matching, the so-called Wilson-coefficients C; are either zero (if
the respective vertices do not exist), or given by the coupling constant times a numerical
factor with negative mass dimension. In the theory of weak decays, we would obtain Fermi’s
constant. If we now go to higher order in perturbation theory in QCD for instance, the
matrix elements involve terms o< ay(p) In(p?/(—p?)), where the full theory gives rise to
as(p) In(m,/(—p?)). The idea is now to apply the following matching scheme [11]

() - (i () (e (4)) o,

N AN

full t‘l,1€ory C (N) (Q(w))

(1.75)
where the separation into long distance (matrix elements) and short distance effects (Wilson
coefficients) becomes apparent. The choice of matrix elements from which the coefficients
are extracted is arbitrary, as long as the respective operators show up in the result of the
full theory calculation. The Wilson coefficients are therefore process independent. Once
they are calculated, they can be used for any operator insertion within an EFT calculation.

1.6 Renormalization group running for Wilson coefficients

The separation of scales as given in (1.75) only makes sense, if there is a reasonable con-
vergence of the power series in a,. Let us assume, we want to calculate the matrix ele-
ment of four-fermion operators at the scale p ~ 1GeV, where A = my,. Then we have
In(m?,/p?) =~ In(80%) ~ 6, which has to be multiplied by a,(1GeV)/41 =~ 0.03. Thus we
find /47 In(mi, /p?) ~ 0.25. If the cut-off of the theory is about 1TeV, the latter ex-
pression evaluates to ~ 0.4. As we see, there is the danger of large logarithms spoiling the
perturbativity of the expansion, if we consider a large separation of scales. For that reason,
we require a resummation of the power expansion in such a way that asIn(A/p) counts as
an O(1) parameter. Therefore, all terms of the form (a,In(A/p))" with n € Ny need to
be summed, where terms of the form ag(asIn(A/p))™ count as O(as) and so on. At this
point, the concept of renormalization group (RG)-improved perturbation theory enters the
game. Let us assume, the operators given in (1.74) form a complete set (basis) for a given
scattering process. It is clear that the amplitude should depend on the input momentum p
and the cut-off scale, but not on the choice of the separation scale A. Therefore, we require

d
dln

S” i) (@) = 0. (1.76)

i
As the Q; form a basis, we can expand

d
dlnp

Q) = = 3 A5 (1) (@5 (1) (1.77)
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where the expansion coefficients 4;; form the entries of the so-called anomalous dimension
matrix 4. They can be understood as the answer of the matrix element (Q;(1)) to a scale
variation of (@Q;(u)). Inserting the definition (1.77) into (1.76), and using the fact that the
basis operators @); are linearly independent, we conclude that

ﬁ Cj(p) — ZQ(M) Yij(p) = 0 d Clu) =4 () C(p) =0. (1.78)

dln p

This is known as RG equation for Wilson coefficient functions, which we expressed in matrix
notation on the right-hand side for convenience. Let us now remember the definition of the
QCD p-function 5 = da(p)/dIn(p), which describes the running of ay due to quantum
corrections in a given process. The scale dependence of the matrix element (Q;(i)) can be
traced back to the scale dependence of the couplings and the separation of scales according
to (1.75). The anomalous dimension matrix depends on g only through the running of
as(p). Thus, we can recast the RG equation (1.78) into the form

o O~ ey G0 =0, .

This equation is now solved by integration. If we define the quantities 4y and (3, via the
expansion

% 2 S s 2 (A) =
Z+0(), flay) = 20, <60 =+ o<as)) . (M) =1+0(ay), (1.80)
and insert the latter expressions into the equation (1.79), we find to LO in a; (see [10, 11]

for more details)

A(as) = Ao

70
. o (ag(A\Z X .
Clp) =V (O‘ ( )> CVLO) = U, A) C(A). (1.81)
as(p) / p
Here, V diagonalizes 4 via Yop = V”%T V, and Yo contains the entries of . If

there is only one operator under consideration, 7y is just a number vy, and there is no
diagonalization required. In order to see that we have indeed achieved a summation of
large logarithms by solving the RG equation (1.78), we insert the LO expression

as(A
as(p) = - (<A)) X
1-— ﬁo _;7r In (;)
into (1.81). Another expansion is a; then gives
Y0 70
<(A)Y 2P0 (A A2\ 280 s A2 A2
(AN g @) AN ey AL o2ln2— ) . (1.83)
as(fe) dm P 2 dm 2 It

Finally, we want to mention that

(1.82)

(11N, — 2n;) (1.84)

W

Bo(ny) =
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is a function of the number of active flavors ns contributing to the running of «, which
have not been integrated out at a given energy. This number might be different at the
matching scale and the scale we want to evolve to. The number of QCD colors N, = 3
is fixed. The anomalous dimension matrices might also depend on ny. In general, the
running is performed in several steps according to

Clm) = U (uy, pi2) U2 (g, pis) .. U (1, A) C(A) (1.85)

where the matrices U are defined as in (1.81). The latter formula is extremely useful. If
the anomalous dimension matrices for a given operator basis have been calculated once at
a given order in ay, they can be used for any process which shares the same operators. Of
course, a similar treatment holds for corrections in powers of the fine-structure constant a.
For the purpose of this thesis, all we have to do is to perform the matching of the required
operators at the cut-off scale. If the matrix element is needed at a lower energy, we can
use the general formula (1.85) together with anomalous dimension matrices listed in the
literature.

1.7 The need for new physics

As we have now collected the main facts about renormalizability and the meaning of an
EFT description, we want to come back to the statement at the end of Section 1.4, where
we claimed that the SM should be regarded as an EFT only. First of all, although the
theory is renormalizable in the sense that only a finite number of renormalization constants
need to be fixed, there is no meaning in studying the SM at arbitrarily high energies by
using perturbation theory. This is simply due to the behavior of a(u), which runs into a
pole at u =~ 102" GeV. However, if this was the only short-coming, we probably would not
WOrTYy.

The SM does not describe effects of gravity. Of course, those can be safely neglected
within a high energy collision of elementary particles. Nevertheless, we expect modifications
due to a yet unknown quantum gravity at energies of the order of the reduced Planck mass
Mp; =~ 10'8GeV. The latter may therefore serve as a natural cut-off scale. However, there
are many ideas and reasons, why we expect new physics (NP) at lower scales.

From the theoretical side, there are non-understood hierarchies in the particle spectrum
and the quark-mixing matrix. The input parameters are just matched to the empirical
observation, but there is no “theory of flavor”.

Inspired by the unification of electromagnetic and weak interactions, one might appre-
ciate the idea of Grand Unified Theories (GUTs) [12], where all elementary forces are
combined into a single force at the scale Mgyr ~ 10'°GeV. The latter number is moti-
vated by the running of the coupling constants g¢,, g, and ¢’, which cross at the so-called
GUT scale. However, this crossing does not take place simultaneously for all couplings at
the same energy. Therefore, new particles are needed at a lower scale in order to modify the
RG running. Typical candidates are the superpartners of the SM fields in supersymmetric
theories.
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1.7 The need for new physics

While grand unification is a rather aesthetic motivation to believe in new physics, there
are empirical facts, which seem to make an extension of the SM unavoidable. For instance,
the SM model has no candidate for dark matter. Furthermore, its CP-violating phase fails
to reproduce the observed matter-antimatter asymmetry of the universe. Due to observed
neutrino-oscillations, the neutrinos need to have a mass. The latter requirement can be
fulfilled, by adding sterile neutrinos to the SM as a trivial extension. These may also
play a role in the explanation of dark matter [13, 14]. However, if one expects the SM
to be an effective theory, there is a further possibility by writing down the dimension-five
operator v; HH'v;. The latter will give rise to a Majorana mass term, that violates any
additive quantum number, which is assigned to the neutrino (for instance lepton number).
Therefore, there is an ongoing search for neutrino less double 3-decays, which would be
a direct evidence for lepton-number violation. If we have a high cut-off scale, the 1/M
suppression of the latter operator will naturally predict light neutrino masses.

As we see, there are good reasons why the SM should be provided with a cut-off. There-
fore, one should write down all higher dimensional operators which are invariant under
the gauge group (1.57). However, doing so, one immediately runs into various problems.
Today, the SM has been tested to high accuracy. Up to some deviations (up to 30), the
theoretical predictions are in astonishing good agreement with the experimental estimates.
As a consequence we have tough bounds for the impact of many higher dimensional op-
erators (especially from flavor physics). This requires either a cancellation of various NP
corrections (typically due to a symmetry, which has been imposed), or a large value of the
cut-off scale.

Let us now assume, we have chosen such a large cut-off, for example M = Mp,. Never-
theless, we are not confident. If we calculate quantum corrections to the Higgs mass due
to a particle of mass m, we will find

M
dmi = —AM?*+ Bm?In (E) + ... (1.86)

If we now want to have v* &~ mj = mj, + dmj, where my, is the renormalized Higgs mass,
we require a huge fine-tuning of the bare mass my,,. The amount of tuning is given by the
ratio my,/Mp; = 1/10'6. In other words, compared to the cut-off scale, we have to adjust
the value of the bare Higgs mass in the first 16 significant numbers. This seems to be
very unnatural. The problem of an unstable Higgs mass against quantum corrections goes
under the name gauge-hierarchy problem, or simply hierarchy problem (HP) of the SM.
It arises, as there are two widely separated scales of physical importance, the electroweak
scale My, and the Planck scale Mp). A possible solution is to add NP not too far away
from My, which cancels the quadratic dependence on the cut-off scale within the Higgs
boson self energy. This is exactly what happens in super-symmetric models. On the other
hand, one might wonder why there is such a large discrepancy between My, and Mp,. In
other words, one might ask why gravity is so weak compared to EW gauge interactions.
In 1998, a new proposal has been made by Nima Arkani-Hamed, Savas Dimopoulos, and
Gia Dwvali. They claimed that the weakness of gravity may be related to the existence of
additional spacial dimensions, in which only gravity is allowed to propagate [15]. These
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extra dimensions (EDs) have to be smaller than the distance, to which the 1/r potential of
the gravitational force is tested. Going to smaller distances, the potential is proportional
to 1/r"™! where n is the number of EDs. Thus, the gravitational force gets diluted. At
larger distances, we observe

mMi1Mmo 1
Vir)~ —— —, 1.87
( ) MP]?Z:En)Rn r ( )

where R is the size of the EDs, and Mpj4, is the fundamental Planck scale, which is
taken to be roughly of the order of the weak scale. The “observed” effective Planck mass
is then of the order

Mgy ~ Mpi(f R (1.88)

For n = 2, one requires R > 100 um. However, the current experimental bound is given
by R < 44 um [16]. For n = 3, R has to be about a nanometer. On the other hand,
for a low number n, the fundamental Planck scale must not be too small. The reason is,
that compactified EDs give rise to an infinite sum of so-called Kaluza-Klein excitations of
the graviton with masses o< k/R (k € Ny). These would give rise to missing energy at
collider experiments [17]. Furthermore, there are astrophysical constraints which require
Mpy7) > 4 TeV for instance [18].

It should be stated that the ADD model of large extra dimensions [15] is not really
satisfactory as a solution to the HP, unless the number n of EDs is huge. For low n, the
hierarchy between Mp; and My, has been reduced to a somewhat milder but still strong
hierarchy between R and the Planck length, which scales as 1/Mp). Nevertheless, the
proposal of using additional spatial dimensions in order to explain the weakness of gravity,
opened a new way of thinking. In 1999, Lisa Randall and Raman Sundrum came up with
the idea of warped extra dimensions [19]. Here, all fundamental energy and inverse length
scales can be chosen to have the same order of magnitude, while the hierarchy problem
is solved by gravitational red-shifting. Opposed to ADD, the Randall-Sundrum model
features one ED in between two boundaries. This is the model we are going to study in
detail.

1.8 Outline

This thesis is organized as follows. In the next section, we introduce the Randall-Sundrum
(RS) model of warped extra dimensions (WEDs) and explain how it solves the HP, when
the Higgs sector is localized on (or near) the IR brane. We motivate that SM gauge and
matter fields should live in the whole higher dimensional space-time, which we call the
bulk. As the terminology of parametrizing the ED differs in the literature, we explain
how the different notations can be transformed to each other. In Section 3, we discuss the
gauge sector of the minimal RS model, which consists of the SM gauge and matter fields
living in the bulk, and the Higgs located on the IR boundary. The concept of Kaluza-Klein
(KK) decomposition is introduced and performed in the presence of electroweak symmetry
breaking (EWSB). The solution of the bulk EOMs gives us the profile functions of the
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1.8 Outline

KK modes, which describe their localization within the bulk. A summation over the KK
tower, needed for tree level gauge interactions, is performed. Corrections to the Fermi
constant, the gauge boson masses, and the related electroweak precision observables are
computed and compared to experimental bounds. In Section 4, we repeat the analysis of
Section 3 for the custodial model [20], which features an extended gauge group SU(3). X
SU(2), x SU(2)gr x U(1)x. The latter is broken down to the gauge group of the SM by
an appropriate choice of boundary conditions. We show in detail, how this extension leads
to a protection of the Peskin-Takeuchi T-parameter, up to small effects due to symmetry
breaking on the UV boundary. In Section 5, we discuss an alternative ansatz to KK
decomposition, the holographic approach [21, 22, 23]. Up to small boundary breaking
effects, the holographic approach is equivalent to the KK decomposition. The leading
expressions for the electroweak precision observables are verified. In Section 6, we discuss
the 5D action of fermions for the case of the minimal model. The KK-decomposition is
performed in the presence of EWSB and the flavor mixing among the different KK modes
is discussed. Hierarchies in the fermion masses and the CKM-mixing pattern appear as a
natural prediction and can be generated from anarchic O(1) 4D Yukawa couplings. The
observed spectrum and mixing angles, as well as the CKM phase, can be obtained by
an appropriate choice of bulk mass parameters, which however does not involve any fine-
tuning. In Section 7, we derive expressions for neutral and charged currents. It is briefly
explained how a protection for the Z% by, vertex can be achieved from a specific embedding
of the fermion fields into the enlarged gauge group [24]. Furthermore, we study four-fermion
charged current interactions and derive generalized expressions for the CKM matrix and
Wilson coefficients for the effective low-energy theory. In Section 8 we derive expressions
for the Higgs couplings, which require a proper regularization of the brane-localized Higgs.
As an application, we study the modification of the Higgs-production cross section at the
LHC.

The last part of this thesis is devoted to the phenomenology of selected four-fermion
interactions, which have been (and still are) of great interest from the theoretical and ex-
perimental side. In Section 9, we study RS corrections to the forward-backward asymmetry
in tt-production, going beyond the LO in QCD. The calculatations are performed within
a general EFT approach and can be applied to other NP models by replacing the Wilson
coefficients. For the RS model we find that, because of the normalization with respect
to the production cross-section, the corrections to the assymetry turn out to be marginal.
The situation is different for flavor-tagged B? decays, studied in Section 10. Here, the RS
model can induce sizeable modifications to the relative phase ¢, between the B%-B? mixing
amplitude M7, and the related decay amplitude I'j,. The prediction for the semileptonic
CP asymmetry Ag; can come close to the experimental favored value. We calculate general
NP corrections to the magnitude of I'j,, where we include effects of right-handed charged
current interactions for the first time. In the model at hand these turn out to give the dom-
inant contribution. Again, a description in terms of local four-fermion operators is used.
The required running of the coefficients is performed as explained above. Formulas for the
various RS Wilson coefficients are collected in the appendices. Finally, we summarize our
findings in Section 11.
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Note that in the current version, some typos have been corrected compared to the original
printout.

32



2 Warped extra dimensions

The RS model [19] of WEDs is formulated on a five-dimensional space-time. The ED is
compactified to a circle, labeled by a dimensionless coordinate ¢ € [—m, 7] for instance.
In addition, the authors impose a Zs-parity, which identifies points (z,¢) with (z, —¢).
Therefore, the set-up effectively corresponds to an interval and goes under the name S; /Zs-
orbifold. There are two fixed points at ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 7, which act as boundaries of the ED.
The idea is now that the usual 4D space-time is rescaled by a so-called warp factor, such
that length scales in the 4D subspace depend on the position in the ED. This is achieved
by the metric

ds? = e 2@y, datda” — r2dg? (@) = kr|é|, (2.1)

where we have chosen the convention 1), =diag(1, —1, -1, —1). Here, k and r denote the
curvature and the radius of the fifth dimension, which are of the order of the (inverse)
Planck scale. The first task is to prove that the ansatz (2.1) is a solution to Einstein’s
equations in five dimensions. In [19] it has been shown that the solution asks for a negative
(5D) cosmological constant. The 5D bulk is therefore a slice of five-dimensional Anti-
de Sitter space AdSs. Another crucial point is that the ansatz (2.1) guarantees four-
dimensional Poincaré invariance.

2.1 Features of the Randall-Sundrum model

Let us now understand, how the RS model solves the HP. If ¢ = 0, the warp factor
vanishes, and the Planck mass is taken to be the fundamental scale of the theory. For
¢ = 7, each coordinate x is multiplied by a factor € = e ™*™ with € < 1. If we rescale the
coordinates according to  — ¢?®x, length scales are blown up when going from 0 to 7.
As a consequence, energy scales are warped down oc e *"?. Thus, they are suppressed by
a factor € at the IR or TeV brane (¢ = m), while they keep their fundamental size at the
UV or Planck brane (¢ = 0). The set-up is depicted in Figure 2.1.

If the Higgs is localized on the IR brane, we have v = e vy, where vy is to be taken of
the order of the Planck scale. In this thesis, we denote the scale of EW interactions by
My, =~ 100 GeV. Explicitly, one has to choose

L=k ~ In[—
T n<M

) ~In (10'%) =~ 37, (2.2)
w

in order to reproduce the observed hierarchy, which is thus understood by gravitational
red-shifting. The original hierarchy of 10'® between the fundamental scales My, and Mp,
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2 Warped extra dimensions

Mpy M
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Siceof AAS

V brane IR brane

Figure 2.1: 5D bulk of the RS model. See text for details.

has been replaced by the small hierarchy kr =~ 12 compared to the natural value of about
one. Thus we require some mechanism to stabilize the size of the ED. A solution has
been proposed in [25], where a bulk scalar field with quartic interactions on the boundaries
creates a potential, which is minimized by an appropriate choice of kr. One adjusts the
coupling constants to obtain the desired value. The factor L will sometimes be denoted as
the “volume” of the ED below.

Besides My, and Mpy, there is a third scale of (phenomenological) importance, the so-
called KK-scale

Mgk = ke = O(few TeV). (2.3)

It is the mass scale of the low-lying KK excitations and thus sets the size of possible RS
corrections to higher dimensional operators. In the original formulation, the SM particle
content is confined on the IR brane. Thus, there is only new physics in the gravity sector
due to the presence of KK excitations of the graviton. The KK decomposition has been
worked out on [26]. It has been found that the zeroth excitation, which is identified with the
ordinary graviton, couples with the usual 1/Mp; suppression to the stress-energy tensor.
The KK-gravitons however couple with the reduced 1/(eMp;) suppression. Therefore,
the effects of gravity can not be treated perturbatively at energies of several TeV. A UV
completion would be required instead. For instance, one could ask if it is possible to realize
the RS scenario as a low-energy limit of a String theory. Up to now, no UV completion for
the RS model is known. That is why it should only be regarded as an EFT with the hard
cut-off Ajg & Mkk on the IR brane, and Ayy = Mp; on the IR brane. For our calculations
of low-energy observables, we will use A = Mgy as matching scale.

After the proposal of WEDs, it was soon realized that the warping gives rise to dangerous
four-fermion interactions [27]. For instance, if we want to study Grand unification in the
context of RS models, the GUT scale will also be warped down if all particles are confined
to the IR brane. As a consequence, we are immediately in conflict with the tough bounds
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from the yet unobserved proton-decay. If we decide to localize light fermions close to the
UV brane, these dangerous couplings can be suppressed sufficiently. Fortunately, a bulk
fermion scenario allows for a localization of the latter due to the free choice of their so-
called bulk mass. The localization of fermions at different positions of the WED moreover
gives a solution to the flavor problem. We will briefly discuss all this issues in Section 6.
The main focus of this thesis is the gauge sector, which is released into the bulk in analogy
to the fermions. In principle, the Higgs field can be released into the bulk too, as long as
it is kept close to the IR-brane. However, the brane-Higgs scenario can be solved exactly.
That is what we will discuss in the next sections.

2.2 Conventions and notations

One has to take care about the fact, that different signatures for the Minkowski metric are
used in the literature. For instance, Randall and Sundrum use n,, = (—1,1,1,1), which is
the common choice in String theory. Therefore, the sign in front of the fifth coordinate is
switched in [19] compared to (2.1).

It is often convenient to introduce a dimensionless coordinate ¢ = € e®?) [28], in favor of
¢. The former equals € on the UV brane and 1 on the IR brane. When we integrate over
the ED, we make use of the orbifold-symmetry and replace

i o [ldt m or [* L
/ d¢ N _ﬂ- — / dgb 60(¢) — —ﬂ- dt, a(,b = k:rt@t = — &g, etc. .
Le s

—T L € t ’ —T €
(2.4)
Despite the fact that we perform our integrations over the half of the orbifold only, we will
always normalize our fields to the whole circle ¢ € [—m, 7]. The coordinate t is related to
the widely used (dimensionful) coordinate z, which shows up in the conformally flat RS
metric [29]

R\ 2
= (_) (M dadae” — dz?) . (2.5)
z
The relations needed for comparison are given by
t 1 1 R
°T Mk ko My R (2:6)

where R and R’ denote the positions of the UV and IR branes respectively. A dimensionless
coordinate however is more comfortable for numerical calculations. That is why we decide
to use t in favor of z.
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

The KK decomposition of bulk gauge fields has been performed in [30, 31] first. Here, the
authors studied the decomposition of a 5D photon. Obviously, the treatment of the gluon is
identical. If the gauge fields are coupled to the Higgs however, the IR boundary conditions
(BCs) are modified. There are two possible ways of performing the KK decomposition in
the presence of EWSB, namely the perturbative and the exact treatment.

The first approach is mostly used in the literature. Here, the couplings of bulk fields to
the Higgs sector are neglected within the KK decomposition, but introduced afterwards
as a perturbation. This requires a diagonalization of an infinite-dimensional mass matrix
consisting of bare KK masses and Higgs couplings between various KK modes. We have
shown that an exact equation for the physical masses can be derived [32]. However, its
solution requires a truncation of the KK tower. The theory is then expanded in powers of
v? /My

In this thesis, we choose the method of [33, 34], where exact solutions to the bulk EOMs
are constructed, which take into account the boundary terms imposed by the couplings to
the Higgs sector. We obtain exact results for the masses and profiles of the various SM
particles and their KK excitations, as a diagonalization of an infinite-dimensional mass
matrix is avoided. If we study the corrections to the light boson masses and couplings, it
is nevertheless convenient to expand the exact results in powers of v?/MZ.

3.1 Action of the 5D theory

We want to find a 5D generalization for the EW gauge sector in the presence of a brane-
localized Higgs. Therefore we need to decide, whether the components of the bulk gauge
fields W¢, (a = 1,2,3) and By, with M =0, 1,2, 3,5 are even or odd under the Zy-orbifold
symmetry. The latter choice determines the BCs of the bulk profiles and fixes the spectrum
for given scales v, Mgk, and volume L. After KK decomposition, we should obtain light
SM-like fields accompanied by heavy KK excitations. It turns out that only fields with
even Zp-parity possess a zero mode. As a consequence, we choose the vector components
W and B, to be even, and the scalar components W' and Bs to be odd. Thus, we obtain
light mass eigenstates, which we denote as zero modes. The action can be split up as

SGauge = /d4xr/ do (ﬁw,B + EHiggS + Lar + ﬁpp) , (3.1)
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

with the Lagrangian of the 5D gauge theory

VG 1 1
Lwp = — GFMGHN (_Z WitWhiy — 1 BKLBMN) : (3.2)

which satisfies 5D gauge invariance. Within the integration over the warped space-time,
we have to take into account the volume element /G, where G = r2¢ %7 is the de-
terminant of the warped 5D metric G;n. Furthermore, the inverse metric is given by
GMN = diag(e??, —e%7, —e?, —e2?, —1/r?). Note that the bulk-gauge fields of the 5D the-
ory have mass dimension 3/2, as the Lagrangian has mass dimension five. The Higgs-sector
Lagrangian
_ 0(|¢] —m) t e 25t tH) 2

Lhiges = — —— (D, ®)T (D'®) — V(D)], V(@) = — 20T + X (270)"  (3.3)
equals that one of the SM with the Higgs-doublet given in (1.45). We also perform the
usual field redefinitions of the gauge fields

1 ,
Wy = 7 (Wi FiW5)
1 3
Iy = m <95WM - QZE,BM) ) (3.4)
1 3
Ay = m (95Wir + 95Bumr)

where g5 and g5 are the 5D gauge couplings of SU(2), and U(1)y, respectively. They are
related to 4D couplings via g5 = g 271 (same for ¢’) [30]. In analogy to (1.51), we define

. % (3.5)

with mass dimension 1/2. For the photon we have M4 = 0.

At this stage, we want to comment on the precise meaning of the expression d(|¢|—m). In
order to ensure that the Lagrangian is hermitian, we need to be able to apply integration
by parts without encountering boundary terms. On the other hand, the presence of §-
functions on the IR brane gives rise to discontinuities of the fields at |¢| = 7, which ask for
a proper regularization. Thus, we will always understand the brane-localized d-functions
via the limiting procedure

5(|6| = 7) = lim % 56— 1 +0)+8(6+7—0). (3.6)

0—0+t

In this way the discontinuities are moved into the bulk, and we can assign proper BCs to
the fields, which are consistent with the hermiticity of the theory. Alternatively, one could
perform all calculations with a regularized J-function, where a finite regulator 7 is sent to
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3.1 Action of the 5D theory

zero at the end. Indeed, as we will see below, such a treatment becomes necessary in order
to derive the BCs of the fermion fields. When we switch to ¢-notation, we have to replace

5(|6| — ) — %m(t— 1) (3.7)

In the following, we use the notation f(17) = limy_o+ f(1 — ), whenever a function f is
discontinuous at ¢t = 1.

As in the SM, the kinetic terms of the Higgs field give rise to mixed terms involving
the gauge bosons and the would-be GBs ¢* and 3 (with ordinary mass dimension one),
which can be read off from

D q)—i(_i\/ﬁ(au‘:ﬁJr*’MWW,j)

k= B\ 0k i (Oups + Mz Z,) ) + terms bi-linear in fields . (3.8)

In addition, the kinetic terms of the gauge fields in (3.2) contain mixed terms consisting
of the gauge bosons and the scalar components VV;E7 Zs, and As. All of these mixed terms
can be removed with a suitable choice of the gauge-fixing Lagrangian. We find

Lor— —L (o4, — & a2 oo, 2a] )
GF — 25 m 9 i KK I t 5
1 [ 2 2
~ % (8“2“ — g St —1)kMy o3+ Mz % t0; t225}>
. (3.9)
1 2
~z <8“Wj — g St — 1) kMy o + My % t&tt_2W§“])

2
x (aHW; - g [5@ — 1) kMy ¢~ + M2y % tatt—2W5—D

as a straightforward generalization of (1.71), where we choose one common gauge-fixing
parameter & for simplicity. The reader might worry about squaring the d-functions in the
above expression. We will see below that the contributions of the latter are canceled by
the derivatives of the scalar components of the gauge fields VV5jE and Z5, when we apply the
bulk EOMs. Therefore, we do not need to introduce a separate gauge-fixing Lagrangian
on the IR boundary, contrary to the treatment in [35].

In order to derive the spectrum of the effective four-dimensional theory, we write down
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

all quadratic terms of the action (3.1), omitting the Faddeev-Popov Lagrangian,

SGange2 = / d4xr f % (3.10)
L e i(aﬂA )"’+1M2 t2 128 A50" As + (10,A,) (10, AM)
4 5 M 9 KK 12+ 5 5 t4p 3

1 1
= Zw 2"~ _g (0"7Z,) + §M§<K 2 ( 0, 250" Zs + (t0,2,) (10, Z ))
1 —uv v — — m - -

-3 WL W — E@“Wja W, + Mt (ﬁ QW' Wy + (to,W 1) (to,W “)>

-1 /1 1 M2

+ % (—@ha"h — M?h? + 9,0t 0M e + §aug03a“gp3 + TZ Z,7" + Mg, WjW‘“)
¢ * ¢ 27 o)
8 MI2{K L t@t 2A5 — g 5(t — 1) kMZ @3 + MI2(K f t@tt 2Z5

2 2
— % (5(t — 1) kM ¢ + Mgy % t0, tQWJ) (5(15 — 1) EMy ¢~ + Mgy % t0, t2W5> } :

The next step consists of decomposing the vector and scalar components of the gauge fields,
what we will do now.

3.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

The KK decompositions of the various 5D fields can be written in the form [34, 36]

u(z,t) \/_ZA As(z,t) \/_Z ngaA —t@tx,‘f}(t),

L
t) Zn Zs(x, 1) ™) Z o, X2 (t
93' \/_Z 'I \/_Zan(pZ T tXn()a
W:E z,t) \/_ZWi(" XV (t), Wi(xt) Zawgpfvn) —t@ XY (t),
(3.11)

where A,Sn) etc. are the 4D mass eigenstates. The related profiles x¢ with a = A, Z, W,
form complete sets of even functions on the orbifold and obey the orthonormality condition

Lat

e S ACRAORT (3.12)

As the scalar components of the gauge fields go along with a derivative of even profiles,
they are odd under Zs-parity. The longitudinal DOF's are given by the corresponding 4D

'Do not confuse with the superscript a = 1,2, 3 for weak interaction eigenstates.
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3.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

scalar fields cpgn). The would-be GBs of the Higgs sector can be expanded in the same basis
of mass eigenstates

Ha) =Y 0 o (@), an o (). (3.13)

Inserting these decompositions into the action, and matching the result on the canonical
form of a 4D Lagrangian, one finds that the profiles x¢ have to satisfy the EOMs [30, 31]

M0, 05 (1) = (mE)? Xa(0) — 5 6(t — 1) kM2 X2 (1) (314)

where we have introduced the masses m? of the 4D vector fields. The masses of the scalar
fields gagn) are related to those by gauge invariance. In order to derive the explicit form of
the profiles and eigenvalues m¢ from the second order EOM, we need to fix the boundary
conditions. The UV BCs immediately follow from the Z,-parity assignment, which states
that derivative of even fields should vanish at the orbifold-fix points. If there is no EWSB
as in the case of the photon, the same statement applies to the IR boundary. If we want
to include EW symmetry-breaking effects into the derivation of the profiles, we have to
integrate the EOMs over an infinitesimal interval around the IR boundary [33, 34]. Thus,
we obtain

Oy XZ(t)‘ =0, xn(e) =0, (UV brane)
t=€
kM2 (3 15)
0, XZ(t)‘t:r =0 xa(17) = _2MI2{K Xo(t). (IR brane)
Having all this at hand, one finds that the action takes the desired form
A2
SGaugeg—Z/d { 1 F o % (auA ) A A

1 2 (m%)?

Z g zu(n) _ — (grz(n) N/ z(n) zu(n)
4 24 2€ (a H ) + 2 w

n

-3 W;VWW—W(") _ %auW;m) W) 4 (W 2 Wyt

1 n n 5 m;? 2 n (n) n 5 mg 2 n n
+ 50u 3 0" —%w( oD+ 20,06 _ Sl ) L S o pim
+ O 0 o™ — E(m )2 oo } / ( ho"h — Av QhQ)
(3.16)
if and only if
B ]\\/4_ Xal™?) (3.17)
mg romg

Thus, we have constructed an effective 4D Lagrangian, where all SM gauge fields are
accompanied by a tower of massive KK gauge bosons. The 4D gauge-fixing Lagrangian
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

derived from (3.9) takes the simple form

/ do Loy = ZCGF, (3.18)

with
ﬁgg = —21% (3“./4}(7) £m£§0%)) 25 <8HZ gm” QOZ >2 (3.19)
- cn ) (rwin-ent).

For each KK mode these expressions are identical to those of the SM. We see that the
d-terms have been canceled by the use of (3.11) and (3.14). It is interesting to realize that
the KK excitations of the scalar components of the 5D gauge fields act as would-be GBs
for the related vector excitations. Therefore, the related profiles have to be odd under
Zy-parity, such that the zero modes of the vector fields do not obtain a longitudinal DOF
in the absence of EWSB.

3.3 Bulk profiles

It is now straightforward to derive the explicit form of the profiles x¢ from the bulk EOMs
(3.14). Replacing the 5D mass parameters M, by the 4D counter parts m, (1.51), and
defining the dimensionless parameters

a

m m
rd = —" Ty = —0 | 3.20

the EOMs are given by
(t0,470 + (@3)?) xit) = 6t = 1) LaZ (o). (3.21)

The solution is formally the same for all gauge fields, as the boundary terms only enter
the BCs. If we choose the ansatz

X (t) ot (t), (3.22)
we can recast (3.21) into a first order Bessel equation [30, 31] with the general solution
ch(t) = AJy(z%t) + BY (2%) . (3.23)

We see that the nature “a” of the gauge boson only affects the eigenvalues x¢ within the
argument of the Bessel functions. The coefficients A and B are determined from the UV
BC given in (3.15) and the orthonormality relation (3.12). We find

= Nn\/gtc;(t), (3.24)
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3.3 Bulk profiles

with the normalization factor

N2 = [t ) + [ (0] = = el ei(1) = @ [ (9] (3.25)

n

(3.26)

[teh(t)] = Yo(zle) Jo(xlt) — Jo(ale) Yo(alt) .

As ¢, (€) = 0, the solution (3.24) satisfies the UV BC 0;x,,(€) = 0. The eigenvalues x¢ are
determined from the IR BC (3.15), which requires
zc (1) =—a2Let(1). (3.27)

n

For the case of the photon (or gluon), the right-hand side is zero and there is a massless
zero-mode solution with a flat profile x.,(t) = 1/v27.

In the presence of EWSB, we find mg # 0. The results for the SM-like gauge bosons
can be simplified by expanding (3.27) in powers of gi “ <« 1. Doing so, we recover the
tree-level SM relations (1.51), augmented by corrections of the order v?/MZy. Therefore,
we re-define the explicit expressions (1.51) for my and myz according to

2,2 2,2 2 4
9 g<v g<v 1—e€ v

1— L—-1 @
e { 8MI%K( 7 >+ <M)]

2 12\ 2 2 2\ 2 2 4
+ + 1—
(G + g7 )v {1 (g 92)U ([ 1 €> O<U4 )}
4 8ME 2L My

(3.28)

3
N
Il

It will further be useful to have an approximate expression for the ground-state profiles

1 m[%vz( 1—62 2 > (m%/VZ):|
)= —— [1+ 22 (1 Y120 —2Int) ) + O (- Z) ] (3.29
wrlt) = o= |14 g (1- = o (5] e

which are obtained from expansion of the exact solution (3.24) in 2% < 1 and the use of
(3.28). Contrary to the zero-mode profile of the photon (and the gluon), the latter profiles
depend on the coordinate ¢t of the ED. As L = 37, we can approximate the above result
by xw,z(t) = x,[1 + xfy, (1 — 2Lt*)/4]. We see that the profiles xy,z(t) are more or less
flat in the UV regime, but receive a dip near the IR brane [33]. From the perturbative
point of view, this behavior can be understood from an admixture of the KK profiles, when
the diagonalization of the mass matrix is performed. As we will see later, the dependence
on t will give rise to non-universal gauge couplings with respect to different flavors. As a
consequence, the Z° induces FCNC interactions at tree-level.

For the KK gauge bosons, we are not able to perform an expansion of the Bessel functions.
The shape of their profiles is controlled by the prefactor v/L ¢ in (3.24), which gives rise to
an IR localization of the KK modes.
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

3.4 Summing over Kaluza-Klein modes

If we compute the tree-level exchange of a SM gauge boson accompanied by its KK tower
in a generic Feynman diagram, we have to sum over the corresponding propagators in
combination with the boson profiles, which show up in the vertex functions. In the low-
energy limit, 4.e., for small momentum transfer ¢, we can expand

Xa(t) Xn () = 2\ V-1 X (t) Xn(t)
" NZ:; (4%) Zn: oy (3.30)
For simplicity, we have dropped the superscript a, which labels the type of the gauge field.
The KK index n runs from 0 to oo in general. If the zero mode is massless, it has to be
treated separately. For most applications, it is sufficient to consider just the first term
(N = 1) in the above expansion. It can be evaluated in closed form by generalizing a
method developed in [37]. Here, one makes use of the fact that the profiles x,,(¢) form a
complete set of even functions on the orbifold. The required completeness relation can be

deduced from (3.12), and is given by

S ) xalt) = (¢~ ). (3:31)

n

We first integrate the EOM (3.14) twice, accounting for the UV BC. This yields

t t/ 1
Xn(t) — Xn(€) = —22 / dt't’ / dt”ﬁxn(t”). (3.32)

Using the latter result along with the completeness relation (3.31), the sums over profiles in
(3.30) can be evaluated iteratively [34]. We will restrict ourselves to the first approximation
with N = 1, and normalize the sum with respect to M. For the case of massive gauge
bosons with mq > 0, we obtain

Z Xa(t) xat') _ = xale) L (22— &), (3.33)

2 2
g — 4dm

where we have introduced ¢t~ = max(t,#'). The remaining sum over profiles x2(¢) on
the UV brane can be performed by multiplicating (3.33) with x¢(¢), and performing an
integration over the entire orbifold. If we now use the orthonormality condition (3.12) on
the one hand, and the explicit form of the zero-mode profiles (3.29) on the other hand, we

find
Xl 11 {1_%_3 (L_%” LO@2) . (3.34)

2 2ma? | Anw
The terms o € can be ignored for all practical purposes. Inserting the latter expression
into (3.33), and substituting 2 = 2 + #* — #2 with t. = min(¢,#'), we obtain the final
result

2

Xn(t Xnt/ 1 1 2 2, 2 b
Z =5 +47T{Lt L+ ) 1=+ 0 )} (3.35)
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3.4 Summing over Kaluza-Klein modes

If there exists a massless zero mode, one has to remove its contribution from the sum
over states. This can be done by subtracting the square of the zero-mode profiles from
both sides of the completeness relation (3.31), where the explicit expression for the flat
zero-mode profile is used on the right-hand side. In this way we find

" Xn(t) Xn(t) 1 2 o (1 ol ' 1
XXl ) L2 =2 (= —Int ) — 2= —Int') + — .
2. 2 am | 2 " p M) Tar) (3:36)

n

where the prime on the sum indicates that n runs from 1 to oco.
In order to understand the origin of the corrections in the above relations, we explicitly
evaluate the zero-mode contribution in (3.35) with the help of (3.28) and (3.29). We find

XO(t) XO(t/) 1 L [ 2 /2} 1 1 2 1 2 1 /
= — |7+t — 1= =41t | = —1Int t“(=—Int")|. (3.37
- pirin L el R Gl L) R (3.37)

By comparison of (3.37) and (3.35), we see that beside the non-factorizable contribution
proportional to 2, the L-enhanced terms in the latter formula arise from zero-mode ex-
change. The terms proportional to #* and ¢? in (3.36) on the other hand do not receive an
enhancement. This has important consequences for the phenomenology of flavor-violating
processes [38]. It implies that the RS corrections to AF = 2 processes are dominated by
tree-level KK gluon exchange. Concerning AF = 1 processes, the main modifications com-
pared to the SM are given by FCNC couplings of the Z° boson to fermions. An extended
analysis of the summation over the KK towers is provided in [34] for N = 2.

Another important consequence is a modification of the theoretical expression for the
Fermi constant G'r. The latter is determined from muon decay @ — v.v,e, which is
mediated by a charged-current interaction. Staying at tree level, the W~ exchange of
the SM has to be replaced by the exchange of the whole K tower in the RS model. The
relevant sum over these intermediate states is given in (3.35). The terms proportional to ¢2
or 2 in this relation give rise to non-universal corrections, if the fermions live in the bulk.
Therefore, we have to perform the KK decomposition of the fermion sector and determine
the relevant profiles. It will turn out that fermions with light zero modes should be localized
near the UV brane. As a consequence, the upper terms are exponential suppressed for the
light leptons involved in muon decay and can be neglected to excellent approximation.
The correction to G is thus given by the constant terms in (3.35), for which the fermion
profiles are combined to a factor one due their orthonormalitiy condition. We obtain

Gr g* miy 1 my
i 1 1— — . .
Ao Moz, \man) TO\an, (3:38)

The correction term receives a contribution (1—1/L) from the zero mode of the W~ boson
(3.37), and a contribution 1/(2L) from the KK tower (3.36). If the RS model is realized
in nature, the measurement of the Fermi constant always involves the exchange of the KK
tower. Therefore, we have to account for this universal correction factor, when we pull out
a factor G of the effective Hamiltonian for charged currents.
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

Before we proceed, we want to mention that there is another possibility for the calculation
of two-point functions within a five-dimensional theory. For internal states, there is no need
to perform a KK decomposition. Instead, one could solve the generalized Greens functions
in five dimensions in the presence of the brane-localized Higgs sector. This gives rise to
5D propagators [36], which are equivalent to the infinite sum over KK modes. We will
however not entertain this possibility here.

3.5 Electroweak precision observables

A first phenomenological test of the RS model can be obtained from the gauge sector only,
if we study the impact on electroweak precision observables. In the SM, these are defined
as universal corrections stemming from vacuum polarization diagrams, known as oblique
corrections. They are collected in correlator functions, which can be expanded for small
momenta (squared) according to I1(p?) ~ I1(0) + p*II'(0). Within the study of NP, one
defines the parameters S, T, and U as shifts to the corresponding SM values, which are
therefore set to zero. The definition of the so-called Peskin-Takeuchi parameters is given
in [6, 7]

167s%c2 s2 — 2
5= T [y, + 0 (0 - 1,400)]
47
T = B [HWW(O) — 2 z2(0) — 25,c, 1174(0) — 52 HAA(O)} , (3.39)
w''"Z
167s2 1, S ) -

Here, s, (c,) denotes the sine (cosine) of the weak-mixing angle. Of particular interest is
the T-parameter, which is sensitive to the difference between the corrections to the W and
Z° boson vacuum-polarization functions, and thus measures isospin violation. For the RS
scenario (and any other NP model which involves heavy gauge bosons that mix with those
of the SM), the oblique parameters can be computed in an effective Lagrangian approach
[29]. The quantities II/ ,(0) collect modifications due to universal vertex corrections, which
for the case of the W* and the Z° bosons are given by 1+ my, ,/(4Mgy)(1 — 1/L). The
idea is to rescale the fields with the inverse factor, such that the interaction vertices take
their canocical form. Thereafter, one has to match the resulting expression to the effective
Lagrangian

1 — v 1 v 1 17
Log = — 5(1 — H’WW(O))W,;W pe _ Z(1 — 107 ,(0)) Z,, 2" — 1(1 — 11, 4(0)) F,, F*
2,,2 2 + 12\, .2
# (5 + ) wawe s (SO i) Zuz . (a0

Note that the photon (and the gluon) do not receive a vertex correction. Therefore the
correlator 1T’y ,(0) vanishes. The quantities I1,,(0) additionally pick up corrections of the
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3.5 Electroweak precision observables
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Figure 3.1: Regions of 68%, 95%, and 99% probability in the S-T plane for the minimal
RS model. The green (medium gray) shaded stripes in both panels indicate
the SM predictions for m, = (172.6 £ 1.4) GeV and my, € [60, 1000] GeV.
The blue (dark gray) shaded area represents the RS corrections for Mgk €
[1,10] TeV and L € [5,37]. Figure taken from [34]. See text for details.

zero-mode masses. Gauge invariance guarantees that I144(0) = 0 holds to all orders in
perturbation theory, and one further has I1z4(0) = II’; ,(0) = 0 as long as one works at
tree-level. For the minimal RS model we find

4. .4
__9gv (1
Mww (0) = 32M2, <L ZL) ’

2,,2 1
il SR

2
(Pt 1
Mz2(0) = = 32M2, L=s51)
2 2y, .2
+4")v 1
I, o)< Y9 1Y
ZZ() 8MI2(K L

Inserting these expressions into (3.39) yields [34, 39, 40]

2mv? 1 w2 1
S=—(1—-— T=—— | L—— U=0. 3.42
MIQ(K ( L>’ 26121)MI2(K < 2L) ’ ( )

As we see, a potential problem arises from the T-parameter, which goes along with a
factor L. In Figure 3.1, we show the experimental 68% , 95%, and 99% confidence levels
(CLs) in the S-T plane, corrected to the present world average of the top-quark mass [41].

47



3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

Details about the generation of the confidence ellipses are given in [34], from where the
plots are taken from. The light-shaded stripe indicates the SM predictions for different
values of my and m;, where m; = 150 GeV corresponds to S = T = 0. The dark-shaded
area represents the RS corrections for different values of Mkk and L. For a SM-like Higgs
mass my, < 150 GeV, we find that

As the first eigenvalue of the bulk EOM (3.14) is about z; = 2.45 in warped extra dimen-
sions, the bounds from the T-parameter will force the first gauge-boson KK excitation to
have a mass of at least 10 TeV. The energy cut-off on the IR brane is about the same size.
This will re-introduce a little HP due to (1.86), as we have to tune 150 GeV against the
latter number. If, on the other hand, the Higgs mass is raised compared to the SM, the
problem is cured by two different effects. First, a larger Higgs mass requires less tuning
against the cut-off. Secondly, the SM reference values for S and 7" will be corrected at the
loop level [42, 43, 44, 45, 46]. In particular the T-parameter receives a negative correction,
which partially cancels the positive RS correction. Keeping only the leading logarithmic
loop effects in the SM, the shifts in S and T" due to a Higgs-boson mass different from the
reference value mi*f = 150 GeV read [7]

AS = =y AT = =5y M (3.44)

ref o 2 ref ’
6 my 8mey,  my

while U remains unchanged. For example, taking m; = 1TeV,? the lower bound (3.43) is
relaxed to

This feature is illustrated by the upper sets of bands in the panels of Figure 3.2, which
show the regions of 68%, 95%, and 99% probability in the my,-Mxk and my,-L planes for
L = In(10'%) (left plot) and Mxk = 3 TeV (right plot).

An additional possibility is to give up the solution to the full HP by working in a volume-
truncated RS background [48]. The so-called little RS model with L = In(10%) has a lower
bound of

Since the lightest mass eigenvalue is about x; = 2.65, resulting in KK mass of around
4TeV. As in the case of the original RS scenario, the bound (3.46) relaxes further for a
larger Higgs-boson mass. This feature is illustrated by the lower sets of bands in the panels
of Figure 3.2, where we take L = In(10?) (left plot) and Mxk = 1.5 TeV (right plot). For
example, using m;, = 500 GeV relaxes the limit (3.46) to 1.1 TeV. In this thesis however,
we are not going to consider the little RS scenario.

Another way to satisfy the bounds from EW precision data, keeping the masses of the
first KK gauge-bosons of the order of 5TeV, is to introduce large brane-localized kinetic

2Note that the unitarity bound for W-boson scattering can be satisfied for values of m;, > 1TeV in the
RS model [47].
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Figure 3.2: Regions of 68%, 95%, and 99% probability in the m,—Mxk (left panel) and

my—L (right panel) plane in the RS scenario without custodial protection.

The upper (lower) area in the left and right panel corresponds to L =

In(10'%) (L = In(10%)) and Mgk = 3TeV (Mkk = 1.5TeV), respectively.

Figure taken from [34]. See text for details.

terms for the gauge fields [40, 49, 50]. Since such terms are generated at the loop level
[51, 52] and turn out to be UV divergent, bare contributions to the brane-kinetic terms
encode unknown UV physics at or above the cut-off scale. In order to retain the predictivity
of the model, we simply assume that these bare contributions are small.

The perhaps most elegant method to protect the T-parameter from vast corrections
is the implementation of a gauged custodial symmetry [20]. Within the SM, the ratio
mw /myz = cosf, is a consequence of the symmetry-breaking mechanism. Within the
weak interaction basis, the mass matrix for the vector (W,, W2, W32, B,)" has the form

MiZ 0 0 0
0 M3 0 0
0 0 M2 M?
0 0 M* M2

Moot = (3.47)

Here, the masses in the upper-left 3 x 3 block have to be identical due to a global O(3)
rotation symmetry of (1.46), which exchanges the would-be GBs with each other. As the
orthogonal group O(3) is locally isomorph to the unitary group SU(2), it is said that the
EW sector is invariant under a custodial SU(2) symmetry. The idea of [20] is to promote
the global custodial symmetry of the SM to be a local one. This is achieved by replacing
the hyper-charge group U(1)y by the direct product SU(2)r x U(1)x, which is broken
down to the former by an appropriate choice of UV BCs of the respective gauge fields. As
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3 Gauge fields in the minimal RS model

we will see in the next section, this will remove the leading L-enhanced contribution to the
T-parameter.
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4 Gauge fields in the custodial RS
model

In this section we repeat the analysis of the minimal model for the extended gauge group
SU(S)CXSU(2)LXSU(2)R><U(1)X, (41)

as suggested in [20]. Again, we keep the Higgs sector on the IR brane and decompose the
5D theory into a tower of mass eigenstates. This allows for a compact notation [53], which
makes the generalization of the minimal gauge sector straightforward. Furthermore, the
exact treatment allows for a clear understanding of the custodial protection mechanism,
which arises from the interplay of UV and IR boundary conditions. An exhaustive treat-
ment within perturbative approach, featuring a truncation of the KK tower after the first
mode, can be found in [54].

4.1 Action of the 5D theory

According to (4.1), we have to introduce a second set of SU(2) gauge fields. Omitting the
Faddeev-Popov Lagrangian, the 5D action of the gauge sector takes the form

SGauge = /d4$C T/ de (EL,R,X + EHiggs + EGF) ) (42)

with the kinetic terms (a = 1,2, 3)

VG 1 1 1
The Higgs Lagrangian is generalized to
o(l¢p| —m) (1
Litiggs = ——— | 5 Tr (D,®) = V(®) ], (4.4)

where the Higgs is assumed to transform as a bi-doublet (2,2),. It explicitly reads

1 v+ h(z) —ips(z) —iv2 ¢t (z)
00 =75 (IR0 e i ) (45)
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4 Gauge fields in the custodial RS model

where again p* = (1 Fipy)/v/2. SU(2). transformations act from the left on the bi-
doublet, while the SU(2)g transformations act from the right. The covariant derivative!

Du® = 8,® —igrs LOTE ® +igrs ® RATE, (4.6)

with T} , = 0%/2, can be worked out in analogy to (3.8),

. Y . v
1 Oy (h —ips) —i= (gL5Li — gR5Rz) — GMZ\/§QO+ — 7= (gLE,L;r — gR5R:)

_ 2 2
D, = V2 . _ v _ _ . v 3 3
_auz\/ﬁgo —i5 (gL5LM — gR5Ru) Oy (h+ips3) + i5 (9L5LM - gR5RM)
4.7
+ terms bi-linear in fields. (47)
Here, we have introduced the linear combinations
1 , 1 ,

Ly =—(L,FiLll), R;=—(R,TiR)). (4.8)

V2 V2

The structure of (4.7) motivates for a further field rotation [55]

( Aﬁ/l ) _ 1 ( gr. —9r ) ( L3y, ) (4.9)
Vi Vai+gk \9r 9L Ry )’
which gives rise to a diagonal mass matrix, and we have replaced the 5D gauge couplings

by 4D ones. The rotations are analogous to the usual definitions of the Z° boson and
photon fields in the SM (4.16). The 5D mass term related to EWSB adopts the form

_ 2 2 V.2
Lo = 2UA =) (925 9s) V" o (4.10)
r 8 "
k(925 + 9%5) V" 70 7ua k2 dadua
—o(t—1)7 % AAR =0t —1) 7 M?% As AR (4.11)

where we changed to ¢-notation again. There is no mass term for the fields V. Thus, the

Higgs VEV (®) = v/v/2 1 breaks the bulk gauge symmetry down to a diagonal subgroup
SU(2)y on the IR brane

SU2) x SU((2)p 25 SU(2)y . (4.12)
The SM gauge group is obtained by an additional symmetry breaking on the UV boundary

SUR)r x U(l)x 25 U1y, (4.13)

which is achieved by an appropriate choice of the UV BCs. Therefore, we define the linear

combinations
() (2 0)(B)
B}\} g%% + g§( 9x IR X )7’

!The plus sign in front of gg, is chosen for convenience.
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AM AM
ZM ZM
I Ay
Z, Zir
Ry Vil
UV brane IR brane

Figure 4.1: UV and IR basis < gauge fields with individual BCs at the corresponding
branes. If EWSB is neglected, the fields which are related to the UV basis
and depicted in the upper half, possess a zero mode, while the fields in the
lower half do not.

and assign Dirichlet BCs to ZL and R};Q on the UV brane. The U(1)y hyper-charge
coupling is related to the SU(2)r x U(1)x couplings by

9Jr 9x

gy = —F——.
V Ik + 9%

The SM-like neutral electroweak gauge bosons are defined in the standard way through

(ZM):;(QL _gY)(L}Q’w> (4.16)
Ayp Voi+gy \ 9 gL By )’

where the SM coupling constants g and ¢’ are now denoted as g7, and gy, respectively. The
SM definition of the weak-mixing angle (1.48) is kept. The fields Ay, Zyr, L3, Z},, and
R3, form a basis. As we are going to assign individual UV BCs for each of those, we will
refer to them as the UV or weak basis.

Starting from (4.9), we will construct a second basis for which we will assign individual
IR BCs. As EWSB takes place at the IR boundary, we will therefore speak of the IR or
mass basis. The fields V3%, and X, for instance can be rotated to the photon field Ay, and
a state Z1I via

( zi ) 1 (gX 91 gr —QX\/M> ( Vir > (4.17)

Av ) Gigx Vi + g% 9L 9R Xum

(4.15)
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4 Gauge fields in the custodial RS model

OiAu(z,e) =0 As(x,e) =0 0 A, (x,1) =0 As(z,1)=0
0 Z,(v,€) =0 Zs(w,€) =0 | 0 Z,(x,17) = —kMQ/(2MI%K)Z (z,1) Zs(z,1) =0
(%Lff(:v, €)=0 L;(x,e) =0 8#125( )= —kMz/(QMKK)fl (x,1) flg—L(x, 1)=0
Zy(v,e) =0 Zi(x,e) =0 ZM(x,1) =0 ZH(z,1)=0
R:(x,e)=0 Ri(r,e)=0 @ﬁ@@:o Vit (z,1) =0
Table 4.1: BCs for UV basis (left) and IR basis (right).
where
ILrx = v@LgR-%gégﬁ-%gigi- (4.18)

We further write Z); = A3,, as it is a linear combination of Z,; and Z},, which is orthogonal
to Z. The two bases can be transformed to each other with the help of the relations

Zur [ coslly; —sinfy Zyr "R Zy
ZB ] 7\ sinfz;  cosfy zy ) T\ 7, )

~ (4.19)
A cos Oy —sinby Li Y\ _ L,
T = . + = RW + )
Vi sinfy  cos Oy Ry, Ry,
where
2 2
sinfl; = = gR = —> cosf; = = ggRX > —
V(9E + 93) (9% + 9%) V(9 + 93) (9% + 9%)
sin Oy = IR cos Oy = __gr ) (4.20)

Vi +a% Vi + g%

The latter quantities will be abbreviated by sz, ¢z, sw, and cy from now on.

In Table 4.1 we give the various BCs needed to obtain the correct mass spectrum for
the SM gauge bosons. The 5D photon field A, has individual and source-free Neumann
BCs at both branes. Therefore its zero mode remains massless, and there is no need to
distinguish between the two bases. In contrast to the the minimal model, which features
the two parameters My and My (3.5), there is just one parameter M ; entering the IR
BCs. The different masses for the lightest electroweak W* and Z° bosons are generated
through the mixed UV BCs of the gauge fields in the IR basis. The fact that there is just
one fundamental mass parameter is crucial for the custodial protection of the T-parameter.
We will elaborate on this in Section 4.6.

As it is the case in the minimal model, the action of the theory contains mixing terms
between the vector components of the gauge fields and the various scalars, which can be
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4.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

removed by an appropriate gauge-fixing. As the Higgs sector is localized on the IR brane,
it is natural to work in the IR basis for that purpose. For this reason, we define the 5D
theory in the IR basis. For the KK decomposition however, it is convenient to rotate to the
weak basis. The expression for the extended gauge-fixing Lagrangian will be given below,
after the introduction of some useful notation.

4.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

For the KK decomposition of the 5D fields it is convenient to work with profiles that obey
definite Neumann (+) or Dirichlet (=) BCs at the UV brane. Therefore we include a
rotation to the weak basis, for which the UV BCs are decoupled. As different UV fields get
mixed by the IR BCs, these fields should be expressed through the same 4D basis. Thus,
we introduce the vectors

ZM = (ZMvaZ)T? and Wﬁ = (AT/DVJ\?)T7 (421)

and define the diagonal matrix consisting of profiles in the UV basis,

a(+)
X (t) = ( A 0 0 XZ(E’) ” ) (4.22)

for a = W, Z. The superscripts (+) and (—) label the type of BC we impose at the UV
brane, i.e., they indicate untwisted and twisted even functions on the orbifold. We use
the term twisted even functions for profiles with even Zs-parity, which obey Dirichlet BC
on the UV brane and are thus not smooth at this orbifold fix point. These fields are
sometimes called odd, as they look like an odd function if one just considers half of the
orbifold. Untwisted even functions correspond to ordinary profiles with Neumann UV BCs.
Remember from Table 4.1 that both profiles satisfy a Neumann BC at the IR boundary,
which we do not indicate explicitly by a superscript (4) to avoid unnecessary clutter of
notation.

We further define two-component vectors /Tfl, which are supposed to parametrize the
mixings between the different UV gauge fields and their KK excitations due to the EWSB
on the IR brane. As a straightforward generalization of (3.11) we are now able to write
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4 Gauge fields in the custodial RS model

Again, the fields AL") (x) etc. are the 4D mass eigenstates and the lightest modes are
identified with the SM gauge bosons. The matrices Rz are defined in (4.19). The
mixing vectors are normalized according to

(Aa)' Ao = 1. (4.24)

As the profile matrices (4.22) are always combined with the mixing vector A'fl, it is
natural to define the vectors

Z(+) . L(+) .
T2 = ( X () ) X2 AZ, RV() = ( xn (0 ) XV () AV, (4.25)

X ()

for the profiles of the UV fields. A crucial point is that the profiles Xfl(ﬂ(t) and Xi(f)(t)
do not obey exact orthonormality conditions separately, as the related fields are mixed by
the IR BCs, and decomposed into the same 4D gauge-boson basis. The complete vectors
X.2(t) on the other hand are orthonormal on each other,

= [ SR OO = G (4.20)

Indeed, within our exact treatment, one should never consider the components of the gauge-
field vectors (4.21) separately. Instead, one should always take the expressions (4.25)
as a starting point [53]. Within the perturbative approach, the situation is different.
Here, the gauge fields are decoupled within the KK decomposition such that one obtains
individual orthonormality relations for all of them. The mixing is induced after truncation
via diagonalization of the mass matrix. The photon and gluon are exceptional as they obey
the standard orthonormality condition (3.12) in both approaches. In analogy to (3.13), we

also expand the 4D Goldstone bosons in the basis of mass eigenstates gp(Zn)(x) and gpﬁ,(n) (x)

by writing
an o0 (x), ZbW =g (4.27)

Employing the notation introduced in this section, it is now straightforward to write down
the generalized gauge-fixing Lagrangian

1 3 2
Lop = —— (aﬂAu - MI%K T T 10, 2A5D

2
> £ - g 27 27 ’
- = a#ZH — 5 5(t — 1) kMZ Y3 + MKKftﬁtt Z5

1
2 : i (4.28)
1 - 2 -

~ % (a“W,j — g §(t — 1) kMy G + Mgy % t0, tQWﬂ

X (aﬂWM - g {5@ — 1) EMy & + M2y 2% t0, tZVT/;,D .
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4.3 Bulk profiles

The same philosophy applies to the generalization of the expression (3 10). If we insert
the decomposition (4.23) into the action and define the projectors Py = diag(1,0) and
P,y = diag(0, 1), we find the generalized EOMs [53]

— a a _’a ? + : U2 a _’a
<t0tt 19, + (:cn)2)Ra (AT = §(t — 1)L%P(+)Ra XC(HAT.  (4.29)
KK

fora = W, Z. The EOM for the photon can be written in the same form by defining R4 =1
and AA (1,0)T, and setting the brane-localized mass term to zero. The appropriate IR
BCs are derived as above. They read

R, 9, x4(17) A2 = —X?LP Ry XD AL (4.30)

where X? = (g7 + g%) v?/(4Mp2y ), and, for the photon, the right-hand side is equal to
zero. The UV BCs are given by

9 X7 (e) = x () = 0. (4.31)

After applying the EOMs and the orthonormality condition (4.26), we observe that the 4D
action takes the desired canonical form (3.16), if

L J_VgLJrgR R X (1) A" (4.32)

With these definitions, the desired 4D form of the gauge-fixing Lagrangian (3.19) is recov-
ered.

4.3 Bulk profiles

We now derive expressions for the profiles ya ™ (t). In order to get the EOMs for the UV
basis, we multiply (4.29) with RY from the left. The solutions of y& " (¢) are identical to

those derived in Section 3.3. The profiles XZ(_)(t) have to vanish on the UV boundary. As
a consequence, there is no zero-mode solution for the latter fields. We find

/L /L
XGP() = NP St (), xS = Ny S, (4.33)
™ ™

cDT(t) = Yo(a%e) Jy (20t) — Jo(22€) Yi(22t)
)

with

() = Yi(age) Ju(ait) — Ji(zge) Yi(zgt)
(4.34)

£ O (1) > Yo(ale) Jo(zit) — Jo(ale) Yo(alt),

d
|
5 (17 0) = Vi) Bt - At Yol
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4 Gauge fields in the custodial RS model

As csf)*(e) = c(f)Jr(e) = 0, it is apparent that the UV BCs are satisfied. The normalization
factor is given by

— €2 <[C£Li)+(€)}2 + [c&i)_(eﬂf) , (4.35)

where €t = limy_o+ (e +6). Note that, depending on the type of the UV BCs, some of the
terms in (4.35) vanish identically.

The spectrum of the theory is determined by the IR BCs (4.30). The eigenvalues x¢ are
solutions of

det [0, x%(17) + LX*D,x%(1) ] =0, (4.36)
with )
_ —1 o Ca —S5aCq
D= RPLR = (& Tu ). (437)

and the mixing angles s, and ¢, are defined in (4.20). The presence of the new gauge fields
doubles the number of KK excitations in such a way that there are always two KK modes
with similar masses. This already suggests, that there may be cancellations within the
calculation of weak-interaction amplitudes. To see that this can indeed happen, one needs
to determine the eigenvectors fffj from (4.30), once the eigenvalues are known.

If we expand (4.33) in powers of v?/MZ, and ignore tiny terms o< €2, we find the simple
analytic expressions

2,2 2,2 22 4
s _ 9LV gLy 1 gRY v
== |1-— L—-1+—)— L+0O 4.38
=8 = (e a) o ()| (49
2, 2,2 2, 2,2 1 2 2y 2 4
m2Z:<gL+gY)U 1_(9L+92Y)U L—14 (9 92Y)U L+0O U4 7
1 SN2, oL SN2, Mz,

for the masses of the W* and Z° bosons. The last terms inside the square brackets are
new compared to the minimal model. Interestingly, these are responsible for the custodial
protection of the T-parameter. Expanding (4.30) in v?/MZ, the zero-mode profiles are
found to be

2

My = L (1% (1L o ;
Xo (t)—m{ljtél(l L+t(1 2L 21nt))+(’)(xa)},

2
Oy J L e o a2 4
xo (1) = ot { 2+ (t 3>+O(Ia)],

for a =W, Z and z, = m,/Mxxk. The profiles X((]+)(t) with Neumann IR BC are identical
to those of the minimal model (3.29). The profiles X(()_)(t) satisfying Dirichlet IR BC scale

(4.39)
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4.4 Interactions among gauge bosons

like V'L, reflecting the admixture of KK modes close to the IR boundary. Indeed, the
contribution of profile the X(()_)(t) is a higher order effect in v?/MZy due to the respective
entry of the mixing vector

+0(XY). (4.40)

As we will see below, the results (4.39) and the minus sign in (4.40) play a crucial role in
the custodial protection mechanism of the Z%;b;, vertex.

4.4 Interactions among gauge bosons

For some applications, one requires the RS corrections of cubic and quartic gauge couplings.
For instance, one may think of a Higgs decaying into a photon and a Z° boson via a triangle
W-boson loop. We will show that the RS corrections to cubic and quartic couplings of
zero modes are of higher order.

Due to the unbroken U(1), . gauge group, the W~ coupling is unchanged with respect
to the SM to all orders in v?/MZ,. The WW Z° coupling will receive a correction, but not
at the order v?/MZ2,. This can be understood by the following observations: First, the
bulk integral over a single zero-mode profile of a heavy gauge field is given by

27 ldt (+) 1)4
— — t) =2 . 4.41
T [ =veR o (i) (4.41)

€

Second, within the custodial model, the contributions from the additional gauge bosons are
of higher order as [(ﬂg)Q Xé_)(t)]Q = O(v*/Myx). Collecting all factors appearing in the
decomposed action apart from the 4D gauge fields, the result (4.41) immediately implies
that the RS coupling of the triple-gauge boson vertex WW Z° is given by

2w 1dt 1 W(+) 2 Z(+) U4
rseo T | T (0O EOW =g 10 ()| @442)

Thus, corrections compared to the SM appear at the order v* /M, [54], which are therefore
irrelevant for all practical purposes. The same line of reasoning applies to the quartic vertex
WWZz°Z°.

In the example of the Higgs decay, one further involves overlaps of KK W* bosons and
the zero mode Z°, which in the custodial model with g; = gr are given by [53]

\Z, . 2 2
— 1= gt XA TV A, |

om)2 [t gt W) 4 IY w2 g2
TWWZ _ i/ — [X(()+)Z (XSF)W (AZV)l + g_YX’(l " (AW)Q) (4.43)
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4 Gauge fields in the custodial RS model

Here, (A)Y(t)), denotes the i component of the corresponding mixing vector. Within
the minimal model, one just keeps the first term on the right-hand side. Note that we
have to choose the same KK index n for both W bosons, whenever the triangle loop is
coupled to photon. The generalization to the more general case is obvious. The overlap
integral (4.43) has to be performed numerically, as we do not have simple expressions for
the profiles of the KK modes in simple powers or logarithms of ¢. However, as the sum
over KK propagators of W(™* bosons is already suppressed with v?/M2, compared to the
zero-mode exchange, one only requires (4.43) to 0 order in the latter ratio. This gives
rise to the more simple expression

or [t dt 2 2 g w2 2 v?
zuye = 2 L8 (A i+ Saoman) vo ()
€ 9L KK

An analogous result is obtained for the interaction W™ W™ 7079 The extension to the
most general vertex WM W ™ ZK®) 71 g also straightforward.

4.5 Summing over Kaluza-Klein modes

In this section we are going generalize the computations of KK sums of the heavy W+ and
ZY bosons. We define the expression

Ea(t,t/) = Z )Zﬁ(t) XST<t,) ’ (445)

which arises within the calculation of the tree-level exchange of a SM electroweak gauge
boson accompanied by its KK excitations in the limit of zero (or negligibly small) momen-
tum transfer. In analogy to the minimal model, we integrate the EOM (4.29) twice, but
accounting for the BCs on both branes [53]. We observe

Cnlt) = (@) (0 — (a5)* (£ = &) X Li(1) + [1 = (£ — €) Xu [Py Xi(e) . (4.46)

where we have defined

t 1= ¢ 2
> dt ~ LX
)y = | 't | — X" X, =X’D, = D,. 4.47
w0 = [are [ R, SR e (4.47)
Using the generalized completeness relation
2 1
TR = 8t - 1)1, (4.48)
one derives
L
s, (61 :_[ 2 )1 (42— 2) (2 — 2 Xa:|
)= £ [ -1+ (=) (- @) .
T

1 (= &) X, Py Sale.e) Py [1— (12— &) X, |
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4.6 Electroweak precision observables

The latter result is exact to all orders in v?/ M2y and the straight-forward generalization
of (3.33). Again, the orthonormality relation (4.26) is used to perform the remaining sum
over gauge profiles evaluated at the UV brane, which yields

(Xs(e), { /61 % [ (1 — X (1 - 62)> (X5(1)),

+ e K2 (1= ) (550),] rp(ﬂ |

L

- 2
2maxz

Py X.(c€) Py,
(4.50)

This formula can be easily expanded in powers of v?/MZ2y, after inserting the explicit
expression for the profiles (4.39) and the mixing vectors (4.40). Thus, we obtain

1 1 1 1
P(_;,_) Ea(e, 6) P(_;,_) = (27T:E2 + E |:1 - = — 62 <L - i>:| + O(Zti)) P(+) . (451)

Keeping in mind that X? = 22/c? + O(z?) and dropping phenomenologically irrelevant
terms o< €2, we finally arrive at

L 1 1 1
.t :—[t21—Pat2—PTt’2} —(1-—=—)| P O(z? 4.52
(&%) 47 L @ + 27T.CE2+47T 27, (+ + (z2), ( )

P, - ( L ) | (4.53)

Ca

where

The zero-mode contribution to the KK sum(4.45) can be obtained from (4.39) and (4.40),
and is explicitly given by
Xo () Xs T (t) 1 L [ 2 T /2}
= P,y - —|P,t°+P,t
x2 2 ) 4 Fa
(4.54)

1 1 1 1
— (1 -—=+(=—Int TR — P, 2y,
+[47r( L—I— (2 n)—i— (2 n ))} (+)-|—(9(xa)

We see that the results for the minimal model (3.35) and (3.37) are contained in the
extended results (4.52) and (4.54). The additional terms due to the custodial extension
go along with a factor s,/c, and, under certain circumstances, play a crucial role in the
custodial protection of the Z%; by, coupling. We will postpone the necessary discussion to
Section 7. Of course, the KK sums involving photon and gluon excitations do not depend
on whether the electroweak gauge group is minimal or extended. Thus, the result (3.36)
derived in the previous section stays valid.

4.6 Electroweak precision observables

Finally, we want to repeat the analysis of Section 3.5. The non-zero tree-level correlators
I1,,(0) with @ = W, Z are calculated from the corrections to the zero-mode masses (4.38)
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T T
0.6 | e8%CL
W 95% CL
| M 99%CL

04

[ B M = [1,10] Tev

|
|
|
|
|
:
L=[5,37] :
|

0.2}
— [ _
0.0F -
—02 \ = ?;([gleoéoljge(\;/ev ]
[ AR
~0.4} 1

04 —02 00 02 04 06
S

Figure 4.2: Regions of 68%, 95%, and 99% probability in the S-T plane for the custo-
dial RS model. Figure taken from [34].

and profiles (4.39), where the latter also give rise to non-zero derivatives II/,(0) of the
correlators at zero momentum. The expressions (3.41) generalize to

Ty (0) gV [2<L 1>+2L]
1%4%4 = 5o |9 57 g )
32MZ |7 2L R
2,2
grLv 1
) = 2 (1 1),
ww 8M2y L

f22(0) =~ LAV o) (1- ) + (- @) 2],

32M 2y 2L
2 2 2
gL+ 9y) v 1
m; <o>:<—(1__).
77 8MZ L

Compared to the expressions of the minimal model (3.41), the correlators Il (0) and
I172(0) receive additional L-enhanced contributions from the extended mass formula (4.38),
that cancel the leading contribution to the T-parameter. This can also be understood as
follows: The contributions of the the fields Li and Z, to the mass eigenstates Ai and
Zu are multiplied by ¢y and ¢z, respectively. On the other hand, if one combines the
definitions (1.48), (4.15), and (4.20), one can show that ¢, = cc%. As a consequence,
there is a cancellation of the volume enhanced terms in the expression Iy (0) —c2 T177(0),
which enters the definition of the T-parameter. Indeed, if we insert the expressions (4.55)
into (3.39), we obtain

2mv? 1 m? 1
S=—(1-—= T=—-—"o — U=0 4.56
MIQ{K ( L) ’ 40120MI2(K L’ ’ ( )

62



4.6 Electroweak precision observables

in agreement with [39, 20]. The tree-level results for S and U are unchanged with respect
to the minimal model. A related discussion including estimates of loop effects on the
T-parameter has been given in [56, 57].

In Figure 4.2, we depict the corrections (4.56) to S and T compared to the SM refer-
ence value. Opposed to the minimal model, tree-level RS corrections to the T-parameter
are essentially zero. On the other hand, shifts due to a heavy Higgs boson can not be
compensated anymore. Thus, the custodial RS model prefers a light, SM-like Higgs with
my, < 150 GeV.

One-loop corrections to the S-parameter, arising from Higgs loops in the KK-gauge boson
tower, have been calculated in [55]. They are found to be logarithmically UV divergent
and scale like m¥, /M2 In(A%,/m?). For Ajg ~few TeV, this correction is of the order of
the tree-level result. Therefore, low-lying KK scales of Mkk ~ 1TeV seem to be excluded
also for the custodial RS model.
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5 The holographic approach

In this section, we want to discuss an alternative to KK decomposition, invented in [23].
It is known as holographic approach and features the idea of separating the 5D gauge field
from its boundary value, which is kept fixed during the variation of the 5D action. When
one inserts the solutions to the (classical) bulk EOM into the 5D action, the latter reduces
to a 4D action on the UV boundary. It is said that the bulk has been integrated out. The
idea of holography goes back to the conjectured duality between a 3+ 1-dimensional N' = 4
conformal Yang-Mills theory and a supergravity formulated on AdSs x S® [58]. Taking only
a slice of AdSs, Green’s functions of the former in the large N limit can be calculated by
mapping the conformal theory on the boundaries of the supergravity [21, 22]. The authors
of [59] therefore refer to the method as the boundary-effective action approach. We will
give a more detailed discussion at the end of this section.

At this point, we want to state that the holographic approach is not completely equivalent
to KK decomposition. This is evident from the solutions x4 () (4.33), which have different
(but rather similar) values on the UV brane for different KK numbers n. Therefore, the
ansatz of pulling out a common UV boundary value can not lead to exactly the same low-
energy theory, that we have discussed above. Naively speaking, it rejects the possibility of
having a quantized momentum within the fifth dimension, and therefore corresponds to a
classical solution. On the other hand we will learn that the boundary breaking effects due
to the presence of the UV brane are small, as they scale like 1/L.

The holographic approximation nevertheless is a practical tool, which allows for an easy
derivation of effective 4D correlator functions. We will demonstrate this for the custodial
model.

5.1 Integrating out the bulk

We follow the calculation of [55] and work with the fields Ay, Va; defined in (4.9), and
X Besides kinetic terms, the action contains the mass term (4.10), as well as mixing
terms of the vector components with the respective fifth component of the gauge fields.
In addition, there is an IR-brane localized mixing term between the would-be GBs ¢, and
the fields flz Thus, we impose the gauge-fixing Lagrangian

1/ - T yi\2 1 (- ¢ 2
- _ wAa 2 7 2 pa o o el wAa S ~
Lor =~ 5 (a A — € My T 1011 A5> 5t = 1) 5 (a As QkMAd)a) .
1 T N2 1 Ty
—i@’Vu—ng(Kzt@tt 21@) —E@“Xu—fMéKztatt 2X5> .
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5 The holographic approach

Compared to the previous section, we have chosen a separate gauge-fixing for the would-
be GBs, as we are not going to expand the latter in a set of orthonormalized KK-profile
functions. As a consequence, we can not use the EOMs to cancel 62-terms, as we did in
(4.28).

In order to solve the classical bulk EOM, it is convenient to change to momentum space
for the 4D coordinates!. As mentioned above, we will separate the UV boundary value
from the gauge fields by writing

As =VEAS () falpt), Ve =VEVED) fulpt),  Xu=VEVip) fv(p.t).

(5.2)
Note that we have chosen the same bulk function fy (p,t) for the fields V,, and X,,, as the
respective IR BCs are the same,

BVE(1) = V(1) = 8, X,(1) = X5(1) = 0. (5.3)

The components of the massive 5D vector field Ay, satisfy the IR BCs

kM2 a (g% —FQIQ%)UQ Aa(1— Aa
<0t+2MI2(K) A ( T) = (at‘{’LW) Au(l ) =A3(1) =0. (5.4)

Inserting the gauge-fixing Lagrangian (5.1) into the action (4.2), and using integration by
parts, we obtain

1 d*p dt 1 ~
— _ 9 Aa 2 uv oV 1— = Ao
5= 73 /(%)4 / kt{ (p" pp( g)) v

Aa — Aa, (92 +g2 )UQ 1a Aa
My Ag 10,7 9,40 — 5(0 — 1) LRI Jo fon (5.5)
1

1 d4p 2 a ap a ap o
+5 / i = Mix [A DA™ £ VIRV 4 X,0,X }

t=€

Due to the BCs (5.3) and (5.4), all IR boundary terms vanish identically or cancel each
other. The bulk is integrated out by demanding the fields to fulfill the classical bulk EOM

(Mg to, t='0, +p?) AZ(p, t)=0 etc., (5.6)

Choosing Feynman gauge (§ = 1), we are left with the effective-boundary action

d4
S= _/( L Mick (AaatAa” Viove +XuatXH> (5:1)

2m)

t=e¢

of the gauge fields. The solution to (5.6) is derived in analogy to the bulk profiles. If one
normalizes the fields according to f;(p,€) = fv(p,€) = 1, and implements the above IR

L As a consequence, the mass dimensions of the fields are reduced by four, [/IH (p,t)] = —=5/2, ete..
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BCs, one finds [55]

. t[%(xp)Jl<xpt) - JO@p)Yl(xpt)]
o) = (e Ta(ae) — ol Vi(2,0)]

(5.8)
t[(pYO(xp) + MY, (xp)) J1(xpt) — (pJ0<xp) + MJy (xp»Yl(xptﬂ
6[(pY0(xp> + MY1<xP>)J1(IP€) - (pJO(xp) + MJy (xp))yl(xp‘f)] ’

filp,t) =

where p = \/p?, ¥, = p/Mxx, and M = kM3 /(2Mkx).

5.2 Low-energy theory

The effective low-energy Lagrangian for the gauge fields is now written in the form
wo, _
LG = T (A" A + Vi Ty )V + X G)XS) . (5.9)

where the correlators are obtained by inserting the solutions (5.8) into the boundary action
(5.7). If one uses the identity?

L[] = 2" (2) (5.10)

with n =1 and 2z = x,t, one finds

[YO (IP)JO (xpe) — Jo (‘Tp)y()(xpe)]

HVV(]?Q) = —kp [Yo(xp)JI (xpe) — Jo(xp)yl(xp‘f)] ’

(5.11)
[(py()(xp) + MY, (xp>)<]0(xp€) - (pJ0<xp) + MJy (xp))y()(xpe)}
[(pY[)(xp) + MYI@p))Jl@pe) - (pJ0<xp) + Mjl(xp))yl@pe)} 7

(") = — kp

For the following discussion, we will drop the superscript € in (5.9) and always assume the
fields to be four-dimensional ones. The next step consists of using the field rotations (4.9),
(4.14), and (4.16) to write the effective Lagrangian in the form

N
L = 777 (LZ:LQHLL(I?Q)Lﬁzl’z + 2, z2(p*)Z, + AMHAA(pQ)AV) : (5.12)

One derives

HLL = HWW = S%;VHVV + C%/VHAA HZZ = SQZHVV + CQZHAA HAA = HVV > (513)

2 An analogous relation holds for the Bessel functions of second kind.
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where the mixing angles are defined in (4.20). If we expand the correlators (5.11) in z,
and, for the case of I1 ;4 in v/Mgk afterwards, we find to LO (neglecting terms o< €?)

yy(p®) = p*Ily (0) = —p°L,

(g2 + g3 )0* 514
1

(97 + gh)0?

—p’L|1—-1L
p SM2,.

I 4(p?) = I ;4(0) + p*II';;(0) = L

Thus, we can easily identify the correlators at zero momentum and their derivatives. In-
serting this result into the definitions of the Peskin-Takeuchi parameters (3.39), and using
the relations ¢, = 2%, as well as s%c2c% /e = &, /g2 = 1/(g% + g%) , one finally obtains

S

= , T=0, U=0. 5.15

iTn 1)
Up to the tiny 1/L corrections, we have re-derived the result (4.56) of the previous section.

The holographic approximation can also be applied to the fermion sector [60]. It has been
used for the construction of composite Higgs models [61, 62], where the Higgs is realized
as a would-be GB of a strongly coupled four-dimensional conformal field theory (CFT).
The latter can be described by means of an effective boundary action of a weakly coupled
gravity theory in a slice of AdSs. Here, the warped ED is introduced as a computing aid
to make perturbative calculations within a strongly coupled theory feasible.

Indeed, the concept of holography opened a new branch in theoretical physics. For
instance, there are attempts to perform (perturbative) QCD calculations in the region of
confinement, where the running of a; can be neglected. Therefore, it is worth to say a few
words about this remarkable correspondence between 4D CFTs and 5D warped models. A
very nice and more thorough introduction can be found in [63] for instance.

The original conjecture states that a type IIB string theory on AdSs x S° is dual to a
N =4 SU(N) 4D Super Yang-Mills theory. The latter has to be a conformal field theory,
as the isometry group of AdSs is equivalent to the conformal group in four dimensions. If
we want to neglect string corrections and rather study a classical gravity theory on AdSs,
the duality relations require that the CFT has to be strongly coupled, and that one assumes
a large number of colors.

A purely CFT is invariant under conformal transformations and therefore does not in-
volve a mass scale. As a consequence, its gauge couplings do not run with energy. The
invariance of conformal transformations corresponds of having the whole AdS5 space on
the gravity side with —oo < ¢ < oo. If we now locate a UV brane at ¢ = 0, this introduces
a UV cutoff Ayy on the CFT side, which explicitly breaks conformal invariance. If one
runs down to lower energies, the conformal behavior is restored again. Therefore, only
higher dimensional operators come in question as symmetry breaking terms [64, 65, 66].
Fields which are located on the UV brane are elementary, and act as source fields when
coupled to CFT operators. The introduction of an IR brane on the other hand corresponds
to a spontaneous breaking of the conformal symmetry [64, 65], and goes along with an IR
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5.2 Low-energy theory

cut-off Ajg. Physical states of the strongly coupled conformal sector in the region of the
IR cut-off correspond to composite particles.

At this point, we want to stress again that in AdS/CFT, the dual description of strongly
coupled 4D conformal Yang-Mills theories in the large N limit relies on a classical gravity
theory. In some sense, the invention of the fifth dimension can be understood as a math-
ematical trick. In this thesis however, we will assume the fifth dimension to be physical.
Therefore, we have to account for all the quantum effects of the bulk, if the fields are as-
sumed to propagate in the whole space-time. Therefore, the method of KK-decomposition
is mandatory to obtain the correct low-energy description.
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6 Fermions in the bulk

In this section, we want to study fermions in the 5D bulk. The appropriate 5D action has
been given in [28] first. Due to the curvature of the fifth dimension, one needs to introduce
the inverse vielbein EM (x), defined via the inverse RS metric GMY

EMymnpM — GMN — diag(e?, —e*, —e?7, —e%7, —1/r?). (6.1)

As before, capital Latin indices refer to the coordinates of the warped space-time, where
m,n = 0,1,2,3,5 refer to the five-dimensional flat space. Within the fermion action, we
have to replace y* — M = EM~ym_ Therefore, the Clifford algebra (1.21) has to be
extended according to

{Fma Pn} = 2Nmnlaxa, (6.2)

As a consequence, the 5D QFT for fermions is no longer a chiral theory, as the fields
can no longer be separated into independent left- and right-handed representations of
the Lorentz group'. It should be stressed that due the chosen signature n,,, = n™" =
diag(1,—1,—1,—1,—1), one has to distinguish v*> = n°>y5 = —75 = diag(—1,1). We
define I' = (v#,47°) and T, = (7, —i7°) = (Y, 175). In general, a curved background
asks for a spin connection, which has to be added to the partial derivative within the
kinetic term Oy; — Opr + wyy. For the RS model we find [27]

k -
Wp =iy sgn(¢)e” PPy, | ws =0. (6.3)

The 4D space-time components of the spin connection are odd under Z, orbifold symme-
try, and therefore vanish within the integration over the bulk from —7 to w. The fifth
component on the other hand is identical to zero.

Before we are able to proceed, we first have to answer the following question: How can we
get a chiral low-energy 4D theory out of a non-chiral 5D one? At this point, the Zy-parity
enters the stage. As already mentioned, it is still possible to define projection operators.
Therefore, we may assign different parities to the Dirac spinors ¥ and Wr. A crucial
point is that only even fields possess a zero mode. Thus, we are able to construct a theory
which involves a massless ground state with one specific chirality, and a tower of massive
non-chiral Dirac spinors. As we need a massless ground state for both the left-handed
and the right-handed fields, we need to introduce a second set of fermions with opposite
Zy-parity assignments [27]. As a consequence, the number of KK modes gets doubled.

LOf course, one is still allowed to define projectors Pp, r (1.18) in order to write ¥ = U + ¥p, where
U, r are four-component Dirac spinors with the last (first) two elements are equal to zero.
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6 Fermions in the bulk

In this thesis, we consider three generations of 5D fermions in the bulk. They are grouped
into SU(2), doublets @ and singlets u® and d°, where each of them is a three-component
vector in flavor space. It follows that the KK tower is made up of bunches, each with
six KK excitations of similar masses. We will denote these bunches as KK levels in the
following.

6.1 Action of the 5D theory

For the purpose of this thesis, we will only study the decomposition of quark fields. The
extension to leptons is obvious. After switching to ¢-notation, and taking into account the
IR boundary terms from EWSB2, the quadratic terms in the 5D action of the minimal RS
model can be written in the form? [34, 67]

o [tdt
Serm - d4 -
ferm,2 / rr L) t

63 = . —c - c 64 2 —C c
{G(ewer S ainr) - G(eMeer X anr) (6.4
q=u,d q=u,d
— ke't™ lQL Mt Qr—QrOt QL+ Z <67£ Ot qp — Gr ot ™? qi)}
q=u,d

63’0

2\/57’

Here, M, , are diagonal matrices containing the (real) bulk masses, which can be positive
or negative. In fact, phenomenology requires that the bulk masses are clustered around
the values Mg, ~ —k/2 and M,, = +k/2. Note that the choice of diagonal bulk masses is
convenient, but not necessary in general. However, as the diagonal structure can always
be achieved by appropriate field redefinitions [34], there is no need to study the more
complicated case of off-diagonal entries. We will refer to our choice as the bulk-mass basis.
The 5D Yukawa matrices Y;,(SD) correspond to the latter basis. Up to them, all other terms
in (6.4) are invariant under a basis rotation. In the following, we define the dimensionless
4D Yukawa matrices via

—6(t—1) [QL Yu(5D) u, + dy YQ(5D) dS, + g Yu(5D) uS + dp Y(-i(5D) 45 + h_cl } .

2Y,

5D) — 4¥Yq
Y=
Of course, the latter definition is not unique. For instance, one could define Yq’ =
Yq(SD) /(2mr) =Y, /L [34] in analogy to the relation between the 5D and 4D gauge cou-
plings, which seems to be a more natural choice. The definition (6.5) therefore absorbs a
factor L, which appears in the square of the fermion profiles evaluated at the IR brane, as

qg=u,d. (6.5)

2Here, we have already implemented a rescaling of the Higgs field in order to obtain canonical normalized
kinetic terms [19].
3We use a superscript ¢ to label SU(2)y singlets.
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6.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

we will see in a moment. Nevertheless, we choose the defintion (6.5), as it is common in
the literature.

The left-handed (right-handed) components of the SU(2),, doublet @) are chosen to have
even (odd) Z,-parity. Likewise, the right-handed (left-handed) components of the singlets
u® and d° are even (odd). As mentioned above, without the Yukawa interactions, each
5D fermion would decompose into a massless Weyl fermion and a tower of massive KK
excitations. After EWSB, the Yukawa couplings replace the massless modes by light SM-
like fermions.

One may wonder, why we have written down terms of the form gr Y}fm) q5, which would
not be there in the SM. From the 5D point of view, this is just explained by the vector-like
nature of 5D quarks. Within the KK decomposition in the presence of EWSB, KK fermions
of left-handed SU(2);, doublets will be mixed with left-handed SU(2),, singlets. On the
other hand, the right-handed singlets will be mixed with right-handed doublets. Moreover,
the presence of the Higgs sector will change the bare profiles of the unbroken scenario.
The profiles of quark fields become discontinuous at the IR brane [68]. The Z;-odd profiles
of qr and ¢} gain a non-vanishing value at ¢ = 17, while they have to be zero at ¢ = 1.
Indeed, the treatment of the Higgs couplings to fermions and the derivation of the BCs for
the fermionic bulk EOMs, requires a proper regularization of the §-function [67].

6.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

For the following discussion, Dirac spinors in the effective 4D theory are separated according
to ¢ = q(Ln) + qgf). In formal analogy to the extended gauge boson sector, we introduce
three-vectors in flavor space Qp,r(7,t) and ¢f z(z,t), which are supposed to be decomposed
into the same 4D basis of quark fields. We have to discriminate between the left- and
right-handed components, as we want them to have different Z,-parity assignments. At
this point one can make use of the fact that the fields Q r(z,t) and qf g(,t) can be
expanded in terms of the same three-component mixing vectors @¥ and @?, respectively.

As a consequence, the Zj-even and odd profiles are normalized in the same way. Having
all this in mind, we write the KK decomposition of the 5D fields in the form [34, 53]

Quia,t) = —= 5> CRNaTq (@), Qrlr.t) = —= 5> ST ay(v),
()= DS siatg @), gt = =0 S cumate @)
qL ) - \/F - n nQL ) QR ) - \/F - n an )

where Q = U, D, q = u,d and we pulled out a factor ¢ = t?/¢* for convenience. The
index n labels the mass eigenstates with fermion masses m,,. The vectors @9 parametrize
the flavor mixing of the “bare” fermion profiles, which are collected into the diagonal 3 x 3
matrices of C9? and S99, where each entry refers to a different bulk mass parameter (in
the bulk mass basis). Here, the matrices C9? contain profiles with even Z,-parity, while
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6 Fermions in the bulk

S%@4 collect the odd ones. Note that we have to distinguish the associated vectors @7 and
ab.
Inserting these relations into the action (6.4), and applying the 5D variational principle,

one derives the equations of motion [34, 53]

(—tat—cQ) S9(t) a9 = —2, tCOUt) @9 +6(t — 1) \@1\}4 Y, Clt)ay,
(t(?t—i—cq) S9(t) @1 :—xnth()*ua(t—n\[ - Y, clvay?, o
(t@t—cQ>CQ() Q= _p,t89t) a2 +5(t—1)\/_ Y, Si(t)a;
<—t8t+cq>Cq() = —2, t SU() G+ 6(t — 1) \/QMKKxjsg(t)ag,

where again x,, = m,,/Mkk, and we have defined the dimensionless bulk mass parameters
CQq = :EMqu/k .

For t # 1, the general solutions [28, 27] to the above equations can be written as linear
combinations of Bessel functions. The presence of the source terms on the IR brane dictates
the boundary behavior of the fields. Finding the correct IR BCs requires a proper regular-
ization [67]. The most simple possibility consists of replacing the j-functions appearing in
(6.7) by a rectangular function

1
) € [1_777 ]-]a

SMt—1)=4¢ " (6.8)
0

otherwise ,

where the limit n — 0 is to be taken at the end. Keeping only terms which may become
singular in the infinitesimal range ¢ € [1 —n, 1], the EOMs (6.7) close to the IR brane take
the simpler form

—0, SR(t) @@ =o"(t — 1) f Y, Ci(t) dy
a4y g4 = §7(t — T =Q
9, SU(t)a? = 6"t 1)\[ KKY Cl(t)ay, 69)
0, CR(t)yad ="t —1) \/— Mo Y, S5(t)
—9,CYt)al ="t — 1) Y S9(t)ae.

\/_MKKq "

Combining the first (second) with the fourth (third) relation and using (6.8), we obtain

(3]s fo-(B)

S9(t) =0, (6.10)
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6.2 Kaluza-Klein decomposition

where
v — v
X,=—\YY', X =—\Y'Y,. 6.11
T V2My VT T 2My VT (6.11)

Imposing the BCs $94(1) = 0 and matching S94(1 — 7) onto the bulk solutions of (6.7),
evaluated in the limit t — 17, we find that the differential equations (6.10) are solved by

X X
sinh { — (1 —1) sinh [ =2 (1 — 1)
it s(mﬁu) Lo, ano- s(mﬂm ) gy, o

This implies that in the interval ¢t € [1 — n, 1] the Zs-even fermion profiles take the form

X
cosh [ =2 (1 —¢)
Ci(r) = i) cyary. 1)

o cosh (% (1-— t)> o
Cilt) = G cosh (X,) "

cosh (X q)

’

Reinserting the solutions (6.12) and (6.13) into (6.9), allows us to determine the IR BCs,
which relate the Zs-even profiles with the odd ones at ¢ = 17. The resulting expressions
read

SR = 5 Y, (X,) ' tanh (X,) C107)a,
(6.14)
~89(17)d = \/§X4KK Y (X,)”" tanh (X,) C2(17) a9

Next, we introduce the rescaled Yukawa matrices [53]

5 ) - _a-l
Vo= (v YY) Y FA) = A7 i 4) (6.15)

which are given by the original ones plus some higher order correction, i.e.f/; =Y, +
O(v?/MZy). Thus, the IR BCs at t = 17 are given by

S91)a%= " ¥, Cci1-)al,
(1) = 0¥, C1(0-) -
—89(1-) " Y yio91-)a?.

TR

In [53], the same result has been derived in a complete general manner, which does not
rely on the concrete choice of the regularization function.

Without the brane-localized Yukawa terms, the profiles C' and 8% form complete
sets of even and odd functions on the orbifold, which can be chosen to obey orthonormal-
ity conditions independent from each other [28] . As it turns out, the J-function terms
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6 Fermions in the bulk

in the above EOMs (6.7) are inconsistent with these. We thus impose the generalized
orthonormality conditions

2 1
o [t 0840 = dun1 + ACE:
€
€ 6.17
21 [ (@) g Q@ Qu (647
[ arSi9 (1) SLU() = 6,01+ ASS
€ €

and find that the 4D action reduces to the desired canonical form
Sterm,2 = Z / d*z [a‘") (z) i u™ (z) — m, @™ (z) u(")(x)] , (6.18)

if and only if, in addition to the BCs, the relation
gt (5mn1 + AC%?) a4 g2@t (5mn1 + AS,?;,?) a’? = 6, (6.19)
is fulfilled. Without loss of generality, we can choose
afta¥ +aital =1, a9t AC1 g1 4 g1t ASTY 19 — () (6.20)

This is possible due to the freedom of exchanging normalization factors between the flavor
vectors @24 and the corresponding profiles.

The fact that the profiles do not fulfill separate orthonormality conditions is in complete
analogy to the situation within the extended gauge sector. Indeed, from (6.19) it is apparent
that the vectors

- T Q) g« 5 T a(¢) g4
Gty = ((:;gg))d,g ) and i, (1) = 1/ = ( %85%) (6.21)

fulfill the canonical orthonormality relations

L @b, = [ de 5,0 G 0) = o (6.22)

€ €

This has to be the case as the corresponding 5D fields are decomposed into the same set
of 4D fields (6.6). Opposed to the gauge sector, it is however not sensible to express the
theory in terms of the latter objects. The reason is that the components of (6.21) have
different gauge quantum numbers with respect to SU(2),. Therefore, weak interactions
will distinct the entries. As a consequence, the corrections to the separate orthonormality
relations (6.17) will give rise to observable effects. Therefore, we have to derive explicit
expressions for the corretion terms AC%? and AS%?. With the help of the EOMs, one
can show that

2
My ACLT —m, ASYT = +=C249(17) §94(17). (6.23)
T
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6.3 Bulk profiles

Using the symmetry of the relations (6.17) in m and n, we obtain for m # n

2 my, CRI(17) S29(17) —m, CR(17) SF(17)

Acg;g =+ 2 2 )
, M (6.24)
A2 2 mm CRA(17) SR(17) —my, CR9(17) SR(1°) '
Smn =+- m2 — m2 .

Finally, using the explicit results for the bulk profiles which are derived in Section 6.3, one

finds that .
ACYT = —ASZT = £ ——

rmy,

C29(17) S%1(17). (6.25)
One would naively expect that the extra terms in the generalized orthonormality conditions
(6.17) are small corrections of the order v/Mgkgk. However, as we will see below, these terms
are of O(1) for the profiles of the light SM-like fields.

Finally, we want to derive the spectrum from the regularized BCs (6.16). These relations
can be written as a system of linear equations for the components of the vectors @94

2

SQ17)a? = —— ¥, c117) [$117)] ' ¥ €Q(17) a?,
2MKK
2 . (6.26)
S1(17)al = —— Vi) [$21)] T ¥, cr1)ar
2MKK

where we have used that the matrices S9¢ are non-singular, such that the inverse matrices
exist. The mass eigenvalues x,, are solutions to the equation

det (1 — 2]\3? [Se()] Y, el [-se)] T cg(r)) =0. (6.27)

Once they are known, the eigenvectors @%¢ follow from (6.26). Note that the latter are
complex-valued objects in general.

6.3 Bulk profiles

The explicit form of the profiles (C%4); and (S94); associated with bulk mass parameters
cQ,.q; (With ¢ = w,d) has been obtained in [27, 28]. For the following discussion, we will
drop the flavor index i. In analogy to the gauge sector, one can derive a Bessel equation,
which is solved by

Let
C2(t) = Ny, (co,q) 76 fa (tcqq)
(6.28)

Let
S2(t) = £No(cga) \| = fr (t cqq)
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6 Fermions in the bulk

where
FE(b0) = 00 Ty o) £ Ty o (000) Ty (). (6.29)

If we would perform our calculations using the coordinate ¢ € [—m, 7], we would have
to include a factor sgn(¢) to the odd profiles. In ¢-notation, integrants with overall odd
Zy-parity like C%4(t) S@4(t) have to be set to zero, as long as those expressions are not
evaluated by means of a J-function. From the orthonormality relations (6.17) it follows

that
1 - -
+ 2 1 f:(l >c)fn(1 7C)
2/6 dtt[fy(t, )] = N2 + . : (6.30)
and the normalization factor in (6.28) is given by
_9 o _ 2 — 2 . % _ i
N2 e) = [0, 0]" + [£, (17, 0)] - fr (7 e) £y (17, 0) (6.31)

—E([fre o) + [fa (e 0]?) .

For the odd fermion profiles of the minimal model, the last term in the latter expression
vanishes due to the UV BC. The custodial RS model however may contain odd fermion
profiles with a non-vanishing UV boundary value at the point €™ = limy_,o+ (¢ + 6). For
the special cases where ¢ 4+ 1/2 is an integer, the profiles must be obtained by a limiting
procedure.

As even the top-quark is much lighter than the KK scale, it is a very good approximation
to expand the above results in z,, < 1 for all the zero modes. We find

L
CQI(t) ~ || == Flegq) t0,
n (6.32)
SQq . N Le P tl-}—CQ’q _ €1+20Q7q +CQua
n ( ) ~ ? xn (CQaQ) 1 + 20Q7q Y

where we have introduced the “zero-mode profile” [27, 28] on the IR brane

F(c) = sgncos(mc)] 4/ % : (6.33)

The sign factor in (6.33) is chosen such that the signs in (6.32) agree with those derived
from the exact profiles (6.28). The bulk-mass parameter ¢ controls the localization of
the fermions within the bulk. For ¢ < —1/2, the profiles are UV-localized, while they
grow towards the IR brane for ¢ > —1/2. The quantity F'(c) decreases exponentially with
increasing UV-localization of the fermions, where it is O(1) for IR-localized ones. Explicitly
we find the behavior

V=1 —2cec 2, —3/2<c<—1/2,
F(c) ~ (6.34)
V14 2c, —-1/2<ec<1/2.
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The latter observation is crucial for the suppression of dangerous four-fermion operators.
As it turns out, all KK-modes (fermions and gauge bosons) are localized towards the IR
brane. As a consequence, KK-gauge boson couplings to light quarks (¢ < —1/2) will
always receive an exponential suppression, and therefore minimize NP corrections within
light-quark interactions. This is known as RS-GIM mechanism [69, 70]. From now on, we
will refer to the first order in the expansion of the exact profiles in terms of x, < 1 as
the zero-mode approximation (ZMA). The so-obtained expressions agree with those of the
perturbative approach, where one first solves the bulk EOMs (6.7) without the Yukawa
couplings and then treats the latter as a perturbation [28, 27, 71].

6.4 Hierarchies of fermion masses and mixings

In order to study the mixing among different fermion generations, we need the profiles
evaluated at the IR brane. We start our analysis with the zero modes and show how the
hierarchical quark-mass pattern of the SM can be obtained from O(1) input parameters.
Therefore, we apply the ZMA and insert the IR boundary values

ClQ0(17) = %F(CQ#), S@D(17) = i—\/% - (”i;q). (6.35)
into the BCs (6.16). These can now be written as
@ af = YT aj, ﬂ—m s, = (M) a2, (6.36)
with n =1, 2,3, where the effective Yukawa matrices
g oo V2o
Y = diag [F(cg,)| Y, diag [F(cq,)] = o U, diag [mg1, mga, mgys] WqT (6.37)

factorize into a product of zero-mode profiles and rescaled Yukawa couplings (Yq)w As we
will explain below, the latter can taken to be anarchic O(1) complex numbers within the
RS model. The rescaled vectors a = v/2a@? obey the normalization conditions

a%ta? =alal = 1. (6.38)

From (6.36), we thus obtain the simple equations

U2 e e ~ ,U2 e e ~
(mil—EY;H(Y;H)T)aS:O, (mi1—5(Yqﬁ)T1@H)ag:0. (6.39)
The mass eigenvalues are the solutions to

2
det (mi 1-— % Ao (Y;H)T) =0. (6.40)
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6 Fermions in the bulk

Notice that in the ZMA, but not in general, the vectors a} and a? with m # n are
orthogonal on each other.

The eigenvectors ¢ and ag of the matrices Y, (YZ;‘H)T and (quff)T Y, ™ form the columns
of the unitary matrices U, and W, appearing in the singular-value decomposition intro-
duced in (6.37). It follows that in the ZMA, the transformation between the SM-like weak
interaction eigenstates and mass eigenstates is provided by the matrices U, and W,. The
former apply to the SU(2);, doublets with bulk mass parameters cg,, the latter to singlets
with masses ¢,,. Thus, to the zeroth order in v/Mkyk, the CKM mixing matrix is given by

Vexm = Ul Uy (6.41)

Due to the expression (6.37), the RS model has a build-in Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism
[72]. The latter relates hierarchies in the quark-mass pattern to those appearing in the
CKM matrix, provided there is a theory of flavor, which gives rise to a factorizing Yukawa
structure. In our case, the hierarchies of the quark masses can be adsorbed into the
zero-mode profiles by an appropriate choice of the bulk mass parameters. Due to the
exponential behavior for ¢ < —1/2 (6.34), we can generate light quark masses with O(1)
Yukawa couplings for bulk mass parameters slightly below —1/2. The mass of the top
quark is of the order of the EW scale*, and therefore should not receive a suppression due
to its profile. As a consequence, the latter should be IR localized.

Let us now understand, how the warped-space Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism [70, 34]
works: The products of up- and down-type quark masses is obtained from the determinant
of the equation (6.37),

3
v
mumcmtzmldet(Yu)l I 1F(cq) Flew)l

i=1,2,3

3
v
mdmsmb:mmet(}fd” H |F(cq.) Fca)|

i=1,2,3

(6.42)

where one uses det(U,) = det(W,) = 1. If we assume a little hierarchy in the bulk mass
parameters, giving rise to a sizable hierarchy in

[F(can)| < [F(ea,)] < [Flea)l, (6.43)

we can consistently evaluate all the eigenvalues to leading order in hierarchies. Thus, we
obtain

v |det(Y)l v el
v =8 T e Flen)l 0= 5 T @) Fea)l,
me = < Mul o e I 67/ F¥1 R "
‘ \/5 ‘(Yu)&% |F( QZ)F( “2)|’ s \/— |( ) |F( QQ)F( d2)|a ( )
me =5 |Vl Flea) Flew)l, =< |(Va)al [P lcn)Fle)]

4Indeed, within the SM the top-quark mass is the only one which seems to be natural, as the required
Yukawa coupling is O(1). The existence of light quark masses is part of what is called the “flavor
puzzle” today.
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6.4 Hierarchies of fermion masses and mixings

where (M,);; denotes the minor of Y, i.e., the determinant of the square matrix formed
by removing the i*" row and the j* column from Y.
To leading order in hierarchies, the elements of the matrices U, and W, are given by

T, i< mad, i<y,
Ug)ij = (Uq)ij Wa)ij = (wq)i €' ) 6.45
O =0 gy B )
Fleg,)” ’ Fleg)’

The non-hierarchical entries of the matrices u, and w,, as well as the phase factor €*s, are
given in [34]. There, we also collect approximate expressions for the Wolfenstein parameters

Vs 1|V, _ ViaVa
A = ’ ’ , A:__b’ p-m’/:—%b7 (646)
/‘Vud‘2 + |Vus|2 >\ Vus ‘/cd‘/d’

in terms of zero-mode profiles and entries of the up- and down-type Yukawa matrices Y, and
Y,. These, in combination with (6.44), can be used for the generation of RS parameter sets
consisting of bulk masses and the Yukawa matrices, which reproduce the observed masses
and CKM structure. As an example, we quote the scaling behavior of the SU(2);, doublet
profiles in terms of the parameter A ~ 0.225,

|F(CQ1)| |F(CQ2)| 2
Flea)] ™ Flag ™ eI~ O, (047
The related ratios of the singlet profiles can be obtained from (6.47) with the help of (6.44).
The ZMA formulas (6.44) and the expressions for the CKM parameters given in [34] are
used for the random generation of RS parameter sets. It is interesting to note that to LO
order, the size of the chosen KK scale has no impact on the spectrum and the quark mixing.
It is solely controlled by the localization pattern and the choice of Yukawa couplings.
Finally, we want to discuss the mass spectrum and flavor mixing of KK modes. There-
fore, we make use of the exact relations derived in the previous subsections. As an example,
we study the first level of KK quarks numerically, using default parameters given in Ap-
pendix A.1 and assuming Mkk = 2TeV. Due to the existence of two fermion sets with
opposite Zy-parity assignments, we obtain six mass states for each KK-level in each sector.
In Figure 6.1 we compare the exact mass spectrum of these states with the spectrum ob-
tained without Yukawa couplings. The “undisturbed states” correspond to pure SU(2)
doublets and singlets, labeled by @, @2, @3 and wu, ¢, t or d, s, b, respectively. The
Yukawa couplings induce mixings between fields with different flavor and SU(2), quantum
numbers, which are visualized by the bar charts at the bottom of each panel. The area of
each colored region is proportlonal to the so%uare of the absolute value of the corresponding
entry in the mixing vectors a4 ’9 which appear in the KK decomposition (6.6)
of the fermion fields.
Naively, one might expect the flavor mixings between KK fermions to be small, as the
KK scale is much larger than the Higgs vacuum expectation value. However, as it is evident
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Figure 6.1: Mass spectrum of the first KK excitations of the up- (left) and down-type
(right) quarks. Black lines show the exact masses, while gray lines show
the masses obtained by switching off the Yukawa couplings. The mixings
of the mass eigenstates are visualized by the bar charts at the bottom of
each panel. See text for details.

from Figure 6.1, we find O(1) mixing effects. This is explained by the near degeneracy
of the 5D bulk masses of the corresponding fermion fields. The mass splittings of the
undisturbed KK states turn out to be of order of the Higgs VEV v. Therefore, the latter
induces O(1) mixings among the KK excitations of the same KK level. The top singlet is
an exception due to its strong IR localization. As a consequence, its bare KK mass differs
from the others about some TeV, and is close to the masses of the next KK level. The
related flavor mixing is therefore at the percent level of the order v?/MgZy. Note that in our
reference point, we have chosen a rather large bulk mass ¢;,, = 0.874. One could also choose
a negative value, as long as it is larger than —1/2. The fact that the zero-mode profiles
behave like y/1 4 ¢ in the infra-red region (opposed to the exponential scaling behavior in
the ultra-violet) allows for a big scattering range.

The generation mixing of KK modes is an important example where the approach of
treating the Yukawa couplings as a small perturbation is inadequate in general. On the
other hand, we have shown explicitly that the spectrum can be reproduced perturbatively
to good approximation [32]. This is achieved by solving the bulk EOM (6.7) without
Yukawa couplings, which are then introduced as interactions afterwards. The resulting
mass matrix is then diagonalized for a truncated basis of KK-states [73].
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Q |Qx | Y | T7 Ty Q |Qx | Y |T} | T}
WS 2316 (176 1/2] 0 d 131616 o) 172
aSt  —1/3011/6 [ 1/6 | —1/2| 0 WP 2/3 0176 [ 1/6 | 0| —1/2
we 2316 (16 0 | =12 |diT 17316 [ 1/6| 0 1/2

Table 6.1: Charge assignments of the different quark fields in the left-right symmet-
ric custodial RS model. Of course, the same values hold for the Zj-odd
counterparts.

6.5 Embeddings into the custodial gauge group

We will now give a short discussion of possible fermion embeddings into the extended gauge
group (4.1) of the custodial RS model. Here, one has to carefuly distinguish between the
chiralities L, R of the quark fields, and the gauge-group charge assignments. These are
labeled by the same capital letters, but have a different theoretical meaning. Of course,
within the SM the left-handed quark is taken to be charged under SU(2) ., while the right-
handed is not. As the RS model deals with heavy vector-like particles, one has, already in
the minimal model, both chiralities coupled to one specific gauge group. The presence of
a gauged SU(2)r may therefore lead to additional confusion.

Coming back to the possibilities of embeddings, one may choose all left-handed quark
fields, which have zero mode in the weak-interaction basis, to be doublets (singlets) under
SU(2)r, (SU(2)g). Fields with a right-handed zero-mode are taken to be doublets under
SU(2)r and singlets under SU(2)y. This left-right symmetric assignment has been used
in [88] recently, for instance. The covariant derivative (4.6) implies the relation

Q=T -Ta+Qx =T +Y, (6.48)

and fixes the quantum numbers of the other fields uniquely. The following multiplet struc-
ture for the quark fields of even (first line) and odd (second line) Zy-parity is observed:

(++)
u _ c , _ (& 5 E)
Qr = ( G ) ; Ur = (d;%( 7+)’“R(++))1 ’ Dr = (dR(JrJr)’u;%( +)>1 '
dy, 1 ° '
6
c(——) "+
Qn=(d7 ™), = e ) o D= S )
3 dp, 1 dp §
3 6
(6.49)

The SU(2), transformations act vertically, while the SU(2)r transformations act horizon-
tally on the multiplets. All quark fields are understood to be three-vectors in flavor space.
The superscripts specify the type of BCs on the UV/IR boundary for the respective chi-
rality, which have been chosen such to obtain the desired low-energy spectrum. As in the
gauge sector, we denote Neumann BCs by (+) and Dirichlet BCs by (—). The subscripts
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Q |Qx| Y | 17 Ty Q |Qx | Y |T7 | T}
A 2323 e| 12 12| WS 273 12/312/3] of o

alt o —1/3]2/3 16| —1/2 | 1/2| | AT 5/302/3(2/3] 1] 0
A9 sy3 23 76| 12| =172 US| 273 12/312/3] 0 0
W 27323 7/6 | —1/2 | —1/2 | | DR | —1/312/3]2/3 | -1 0

Q |Qx | Y |17 | T3
D[ —1/3 123 -1/3] 0| 1
Ul o273 12/3 2/3] 0| 0
A 530 2/3) 5/3] 0 | -1

Table 6.2: Charge assignments of the different quark fields in the extended custodial
model.

correspond to the U(1)x charges, where the charge under U(1), 5, is evident from the nam-
ing of the quark fields. The quantum numbers are summarized in Table 6.1. Altogether
there are nine different quark fields in the up and down sector, respectively. Due to the
BCs, there will be six light modes in each sector, three left-handed SU(2);, doublets and
three right-handed SU(2), singlets. These are to be identified with the SM quarks. The
three zero modes of a given chirality are accompanied by KK towers, which contain nine
modes of similar masses at each KK level.

A much more popular though more complicated embedding has been proposed in [24],
where the authors achieved a protection of the Z%,b; vertex from vast corrections by an
appropriate choice of the gauge quantum numbers of the third generation. The left-handed
SU(2)r, doublet of the SM is extended to a bi-doublet under SU(2); x SU(2)gr. The left-
handed bottom quark has isospin quantum numbers 77 = —T3 = —1/2. This fixes the
quantum numbers of the other fields uniquely and implies the following multiplet structure
for the quark fields with even Z, parity:

U(L+7+) 2 )\2_7—’_) 5 ( )
_ = 2 c c(+,+
Qo= ( g ) ) ) Ur = <“R %)2 ’
R L :
A, (6.50)
3

Th=Tir®hr = UJ/Q(_ +)2 S ( DJ(L%++)—,1 U}(z_ +)2 Ag«z_’Jr)? >2

) 3 3 3 3 /2

Here, we have chosen the same SU(2);, x SU(2)g representations for all three generations,
in order to consistently incorporate quark mixing in the fully anarchic approach to flavor
in WEDs. The choice of the parities is again motivated by the low-energy spectrum of
the theory. The quantum numbers of the quark fields are summarized in Table 6.2. The
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6.5 Embeddings into the custodial gauge group

right-handed down-type quarks have to be embedded in a SU(2)g triplet in order to arrive
at an U(1)x-invariant Yukawa coupling [54]. Altogether, the embedding (6.50) features 15
different quark fields in the up-type and nine in the down-type sector. Moreover one also
has a KK tower of exotic fermion fields of electric charge 5/3, which has nine excitations
in each level. In addition to (6.50) we have a second set of multiplets, belonging to the
components of opposite chirality. The corresponding states have opposite BCs and Zs-
parity assignments. In particular, they all obey Dirichlet BCs at the IR brane and do
not posses a zero mode in the weak-interaction basis. The mechanism of the custodial
protection of the Z°b;b; vertex is discussed in the next section, where we study gauge
couplings to fermions.

At this point, we want to shortly explain, how the analysis of the decomposition within
the minimal model is extended to fermions in the custodial one. By virtue of our exact
treatment, the generalization is straightforward. To get started, one collects all fields which
should be decomposed into the same basis of 4D fields (that is states with equal chirality
and electric charge) into a common 5D vector. Within the left-right symmetric model for

instance, we define
— N uC — - d,
U=u, UE(U,), D=d, dE(dc>. (6.51)

In the extended custodial model, we obtain

— uc — — — — /
o=("), @ v |, B=a, d=( 2 ), K=x, i=("). 652
U U D A

The KK decomposition is now performed into analogy to (6.6), where the diagonal profile
matrices and the flavor mixing vectors have to be replaced by larger objects, if required.
For the latter representation, this has been explicitly done in [53]. We are therefore not
going to repeat the whole analysis again, but rather close this section with some useful
remarks.

The profiles of the (+,+) fields in (6.51) and (6.52) are given by the Z-even solution
in (6.28). We rename the solution fT(L+)+(t, c) = fF(t,c), where the plus sign in brackets
denotes the type of the UV BC. Though they are even, the profiles of the (—,+) fields
satisfy the UV BC of “ordinary” Zs-odd fields. The solution of the former is denoted by
fr(f)Jr(t, ¢), where the solution of the latter is f,(f)f(t, ¢) = f. (t,c). Here, the plus sign in
brackets refers to the UV BC of the related even profile. In other words, all fields that are
present in the minimal model carry a superscript (4). Furthermore, we have odd solutions
with Neumann UV BC ffb_)_(t, ¢), where (—) refers to the Dirichlet BC of the related even
profile. Although this notation may seem to be confusing at first sight, it turns out to be
very convenient, as it allows for a compact notation for many calculations. If we define the
bulk mass parameters in analogy to the minimal model as ¢g = Mg /k, and cy = —Ma/k
for A = u®, 71, 7;, we find that the (—) fields have to be related to the known (+) fields
by the equalities

LTy = £ (=), and [Pt 0) = — [T (t —0). (6.53)
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6 Fermions in the bulk

By inspection of the zero-mode solutions (6.32) we conclude that within the mass eigenba-
sis, the profiles of the additional even fermions are suppressed by z,. The profiles of the
additional odd solutions on the other hand do not receive such a suppression. However,
as it turns out, there is a factor x, in the ZMA expression of the respective entries of
the generalized flavor mixing matrices. Thus, any corrections to light-fermion interactions
caused by the additional heavy states receives a chiral suppression m,m,, /v* times the
usual v?/MZ; RS factor. The interested reader is referred to our paper [53], where all
analytic results have been given. If we however study processes with KK fermions in the
loop, such as Higgs production via gluon fusion, the high multiplicity of states will give
rise to sizable effects.
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7 Gauge interactions with fermions

In this section we work out the various gauge couplings to quarks. The results can applied
to leptons by obvious replacements of the gauge quantum numbers. Considering the Z°
coupling, we reexamine how a custodial protection for left-handed down type quarks (and
right-handed up-type quarks [74]) can be achieved for equal gauge couplings g, = gr
and the embedding (6.50). The phenomenological impact of neutral currents within the
minimal RS model has been studied in great detail in [38]. For the custodial model, AF' = 2
processes have been examined in [74]. Recently, we have studied the effective Hamiltonian
of the charged-current sector for both models, where the possibility of right-handed charged
currents is taken into account [53, 75]. We will present the latter analysis here and derive
the generalized quark mixing matrices.

7.1 Fermion couplings to gluons, photons, and KK
excitations

As a start, we will examine the gauge couplings for the cases without symmetry breaking,
that is the photon and the gluon couplings. The 4D QCD Lagrangian contains the terms

£4D > Z { |:_»QT Ikmn 7? anf Ikmn n] ém)gs"ﬂ(k)a ta qgl)
k,m,n (71)

[an r ar s a1 ag) A e o

where we have defined the overlap integrals

9 1
10 =7 [avimwecioein,  A=Qud (7.2

€ €
and similarly 1 ,fn(@i) in terms of integrals over odd profiles S, Obviously, analogous

relations hold for the (KK) photon couplings, where we have to replace gst* — e(),. For
the gluon (photon) zero mode, the factor v/27 cancels with the result for the zero-mode
profile, and we can use the orthonormality relations (6.17). The condition (6.19) then
implies that

agj IOrr(m) a'r? + CLZI Iqun agL - (I,Zj IOmZL Clg + aQT I()r(nn) 'r? = Omn - (73)
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7 Gauge interactions with fermions

Thus, the gluon and the photon couple flavor diagonal with couplings g5 and e, as they do
not mix with their KK excitations. This is a direct consequence of the unbroken SU(3). x
U(1)em. symmetry, which assures that there are no NP corrections to the interactions of
massless gauge bosons. Note that the couplings of KK gluons (photons) are not flavor
diagonal and have to be computed from the general expression (7.1). It is interesting to
note that the couplings of KK gauge bosons to heavy fermions, which live close to the IR
brane, are enhanced by a factor v/L [30, 31] compared to the zero-mode coupling. This
follows from the explicit shape of the KK profiles, as discussed in Section 3.3.

7.2 Fermion couplings to heavy gauge bosons

As we have learned above, the heavy Z° and W= bosons develop a non-trivial profile
within the ED, which gives rise to a non-universal gauge coupling. Furthermore, the heavy
gauge bosons couple differently to the SU(2);, doublet and singlet fermions. Thus, the
condition (6.19) can not be used, even if we just consider the constant part of the ground
state profiles (3.29), which gives the dominant contribution. As a consequence we have
FCNC couplings of the Z° boson for two reasons: first, due to the non-constant terms
in (3.29); secondly, due to the correction terms ACZ? and AS%4 in the orthonormality
relation (6.17). In the perturbative approach, the latter effect would be interpreted as an
SU(2), singlet admixture in the wave functions of the SU(2), doublet SM fermions (and
vice versa) due to mixing with their KK excitations [73, 76, 77].

In order to derive the gauge couplings of Z° and W=, we give the covariant derivative
in the mass eigenbasis

L5 (74t — - - YR5 (et pt A
D,=0,— 1= (L'T+L T;)+i1=—%= (R'TH + R, T
1% 1% \/Q(ML ML) \/i(uR ,uR) (74)
_i9Z5QZZu_iQZ'5QZ’Z;—i€5QAu-

In analogy to the SM model we define

2 2
/ g g
9z = g%+g)2/7 gz = g}22+g§(7 QZ:TE_Q_)Q/Qa QZ’:_T}%_ éxya (75)

z 9z
and it will be useful to introduce Gz = (92Qz, 92 Qz)".

The explicit form of the SU(2)., r generators depends on the multiplets they are acting
on. For the case of doublets or bi-doublets, the generators Ti p With 7 = 1,2, 3 are given by
the Pauli matrices (1.6) times a factor of 1/2. As usual we define T}, = T} p+iT7 . The
generators T} act on the multiplets from the left, where the T}, act from the right. If, on the
other hand, the generators act on SU(2), g triplets, one has to choose the representation

0 v2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Tir=10 0 V2, T.p=(v2 0 0], Tir=10 0 0 (7.6)
0 0 0 0 V2 0 0 0 —1
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7.3 Custodial protection of the Z°b.b;, vertex

The charged-current operators involve a trace with respect to the fundamental gauge in-
dices. Therefore, we define the generalized charged-current vectors of the custodial model
as

- 1 _ _

Tivy 7 (T [Qr TQ)ga T [Q7* QT ).

. 1 ) ) (7.7)
Jv’f/f =3 (LT T T, gr Tx [ LT ).

These act on (L:f ,le)T from the left and are the starting point for the calculation of the
generalized quark-mixing matrices.

7.3 Custodial protection of the Z°b;b; vertex

Using (4.39) and (4.40), we find that the neutral current is proportional to

o =22 {1tk [1- e can(l o))
= + 1———-2Ltw, +2t°| = —Int

’ m (7.8)
~o (i),
with w} = 1 in the minimal RS model, where it is given by
q
_1_529z @z (7.9)
Cz QZQZ

in the custodial one. This formula allows us to understand (part of) the custodial protection
mechanism of the Z%.b;, vertex. If the gauge couplings and quantum numbers of the
fermions are chosen such that

Wy =0 = g;Q% :—ZQZ' % (7.10)

the dominant correction to the Z° coupling vanishes. Numerically, the corrections arising
from the gauge sector are thus suppressed by a factor of L ~ 37 in the custodial model
relative to the minimal RS model.

In order to see which quantum number assignments are necessary to achieve a custodial
protection, we recast (7.9) into the form

o (G HgR) T+ TR) + (63— g3) (T = TRY) -
u}Z_Qg% T} — s2Q ' (711)
L wxq

This allows one to read off the possible choices

T} =T30=0, (Pc symmetry) (7.12)
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7 Gauge interactions with fermions

and

gL =gr, T}'=-T3%, (PLr symmetry). (7.13)

Since the representation (6.50) features T:% = —T5% = —1/2 and Tp"" = T3"" = 0,
the Z dicﬁ and Z uﬁﬂé vertices are protected by the Prr and Po symmetries, respectively.
It is interesting to observe that only the leading term in L can be protected, while no
such mechanism is available for the sub-leading terms, since they arise from the fact that
the fields X(()i) (t) obey different UV BCs. The latter effects hence represent an irreducible
source of the Ppr-symmetry breaking.

We will see below that the terms arising from the non-orthonormality of the fermion
profiles also give rise to sizable corrections. The leading contribution of these can be
eliminated by setting the bulk masses of the triplets equal ¢z; = ¢z, [78]. Formally, this
corresponds to an exchange symmetry of the fields D and D’ [53], which is broken by the
distinct UV BCs. As a consequence, we obtain parametrically suppressed correction terms,
which can not be eliminated, but turn out to be insignificant. From now on we will always
choose the fermion representation (6.50) for the custodial model and assume that extended
Prr symmetry (g1, = g, TEdiL = —ng“, cr, = cg,) is at work.

Let us now explicitly work out the Z%-boson couplings to left- and right-handed quarks.
The 4D Lagrangian can be written in the form

2
g m 1 E : g " IR ;
L > 2|1+ —g 1—— |:(qu)mn < (L )%Aqg )> + (gg)m" <q§% ),mql(q)> ]Zu’
cw [ AM L

w q,m,n
(7.14)
where we pulled out the universal correction factor due to the t-independent terms in
(3.29). The left- and right-handed couplings g7  are infinite-dimensional matrices in the
space of quark modes, and can be parametrized as

gl = (T} - s2Q,) 1—m—2Z(w‘“LA —AD)| =T |6 _ My iLs — e
L L w'wq 2MI2(K z Q Q L Q 2MI2(K g Q Q )

L
2 m2Z 3 mZZ 62
b=- 1-—— (LA, — A T;% |8y — —5 | =Le,—€, || .
9k Squ[ 2Mgy (HLa, q)]+ N [‘1 2Myx (g% - Eq)}

(7.15)

The isospin quantum-numbers are always those of the SM-like fermions, also in the case
of the custodial model, where new fermion species contribute!. These will modify the
expressions for the matrices Ag), 6(/;): and 0 4, which contain certain overlap integrals. The

matrices Ag) and eg) arise from the ¢ dependent terms of the Z%-boson profile. The former

1We do not consider exotic A and A) quarks at this point, as these fields do not possess zero modes.
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7.3 Custodial protection of the Z°b.b;, vertex

are formally equal for the minimal and the custodial model and read

(8Q), 0, = 2 |agi cow Clwal + i si (1) S a).

dtt
(Bg)n = i” 2 [ag] Cn0) Cav a1 + a3 S3(0) S20) a8
€

&
g
(80) 0 = / dtt? (%—lnt) agl CR() CR(1)a +ayl i (1) S1(1) .

(), = 22 [aret (3 - me) [ar cp0 Catoag + a3 530 s20)ag]
mn €

q

The latter differ for the various RS models. In the minimal model, the matrices eg) are

equal to the expressions (7.16), where the even profiles have been removed. If one considers
the coupling to light SM-like fermions, these terms are highly suppressed. The same is true
for the custodial model, where the expressions are slightly more complicated due to the
different isospin quantum numbers.

The matrices d4 arise due to the non-orthonormality of the fermion profiles. For zero
modes, they are of the order v?/MZ,. In the minimal model, they are given by

(60),,, = @LT (Gmn + ASL,) @2, (0),m = @21 (On + ASS,) @7, (7.17)

m

while in the custodial model, they read

2w
aft o9t 3Q y3ar Q
(0Q)n = 7+ edt[ cow (1-13%/1i™) C
a1t 89 (¢) (1 —Tg’q/TquL) S(t) ag}, (7.18)
= 2= [t e8! o T Oy a1+ s30T T S900) 9]

In the expressions above we have used the charge matrices TE’ %q, defined as T; g”;% =0,

Ty 0 Tp 0
- (15 g ). mEemhe mh- (T gy ) @)
L.R

Note that up to the expansion of the Z%-boson profile, the expression (7.15) is exact to all
orders in v/Mgkg. Nevertheless, of particular interest are the ZMA results of the overlap
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7 Gauge interactions with fermions

matrices. In the minimal model we find for m,n = 1,2, 3 (see also [20, 79])

F2(co,
Ag — U diag Fleq.) U,
3+20Qi

[ F2(eq)
Ay — W] diag {ﬁ] w,,

/ b 5+2cq, o (7.20)
AL — U] diag {WF (ch)] U,.
Al — W diag [25))1—22)2 2(cqi)] W,
and
1 1 F?(c,
0o — x, WqT diag L ey (F2(qu) -1+ %;qc’q)i)] W,x,, o)
0, — x4 U; diag L _120Qi <F2<1CQ) -1+ %)} U,xz,,

where x,, = diag(m,,, m.,m:)/ Mgk , €q = diag(mg, ms, my)/ Mgk [34]. The leading terms
in the latter expressions are those proportional to 1/F?(¢;), which will be exponentially
enhanced for ¢; < —1/2. However, exactly these terms will be canceled, if we have a
custodial protection. From (7.18) we obtain

1 1 1—2¢p, F2(cq.
5Dezchdeiag{ ( ){1 ﬂ}—uﬂﬂwflwd,

1- 207—22‘ F2(C7—2¢ - FQ(_CTM) 3+ 267—21‘
1 1 1 - 2¢q, F2(co))
o, LU di - — 2@ 4 — Q) U,x,.
T e {1 — 2cq, <F2(0Qi) { FQ(—CQZ-)} T3y 2¢q, v
(7.22)

Assuming extended Ppr symmetry (cr; = ¢z, ), and observing that all bulk mass parameters
(besides ¢, and ¢,,) typically satisfy ¢ < —1/2, we can apply (6.34) and therefore obtain
1 —(1—2¢)/F?*(—c) =0 to excellent approximation.

Now, as we have discussed how to protect the Z%.b; vertex, we want to understand
why this is desired, and to what extent such a protection is necessary. Therefore, we
have to discuss the Z° — bb “pseudo observables”. These are given by the ratio of the
width of the Z%boson decay into bottom quarks and the total hadronic width, R, the
bottom quark left-right asymmetry parameter A,, and the forward-backward asymmetry
for bottom quarks A%, They can be expressed as functions of the left- and right-handed
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7.3 Custodial protection of the Z°b.b;, vertex

bottom quark couplings [80]

45 al(g8)2 + (g5 B
naep Mqep [(1—62) (9% — g%)2 + (95 + g%)?] 7

b b
2T — 1z, L1 9n ;
A, = IL bgi A= TAA, (7.23)
1 — 4z + (14 22%,) <g£ gf)
9L — 9r
where nqcp = 0.9954 and ngep = 0.9997 are QCD and QED radiative correction factors.
The parameter z, = mi(myz)/m% = 0.997 - 1073 describes corrections from a non-zero
bottom quark mass. Due to the RS-GIM suppression, we can neglect the RS contributions
to the left- and right-handed couplings of the light quarks and the asymmetry parameter
of the electron, A.. We will therefore fix these quantities to their SM values g} = 0.34674,
g% = —0.15470, g¢ = —0.42434, g% = 0.077345 [81], A. = 0.1462 [82, 83].
Inserting the SM expectations g% = —0.42114 and g% = 0.077420 [81] into the relations
(7.23), we obtain the central values

R)=021579, A, =0935,  AX =0.1025. (7.24)

1+

These should be compared to the experimentally extracted values for the three “pseudo
observables” [81]

RY = 0.21629 + 0.00066 , 1.00  —0.08 —0.10
Ay = 0.923 + 0.020, p=1|—-008 1.00 006 |. (7.25)
A% = 0.0992 + 0.0016, —0.10  0.06  1.00

Here, p is the correlation matrix. We see that while the R} and A, measurements agree
within +0.80 and —0.60 with their SM predictions, the Ag’g measurement is almost —2.1¢
away from its SM value.

In Figure 7.1 we plot the predictions of the minimal (blue/dark gray) and the custodial
(orange/light gray) RS model in the g¢-g% plane for 10000 random parameter sets, which
produce the correct zero-mode masses and CKM parameters. The KK scale is set to
Mgk = 2TeV. The ellipses mark the 68% , 95% , and 99% confidence regions with respect
to the experimental favored values. While the corrections relative to the SM value of gy, are
strictly positive and potentially large in the minimal model, they turn out to be negative
and tiny in the custodial model with extended Ppr symmetry. Note that the latter also
allows for moderate positive and negative corrections to g, if we allow for different bulk
masses ¢, 7 cg, [53]. In either case, the corrections to gg turn out to be small and negative.
However, we can reach a sizable shift of the latter by varying the Higgs mass against the SM
reference value m;, = 150 GeV. The individual leading logarithmic Higgs-mass corrections
are well approximated by [34]

AR) =3.3107In—2  Ady=—2.7-10"In 2 AA% = 271073 In —== . (7.26)
m m m

ref ? ref ’ ref *
h h h
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Figure 7.1: Predictions of the minimal (blue/dark gray) and the custodial (or-
ange/light gray) RS model in the g%-¢% plane for 10000 parameter sets.
See text for details.

Within the plots in Figure 7.1, we have sketched the shifts of the SM prediction for m;, =
(100, 300, 500, 1000)GeV. We conclude that for a Higgs mass of around 500 GeV, one can
come close to the central value. As the minimal RS model favors a large Higgs mass in
order to compensate corrections to the T-parameter, the overall fit can be significantly
improved. Note especially that, despite appearance, the chance of obtaining a moderate
correction to gp in the minimal RS model is not so bad at all. Indeed, using the above
ZMA expressions for the Z% b, coupling, we find that nearly 20% of the respective scatter
points lie within the 20 confidence region. Here, the combined fit sets an upper limit on
the value of ¢, = cg,, depending on the value of the KK scale. For Mxkx = 2TeV we

find ¢,, < —0.43 for our set of scatter points. For Mkxx = 3TeV, the limit is extended to
e, S —0.35. A lower limit comes from the top mass, which requires ¢, = ¢;, 2 —0.5

for ](Yu)w| < 3. For the custodial model on the other hand, a large Higgs mass seems to
be excluded from the T-parameter. Therefore, the choice of the embedding (6.50) is well
motivated as one safely stays within the 20 confidence region.

7.4 Charged-current interactions

In this section, we want to elaborate an effective theory of charged four-quark interactions
in the framework of the RS scenario, which we can apply for A < my,. The effective
Hamiltonian can be written as

M = 22 { [, 20V Dt + A1Vt 721)
&® [ﬂm/LfY“(VL>m/n/dn’L + amﬁV“(VR>m’n’dn/R] + hC} ,
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7.4 Charged-current interactions

where m,n,m’,n’ € {1,2,3} and we assume m +n > m’ + n/. Furthermore, a summation
over repeated indices is understood. The tensor symbol merely indicates that the full
analytic result contains terms that can not be separated into independent matrix products.
This is because of the sums over W-gauge boson profiles (3.35) and (4.52) which contain
a term o t2 | that prevents a factorization into separate vertex factors.

Before we are going to derive the Wilson coefficients of four-quark interactions, we first
want to study the case of a semileptonic decay, for which we replace (7.27) by

HY = 2v2Gr S { (G Vidy, + Gpy"Vidr | (i) + h.c.} . (7.28)
l

If the leptons are light, their profiles have to be localized close to the UV brane. Therefore,
we can drop the 2 term to excellent approximation. We can further assume that the lepton
current is SM-like, if we are just interested to determine the elements of the quark-mixing
matrices Vi g. The latter have to be computed from the product fﬁﬁia (t) - a(t,t') -

J KQC"“’“S (t'). The current vectors and the sum over the KK-tower are given in (7.7) and

(4.52), where the simplification to the minimal model is straightforward. We find the
general result

ks

2
V, = A+Q+\/§s+q—2mM—V2VL<A+Q+\/§s‘+q>,
S (7.29)
m _
Vi= V2AT 4@ [ <\/§A+q+§+‘9>,
2Mgx

with

1
AT = 2n / dt at Chr(t) Q@1 ClAt) al

LE m m n
2 1
0= [ araiet st o s ane,
€ Je (7.30)
apgo =T [Lareatt el aeacimae,
€ €
or (! _
AROUSS L_W / dt t* @bt 8L () Q91 SPAt) ale.
€ €

The matrices 294 and Q%49 contain the information, which fields in the generalized flavor
vectors (6.52) are linked through the respective overlap integrals. In the custodial model,
we observe

1 00 _ _
Q¢ = (0> , Q=(0 1|, Q= & |, Q=
0
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7 Gauge interactions with fermions

where the entries are 3 x 3 matrices. In the minimal model we have Q¢ = Q¢ = 1, and
Q7 = Q4 = 0. Note that our definitions of V;,  include the exchange of the entire W-boson
tower. Here, we have already absorbed the universal correction factor (14+m¥, /(2MZ)[1—
1/(2L)]) (3.38) into the definition of the Fermi constant. As any measurement of a charged-
current interaction involves the exchange of the whole KK-tower, this universal factor is
non-observable in the measurement of the combination GV, g [38].

Opposed to the neutral-current sector, no custodial protection mechanism is at work for
charged currents [24]. The leading contribution to (V) stems from AQ. Corrections
of the order v?/MZ2 arise from the non-universality of KK gauge bosons encoded in A%
and, in the custodial model, from the admixture of U’ and D" quarks described by € 1.
Contributions arising from the admixture of U, D, v/, U’, and D’ quarks, which are collected
€-24 do not contribute at the order O(v?/MZy). The full ZMA expression for V;, reads

2 2
V. =U/ (1—m—WLdiag[M]

2MZ 3+ 2cq,
2 (7.32)
v . _ :
+ e diag [F(CQ )] Y, diag (F 2(—0712,)) Yj diag [F(CQ )]) U,
KK

where the first line holds for both scenarios, while the second arises from the admixture
of U" and D’ in the custodial model. Obviously, the result (7.32) is not unitary. The
amount of unitarity violation has been estimated in [53] and has been found to be below
the current experimental uncertainty, at least within the minimal RS model. A detailed
discussion of the breakdown of the unitarity of the quark-mixing matrix in the framework
of the RS model with custodial protection has been presented in [78]. Unfortunately, the
authors defined the CKM matrix via the Wu? d}, vertex only, and did not take into account
the non-universal corrections stemming from the exchange of the KK excitations.

For the mixing matrix of right-handed quarks (Vg).,, the dominant contribution is
given by et? which is equal for both scenarios. All other contributions are of the order

mn

vt /Mty which we will neglect. Explicitly, we find the ZMA expression [75]
Vi =z, U] diag|f(co,)] Usza, (7.33)

where

B 1 1 F2(c) 1 1
Je) = F)0—20) 1—2¢ (1120 (1 DT 20) ' (7:34)

The factors x, 4 reflect the fact that to LO the right-handed charged-current interactions
of zero modes originate from quark mixing, and not, as one might naively expect, from
the presence of a gauged SU(2)g group. The product x,, x4 can be split up into the usual
v/ M2 suppression and a chiral factor m,,mg, /v?. As the latter is tiny for all quarks
besides the top, one might think that the contributions of right-handed charged currents are
completely negligible against the RS corrections to the left-handed ones. However, the ZMA
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7.4 Charged-current interactions

expressions (7.33) also involve exponentially enhanced terms proportional to 1/F(¢;)?,
in analogy to the quantities g, (7.21), (7.22). In fact, the resulting NP corrections
dominate those of the left-handed sector, as to LO the latter solely arise from parametrically
suppressed non-factorizable RS corrections, which can not be absorbed into the definition
of the Fermi constant and CKM matrix elements.

Coming back to four-quark interactions, we perform the necessary overlap integrals and
find (m,n,m’,n’ =1,2,3)

Voo © (Ve = (0110 (i )] ) (1[40 (o )] ).

L(U}),i (U0 (B00) (U, (Ud) 1 (7.35)

My
2MZ

_l_

with the non-factorizable correction [84]

F2(CQ1‘> 3+CQi +CQ3‘ FQ(CQ]')

L | 7.36
( QQ)Z] 3+ QCQi 24+ cQ, + CQ; 3+ QCQij ( )

A summation over repeated indices is understood. The O(v?/Mgy) terms in the brackets
are simply given by the RS corrections in (7.32). The factorizable terms in the first
line are universal for all interactions involving the given vertices, and therefore should
be identified with the measured values of the respective CKM-matrix elements. Thus,
they are only observable through unitarity violations. For a given four-fermion interaction,
the RS correction to the amplitude is given by the non-factorizable terms (7.36), and the
Wilson coefficients have to be deduced from the latter.
For the interference of left- and right-handed currents, we find at LO in v?/ M2

1
(VTL)mn ® (VR)m’n/ = 2 (U;'Uu>mn(muU’J,)m/] f(CQ]) (Ud md)jn/ 9
MKK
1 (7.37)
MKK

The double insertion of right-handed currents contributes at the order v*/MgZy, and there-
fore can safely be neglected in the models at hand.
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8 Higgs-boson couplings

In this section we present analytic results for the vertices of Higgs couplings to fermions.
The latter are not flavor diagonal in the mass basis due the mixing of zero-modes with
their KK excitations. Thus, WED scenarios give rise to flavor-changing Higgs couplings
[85]. These require a proper localization of the d-function, as couplings to Z»-odd fermions
are involved [67]. Naively, one would set these terms to zero as the odd profiles vanish
on the boundaries. In fact, we will use the latter property below. However, as we have
learned above, the fermion profiles develop a discontinuity in the limit n — 0, where 7 is
the regulator. For the odd profiles, this means that within the interval ¢t € [1 — 7, 1], they
are rising to a finite value according to the solution (6.12) of EOMs in the vicinity of the
IR brane (6.9). At this point we should stress that the latter have a restricted region of
validity. Within their derivation, we have dropped the term that multiplies the bulk mass,
and the one proportional to the eigenvalue z,,. As the first term never becomes singular, its
omission is well justified for the brane-Higgs scenario. The second one, however, becomes
singular in the limit n — oco. Going back to a regularized scenario with 7 finite, its omission
is only justified for z,, < 1/n. On the other hand, we have learned that the IR cut-off has
to be in the vicinity of the KK scale. For (IR) brane-localized interactions, one should not
sum up modes with masses m,, > Ag. As we safely fulfill Ajg /Mg < 1/7, our solution
is trustworthy in the low-energy effective theory.

We further give results for Higgs couplings to gauge bosons. These are required along
with the results from the fermion sector to make estimations of Higgs production ampli-
tudes normalized to the known SM results.

8.1 Higgs couplings to fermions

In [67] it has been pointed out that the contributions of the Zj-odd fermions provide
the dominant corrections to tree-level Higgs FCNCs in the case of light quark flavors.
The authors performed their calculations within the perturbative approach and obtained
results valid to O(v?/M2y). In [53], we re-derived these results within our exact treatment
and thus to all orders in v/Mxky, both for the minimal as well as the custodial RS model.
Working in unitary gauge, the relevant terms in the 4D Lagrangian describing the couplings
of the Higgs boson to quarks are given by

Lip>= > (g)mnhq" g +hec., (8.1)

q,m,n
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8 Higgs-boson couplings
and the coefficients (g;)m, are given by
1
(6 = V2L [ (e - 1) (a1 G20, a0 @1+ al 81,0 SU0 ). (52

To simplify this expression, we follow [67] and observe that the EOMs (6.7) imply

Q21 (zat CI()CI(t) — SE()SA(t) tw — 10, CR()SL(1) ) @

v
S(t—1) [a¥TCl(t) Y, Cut)al —all Si(1) Y, 89t)a%] =0.
After integrating this relation over the orbifold ¢t € [, 1], the derivative in (8.3) does not

contribute since the Z,-odd profiles obey S9(e) = §94(1) = 0. Using the orthonormality
(6.17) and the normalization condition (6.19), we find the expression

(8.3)

2) 1
T O = l/ dt {xntiﬁf Si(t) Si(t) ay + ag' Sp(t) SP(1) a7 ta,
L
e (8.4)
v _ 1) |get c@ a(1) @7 — git § t SQ(1) G
s 0= 1) @21 CAN Y, C @ - al SL(1) Y, S (t)an”.

This result allows to eliminate the term bi-linear in the Zs-even profiles from (8.2), and to
express the tree-level Higgs FCNCs solely in terms of overlap integrals involving Zs-odd
fields. Doing so, we find that the Higgs couplings to fermions can be written as

mq

(gg)mn = Omn Tm - (Agi)mn, (8.5)

where the misalignment (Ag}),, between the SM masses and the Yukawa couplings is
given by

M M (A
(Agh)mn = =% (Pq)mn + (PQ)mn = * + (AGj)mn (8.6)
with
2m [ a0t $Q(p) Q1) 79 2 [ aa ,
(D) = T [ dt@R SR SFB a7, (), = 7 [ didy Si(t) Si(t)aq, (8.7)
€ Je € Je
and .
2

(AG)mn = —V2 - [ dté(t—1)as! Sa0) Y, S2()a?. (8.8)

€

For Higgs couplings to fermion zero-modes, the corrections (8.7) receive a chiral suppres-
sion. For light quarks, these terms are negligible to first approximation. In the minimal
model, the definitions of (8.7) are identical to the quark-mixing corrections (d4,),,, in the
Z° couplings (7.17). The ZMA expressions are given in (7.21). In the custodial model, the
corrections to the Higgs couplings differ in general from those of the Z°. The respective
ZMA results can be found in [53].

100



8.1 Higgs couplings to fermions

Our last task is to regularize the integrand of (8.8). Employing the regularization (6.8)
for the d-function, we get

o (1 1
(Aghwn = =27 | dt =@l SA(0) Y ST . (8.9)
€

1-n

Now we combine the solutions (6.12) and (6.13) with the expressions for the boundary
values at t = 17 (6.14) and apply the relation

/l;dt L inn? (% (1- t)) _ % (sinh (24) (24) " ~ 1) .10)

Ui

(valid for any invertible matrix A) to the integral (8.9). Thus, we obtain

1 27 ? v
AGD) o = — — T Ce)Y-Y! g ———— /YY) Y-Ci(17)ae, (8.11
(Agy) V2 Le 3M12<Kam m(17)Y; 79 NI 7ty ;Ch(m)ay, ( )

with

-2

g(A) = [sinh (24) (24) " — 1] (cosh (4) ) (8.12)

This expression has to be rewritten in terms of rescaled Yukawa matrices (6.15), which we
use as numerical input. Using

v T 1 v ~ ~T)
\/Y:Y! = tanh VYSYT ) 8.13
VoM V1T <\/§MKK 174 (8.13)

we obtain
Ag? _ 1 2r o° 2T C1YY. Y'Y, C17) ¢
( gh)mn—EESM}Z(K U m(l ) qgtq g n(l )a’n7 (814>
where
i v o ot _ 342 1 1q a2
Y, Yh(ﬂMKK\/Y;}Q>, h(A) =5 [A7 +tanh™ (4) A7 (1-A7%) ]
(8.15)

In analogy to the rescaled Yukawa matrices f’;, the definition (8.15) satisfies }_’T = YT +

O(v? /Mgy ). This implies that, as long as one is interested in the ZMA results for (Agh)mn
only, one can simply replace Y YJr Y by the product Y, YT Y, of original Yukawa matrices.
Applying the ZMA to the exact expression in (8.14), we ﬁnd

V202
3ME

Agh = U, diag [F(cq,)] Y, Y'Y, diag[F(c,,)] W,. (8.16)

An analysis of the flavor misalignment of the SM fermion masses and the Yukawa cou-
plings has also been presented in [86] for composite Higgs models. There it has been
shown that chirally unsuppressed contributions to flavor-changing Higgs-fermion vertices
arise from dimension-six operators of the form g} Hq} (H'H). They generically dominate
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8 Higgs-boson couplings

over the chiral suppressed contributions from g} I) q% (HYH), because the couplings y,.
of the composite Higgs to the other strongly interacting states can be large, resulting in
yg* /(167%) > m,/v. Within our model, one could also perform an analysis within the
mass insertion approximation, keeping all relevant dimension-six operators in lowest order
[67]. Doing so, one obtains the above ZMA expressions. We emphasize that in our exact
solutions (8.5), (8.6), (8.7), and (8.14), all NP effects induced by the mass insertions are
resummed to all orders in v?/MZ2 at tree level.

8.2 Higgs couplings to gauge bosons

In order to be able to calculate the production rates of the Higgs boson via vector-boson
fusion, we still need to evaluate the RS corrections to the WWh and Z Zh tree-level vertices.
The weak couplings involving the Higgs boson are derived from the cubic and quartic
interactions due to (4.6). In unitary gauge, the 4D Lagrangian involves

97 9i + 95
Lip > (h*+2vh) [ZL (1=AgYyWiw—*+ % (1-Ag7)Z, 2" |, (8.17)
where
1% 2 5%/ 1 4
Agy =23 |[L{1+=5 | =14+ —|+0(zy), (8.18)
cyr 2L

and zy = my /Mgy for V.= W, Z. For the case of Prr symmetry (7.13), we have s%,/c}, =
1 and s%/c% = 1—2s2 . This implies that the leading correction due to Ag,? simplifies to
—2mi, /ME L. For Mk = 2TeV (3 TeV) these terms lead to a suppression of the WWh
and ZZh couplings by about —10% (—5%) compared to the SM. In the minimal RS model
the expressions (8.18) hold in the limit sy, 7 — 0, and consequently the corrections to the
couplings of the Higgs to massive gauge bosons are smaller by a factor of about 2.

In principle, one has to include another effect. As the Higgs VEV is extracted from the
masses of the heavy gauge bosons, one would assume a correction of O(v?/M2y) to the SM
estimation v = 246 GeV. In order to get a precise prediction here, one needs to calculate
vacuum polarization diagrams that involve KK particles in the loop. In this thesis however,
we fix the VEV to its SM value. The inclusion of a VEV shift [87] would partially cancel
the correction terms (8.18) [88]. Our finding that the couplings WWWh and ZZh experience
a reduction from their SM expectations confirms the model-independent statements made
in [89].

8.3 RS effects in Higgs production at the LHC

In this section, we estimate the impact of the RS scenario on Higgs production cross
sections. At hadron colliders such as the Tevatron or the LHC, the leading production
mechanism of the Higgs boson is gluon fusion. This process is mediated by a triangle
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9

Figure 8.1: Feynman diagrams contributing to Higgs production via gluon and vector-
boson fusion (V = W, Z). For the exchange of zero modes, the vertex
indicated by a black square can receive a sizable shift in the RS model
relative to the SM coupling. See text for details.

quark loop, where the dominant SM contribution stems from the top-quark. Within the
RS framework, we further have to take into account KK modes of all quark flavors. The
corresponding Feynman diagrams are depicted in Figure 8.1. It is evident that the treat-
ment of the various KK-quark loops is analogous to the SM calculation. Due to the flatness
of the zero-mode gluons in the initial state, there is no possibility of a flavor change inside
the loop. Therefore, we can rescale the SM prediction of the production cross section,
employing

(99 — P)rs = |rg|* o(99 — h)su, (8.19)

where

Zi:t’b ki Al(T) + Zn S A7)
h
Zi:t,b Aq (7a)

with 7; = 4m2/m} and 7, = 4(m%)°/m? . The first term in the numerator encodes the
effects due to zero modes running in the loop and the corresponding sum includes both
the virtual top- and bottom-quark contributions. The form factor Al(r;) arises from the
calculation of the loop and approaches 1 for 7; — oo, whereas it vanishes proportional to 7;
for 7, — 0. Its analytic form is given in Appendix A.2. For KK-modes with 7,, < 1, it is a
good approximation to set AZ(’Tn) = 1. The task is now to sum up the tower, at least up to
the IR cut-off. Naively, one would expect the whole sum to be logarithmically divergent,
as the single contributions to the g — hh amplitude is proportional to y,/m?. However,
as we will see in a moment, there is a cancellation taking place between the contributions
of the various KK modes within each KK level, leading to a finite result. Nevertheless, one
should remember the hard IR cut-off and truncate the sum over KK modes. This is also
necessary in few of the solution of the hierarchy problem. Any KK fermion which couples
to the Higgs gives rise to a term Af; in the Higgs boson self-energy [90]. Thus, the sum
over the whole quark tower will force the self-energy to diverge for finite A%;. Though it
may be done analytically, a summation over n up to infinity! will be meaningless, as long

, (8.20)

g =

'For one generation this has been achieved in [88] for a perturbative treatment of EWSB.
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0.15} ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ] 0.15f :
L . m= average over R H= average over |
[ e l/x one KK level Vo l/X one KK level
0.10¢ Mk =2TeV | 0.10¢ N M =2TeV |
[N N

u
V (Gh Inn/Mn
|
©o o
o o
T wmw T wow T

|
o
=
o

-0.15}

Xn Xn

Figure 8.2: Numerical results for the summands in v, 4 corresponding to our default
parameter set. The red (blue) dots in the left (right) panel display the first
18 terms in the KK sum of up(down)-type quarks, while the gray boxes

indicate the sums over a complete KK level. See text for details.

as the required UV completion is not known. At this point, one may complain that we have
performed analytical summations over KK gauge boson towers for scattering amplitudes
featuring strong and electroweak gauge interactions. However, the rejection of the cut-off
does not lead to conceptional problems for that case. Moreover, the KK sum is dominated
by the lowest modes, such that a truncated evaluation gives a similar result compared to
the complete sum. As it turns out, this is not the case for brane-localized Higgs couplings
to Zy-odd fermions. Without going into details here, we refer the interested reader to an

upcoming paper [90].

Coming back to the zero-mode exchange, we observe that also the Higgs-boson couplings
to heavy quarks need to be corrected due to the misalignment (8.6) between the masses

and Yukawa couplings. Therefore, we have introduced

v v
=1— —(Ag} =1— —(Ag?
Kt mt( 9h)337 Kb mb( 9h)33

in the relation (8.20). The corrections from the KK-tower can be written as

Zn KK AZ (10) = Zq:u,d,(,\) Vg,

where
Uy = ¥ Re[(gh>nn] Z(T#)
mu
n=4 n
_ 2T N Re | gVt CY(r7)(1- “—21"@1?* SUrTyal| ()" AMTY)
€L n:4 n n 3MI2<K u n n n q n ’
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8.3 RS effects in Higgs production at the LHC

and similar for ¢ = d, (\). The sum should be truncated at low n. For instance, if we
include the first two KK-levels, we have to up to n = 15 in the minimal RS model. Note
that, due to the IR BCs (6.16), we could replace the SU(2)-doublet profiles and vectors by
those corresponding to SU(2), singlets in the above expression, if in addition we changed
the order f/;YJ — Y;jf’; and added an overall sign factor.

In Figure 8.2, we show the individual summands of the first three KK levels within the
minimal model for our reference parameter set (A.2, A.3), using Mk = 2TeV. The plots
show clearly the bunches belonging to a single level. In the up sector, the SU(2)-singlet
top-quark turns out to be an outlier due to its strong IR localization. The dashed lines
mark 1/x, fits for single fermion species and recover the naive y,/m, behavior. Note
especially that the various Higgs couplings contribute with different signs. Therefore a
cancellation takes place within each KK level. The gray boxes mark the average values of
the masses and Higgs couplings of each KK level. As indicated by the continuous lines,
they fit to a 1/x? behavior, and therefore guarantee the convergence of the sum (8.23).

In analogy to (8.21), we define the correction factors

kw =1—Ag)), Ky =1—Agf (8.24)

for the exchange of W= and Z° bosons. These are needed for computing the RS corrections
to the Higgs production cross section of vector-boson fusion gq") — q¢"’V*V* — q¢”h
(V = W, Z), which is another important possibility at the LHC. Note that contributions
from KK gauge bosons can be neglected to excellent approximation in these channels:
Either the respective couplings to light quarks are RS GIM suppressed, or, in the case of
top-quarks in the initial state, they are negligible due to the parton distribution function
(PDF) of the proton. Moreover, the flavor non-universal corrections of the W* and Z°
couplings to light quarks are also RS GIM suppressed, whereas the universal modifications
are absorbed into a redefinition of G (3.38). Thus, we are left with the corrections to the
VVh couplings (8.24), as indicated by the black square in the Feynman diagram on the
right-hand side of Figure 8.1.

In [53], we have performed an analysis of the Higgs-boson production cross sections
at the LHC for a center-of-mass energy /s = 10 TeV. The calculation of o(g9 — h)sum
is based on [91]. Furthermore, MRST2006NNLO parton distribution functions [92] and the
associated normalization ag(myz) = 0.1191 for the strong coupling constant have been
used. Considering the RS corrections, we have computed the quantities (8.21) and (8.24)
for 10000 appropriate parameter sets. Average values have been extracted by fitting the
results to k; = 1 —a; v*/MZy and taking the mean values of the coefficients v;. The results
are shown in Figure 8.3 (solid lines) for Mk = 2TeV and Mgk = 3TeV respectively,
where the dashed lines indicate the SM expectation. For the gluon fusion, the dependence
on the Higgs mass enters through the loop function Ag(n) (1 = t,b), and therefore solely
comes from RS corrections to the zero-modes to first approximation. As we see, we observe
sizable reductions of the Higgs production cross section via gluon fusion compared to the
SM. For Mk = 2TeV and m;, =~ 2m;, we find an almost perfect destructive interference
between corrections to the zero-modes and KK-quarks in the triangle loop. Raising the
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8 Higgs-boson couplings

100 T T T T 100
LHC LHC
~. 99— h . 9g—h
oo Vs =10Tev " Soo Vs =10Tev
0L - ; 10 T~
) ) }
2 1 =
) )
0.1} aq” = qq”’h 0.1+ a” - gq”h ]
MKK =2TeV MKK =3TeV
0.01 - : - : 0.01 : - : :
200 300 400 500 600 200 300 400 500 600
m, [GeV] m, [GeV]

Figure 8.3: Main Higgs-boson production cross sections via gluon-(red) and vector-
boson fusion (blue) at the LHC for a center-of-mass energy of /s = 10 TeV,
and Mgk = 2 TeV (left) and Mk = 3 TeV (right). The figures are taken
from [53]. See text for details.

Higgs mass flips the sign of the real part of the amplitude in the threshold region. For
higher KK scales, the corrections to the zero-modes always dominate, and the real part of
the amplitude is positive for all values of the Higgs mass. As a consequence, there is no dip
of the cross esection in the plot for Mk = 3TeV. On the other hand, a reduction of the
gluon-fusion cross section by a factor of & 10 is still present for light Higgs masses. The
RS corrections to vector-boson fusion are rather moderate, not exceeding —20% (—10%)
for MKK =2TeV (MKK = 3T€V)

We have further performed a numerical analysis of the modification of the various Higgs
decay branching fractions. Details of the calculations can be found in [53]. At this point,
we just quote the most important results. For m;, 2 180 GeV the experimentally cleanest
signature for the Higgs discovery at the LHC is the “golden” decay to four leptons, h —
Z®ZE) 5 IFI7IH~. As it turns out, the h — ZZ branching fraction is essential SM-like.
Thus, the reduction in the gg — h production cross section will make an observation of
the Higgs boson in the golden channel more difficult. The most pronounced effects are
found for the decays h — gg and h — 7. For Higgs masses below the W threshold, the
branching fraction of the former is reduced by a factor of almost 4 (8) for Mxk = 2 (3)
TeV, while the branching ratio of the latter transition is enhanced by a factor of around 4
(2). It follows that the statistical significance for a LHC discovery of the Higgs boson in
h — ~7v can be enhanced in the custodial RS model for low KK scales.
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9 Forward-backward asymmetry in ¢t
production

As we have learned above, the top-quark is exceptional in RS scenarios, as its couplings to
KK gauge bosons are not suppressed by the RS GIM mechanism. As a consequence, we
may expect sizable RS corrections within observables related to top production and decay.
One of these is the forward-backward asymmetry observed in ¢ production at the Teva-
tron. The CDF and D@ experiments have collected thousands of top-quark pair events,
which allowed to measure the top-quark mass, m;, and its total inclusive cross section, oz,
with an accuracy of below 1% [93] and 10% [94, 95], respectively. The forward-backward
asymmetry, ALy, which is closely related to the charge-symmetric and asymmetric cross
sections, has been measured [96, 97, 98, 99, 100] and consistently found to be larger than
expected. In the laboratory (pp) frame, the CDF result reads

(Akp)?r = (15.0 5.0 + 24 50) %, (9.1)

where the quoted uncertainties are of statistical and systematical origin, respectively. Re-
cently, CDF presented measurements of ALy in the dilepton decay channel with 5.1 fb~t of
collected data [101]. After correcting for background, detector acceptance and resolution
effects, the asymmetry has been found to be (A%B)gﬁep = (42.0 £ 15.05¢ar. £ 5.04yst.) % .

The DO collaboration reported a measurement of (AtFB)gjg;- = (8 & 4gtar. £ Lsyst.) % for ¢t
events that satisfy the experimental acceptance cuts [102]. The corresponding SM predic-
tion reads (ALg)Rs = (11?) % and is similarly below the observed value.

In order to get into the subject, we first explain how the asymmetry arises within the
SM. Then, we will extend our considerations to general NP models. Here, we will work in
a general EFT language and give results for the RS Wilson coefficients of the respective
four-fermion operators. A numerical analysis of possible NP corrections within the RS

scenario is presented in the last subsection. All these results have been published in [103].

9.1 Production cross section and asymmetry in the SM

The Tevatron produces tt pairs in collisions of protons and anti-protons, pp — ttX at a
center-of-mass energy of 1.96 TeV. At the Born-level, the process is mediated by quark-
anti-quark annihilation and gluon fusion

|

q(p1) + q(p2) — t(ps) + (9.2)
_|_

(p4) )
g(p1) + g(p2) — t(ps) 1) -

(pa)

|
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9 Forward-backward asymmetry in tt production

The four-momenta p; o of the initial state partons are given by the fractions z;, of the
momenta P 5 of the colliding hadrons, p; o = 212 Py 5. As usual, s = (P, + P)? denotes the
hadronic center-of-mass (CM) energy squared. The partonic cross section can be expressed
as a function of the kinematic invariants

= (p1 +1p2)°, ty = (p1 —p3)* —my, up = (p2 — ps)* —mi (9.3)

where momentum conservation implies that § + t; + u; = 0.
Important observables are the differential cross section with respect to the invariant mass
Mz = \/(ps + p4)? of the ¢t pair and the angle § between p; and p3 in the partonic CM

frame. Therefore, we express t; and u; in terms of 6 and the top-quark velocity [,
~ A 4 2
tlz—g(l—ﬁcosﬁ), u1:—§(1+ﬁ0089), B=+1—p, p= n:bt. (9.4)
5

The hadronic differential cross section may then be written as

do_ppﬂttX 2

4m
“dcosf iz/z;mt _ﬁ” S/S qu)K <f

! ,cos@,,uf) , (9.5)

where py denotes the factorization scale and we have introduced the parton luminosity
functions

Fotvens) = [ 5 finlosns) fyplufong). (9.6

The luminosities for 77 = qq, gq are understood to be summed over all species of light
quarks, and the functions f;/,(x, pus) (fi/s(x, jtg)) are the universal non-perturbative PDFs,
which describe the probability of finding the parton ¢ in the proton (anti-proton) with
longitudinal momentum fraction x. The hard-scattering kernels K;;(p,cosé, us) can be
expanded in «, and thus be written in the form

eF

Ki;j(p,cosO, ug) = Z <E> K,L.(f)(p, cos B, fir) . (9.7)

n=0

Calculating the LO amplitudes of s-channel gluon exchange yields

L L ]
8 N, 52 5 ©.8)
52 2 4+u?  4Am?  4Am? '
KO — sﬂ—ﬁp Cp—— — N, |2 b 2T
99 “ 8<N82 — 1) E t1u1 §2 + S t1u1

The coefficient Ké) is obtained from K by replacing cosf with —cosf. The factors
N. =3 and Cr = 4/3 are the usual color factors of SU(3)..
Next we introduce charge-asymmetric (a) and -symmetric (s) differential cross sections

(9.9)

dO'a . 1 do_pﬁ—nffX do.pﬁ—>ftX
dcosf — 2 [ deos® | dcosf }
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9.1 Production cross section and asymmetry in the SM

Figure 9.1: Feynman diagrams contributing to ALy in ¢¢ production at NLO QCD. The
two-particle (three-particle) cut corresponds to the interference of qg — tt
(qq — ttg) amplitudes.

The superscripts pp — ttX and pp — ttX indicate that the angle 6 corresponds to the
scattering angles of the top and anti-top in the partonic CM frame, respectively. Obviously,
the total hadronic cross section is given by

1
att:/ dcos do (9.10)

1 dcosf’

Since QCD is symmetric under charge conjugation, we can replace

d pp—ttX d pp—ttX
o™X ) domm (0.11)
dcost | . .o—. dcost |...o— .
for any fixed value ¢. The forward-backward asymmetry is defined as
1 pp—ttX 0 pp—ttX
/ dcos@da——/ dcos@da—
At = Jo dcosf 1 dcosf —Ua—At 9.19
FB = =01 ; doPP—1tX 0 ; do?—tX g, e (9.12)
d _— d _
/0 o8 dcosf + /_ 1 o8 dcost

and compares the number of top quarks scattered along the direction of the incoming
proton with the respective number of the opposite hemisphere. Due to the relation (9.11),
its definition is equivalent to that of a charge asymmetry A’ which is given by the ratio
of the charge-asymmetric and -symmetric cross sections (9.9). In the following, we will
denote the respective hard-scattering kernels by A;; and S;;.

In the SM the LO coefficients of the symmetric part read

Ség)zas@(Qer),

27 (9.13)
©_, PPl (116 2 og '
S = a 103 [5111 =3 (16 + 16p + p*) — 28 — 31p| ,

while the asymmetric contributions Ag%) and Ag;) both vanish identically.

109



9 Forward-backward asymmetry in tt production

At next-to-leading order (NLO) a non-zero coefficient Ag}]—) is generated from the inter-
ference of tree-level gluon exchange with one-loop QCD box diagrams and the interfer-
ence of initial- and final-state radiation (see Figure 9.1). Including QCD NLO as well
as electroweak corrections [104, 105], the SM prediction in the pp frame for the inclusive
asymmetry is [106]

(Alg) o, = (5.1£0.6) %, (9.14)

where the total error includes the individual uncertainties due to different choices of the
parton distribution functions (PDFs), the factorization and renormalization scales, and a
variation of m; within its experimental error. Recent theoretical determinations of (ALg)swm,
that include the resummation of logarithmically enhanced threshold effects at NLO [107]
and NNLO [108, 109], are in agreement with the latter number. If we compare this result
to (9.1), we see that the SM prediction is about 20 away from the experimental value
(9.1). Recently, an evidence for a mass dependent forward-backward asymmetry has been
presented in [110] for 5.3 fb™" of pp collisions. It has been found that for an invariant mass
of My > 450 Gev, the tension in the tt-rest frame exceeds 3o.

9.2 NP corrections at LO

In general, it turns out to be difficult to explain the large central experimental value,
since any viable NP model must simultaneously avoid giving rise to unacceptably large
deviations in oy and/or doy;/dM;;, which both show no evidence of non-SM physics. In
[103] we have listed a bunch of publications, which propose NP in the s-channel through
the exchange of new vector bosons, or contributions to the ¢(u)-channel by the exchange
of either vector bosons W’ and Z’; or color singlet, triplet and sextet scalars. Concerning
the s-channel exchange, color octets are preferred as they directly interfere with LO QCD
diagrams. They should exhibit sizable axial-vector couplings to both the light quarks, g%,
and the top quark, ¢%. In order to induce a positive shift in ALy, the new vectors have to
couple to the first and the third generation of quarks with axial-vector couplings [111] of
opposite sign!.

As noted in [112], the RS scenario of a warped extra dimension offers the possibility to
fulfill the latter requirement, as gauge couplings of quarks to KK gluons depend on flavor.
Further corrections to ALy arise from the neutral current sector, where KK excitations of
the photon and the Z boson give rise to flavor-violating couplings. At the order v*/Miy,
there are also contributions from the Z° and the Higgs boson. The LO diagrams are shown
in Figure 9.2. The gluon-fusion channel gg — tf does not receive a correction at the Born
level, since the coupling of two gluons to a KK gluon is zero due to the orthonormality of
the gauge-boson wave functions.

!The sign is needed as to first approximation the interference term is proportional to g% g% /(—MZp),
where Myp is the mass of the new exchange particle.
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9.2 NP corrections at LO

U t U t
g Z®) 9 k)
u t u t

Figure 9.2: Tree-level contributions to the g — tt (left) and the uu — ¢t (right)
transition arising from s- and t-channel exchange of KK gauge bosons.

The effective Lagrangian, needed to account for the effects of the order v?/Mzy, reads

V.8) (V,8 \’at
eff - Z Z [ (gq AB qq, A)B + uA)BQtu ,AB + (u A)B Eu A)B ) (915)
qu A,B=L,R

where

V, a a
Quatn = (@ T Pag) (i T* Pyt)

Vs = (@, T Pat) (4" T* Pgu) , (9.16)

Vi1

s = (@7, Pat) (" Pyu)
The sum over ¢ (u) involves all light (up-type) quark flavors, and the superscripts (V1)
and (V,8) label color-octet and singlet vector currents, respectively. The chiral projectors
Py, g have been introduced in (1.18). Starting from (9.15), we calculate the interference
between the matrix elements of the s-channel SM gluon exchange and the s- and ¢-channel
NP contributions, which arise from the Feynman graphs displayed in Figure 9.2. In terms
of the linear combinations

P,a) (P,a) (Pa (Pa
C( = Re |:Cz(] LL + CZ] RR} ) C@] J_) = Re |:Om LI)% + Oj RL} ) (917)

i, ||
the resulting hard-scattering kernels take the form

o _ BpCr
Kigws =5 5 |5

(0) ﬁp CF i 2 L s (V1)
Kigrs = 32 N, Kz"‘mt) (Ncctu | =20 [ :

Here, N. is the number of colors and Cf has been introduced in (1.35).
After integrating over cos 6, one obtains the LO corrections to the symmetric and asym-
metric parts of the cross section in the partonic CM frame

t2
1 CVS) + —= C(Y,B) +m; (qu i +qu¢>} ,

qq, L qq ||

(9.18)

Ors = 2L (24 p)s | Vo + 2 CV8>—205Y7H1> ,

’ 216 ua a oo
o _ Bp o [ (V) V)
dd,RS_2_16<2+p)5[CddH —l—Cddl ,
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9 Forward-backward asymmetry in tt production

and

I e V1)
§Otﬁ,|| _QCta,H

2
Albns = T 6 Ol - i+
(9.20)

4
40 3p 5 [C(V,S) B C(V’ﬂ .

dd,RS — 14 dd,|| dd, L

Obviously, the coefficients involving down-type quarks do not receive corrections from
flavor-changing ¢-channel transitions. Note that in (9.19) the coefficients cV® and ¢VY

aq,| qq, L
enter in the combination Cy = (C’;};’f) + C’é};’i)), while in (9.20) they contribute as the
difference Cf; = (C’q((‘;’f) - C’é;’i)). This feature is related to the fact that the symmetric

(asymmetric) LO cross section o, (0,) measures the product g{-gi, (¢9%g%) of the vector
(axial-vector) parts of the respective gauge couplings.

The expressions (9.19) and (9.20) hold for any NP model, which goes along with tree-
level exchange of new color-octet vectors in the s- and t-channel, as well as t-channel
transitions due to flavor changing color-singlet vectors. Whithin the minimal RS model,
the coefficients are explicitly given by [103]

clvs = 2ma {% -y [(A;)n + (A})s3 — 2L (Ag)11 ® (Aa)33] }

- M2 e
(V,8) . 271'@3 1 , ’
Coar = —M—%{{E - agq [(Aa)ll + (Aa)sz]
+2L [(Bo)n @ (Ay)ss + (B @ (Bg)ss] } , (9.21)
V.8 4o ~
Ct(u ||) = M—I2(K L Z [(Aa)m X (Aa)31i| )
a=U,u
47?046 L ” 2 ~ 2, ~
Cg,’ul) =R, e [(Tg —52Qu)” (Av)13 ® (Ap)s + (s5Qu)” (Aw)13 ® (Au)st
4o, ~ ~
— T LR Y B ® Ba)), (9.22)
KK a=U,u

for ¢ = u,d and @) = U, D. Analogous expressions with the index 1 replaced by 2 hold if
the quarks in the initial state belong to the second generation. As in the charge-current
sector, the tensor products indicate that the respective terms do not factorize into single
vertex corrections. The definition of these terms have been given in [38, 84]. The overlap
integrals (Ag,4)i; have been introduced in (7.16). Here, they stem from the non-universal
(t-dependent) terms in our expression for the sum over the KK-gluon tower (3.36). In
Appendix B.1, we collect ZMA expressions and give the results of the RG evaluation at
leading logarithmic accuracy, which are used for our numerical analysis. As it turns out,
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9.2 NP corrections at LO

the dominant RS corrections stem from the vector couplings of KK gluons, which are
collected into C';/q. This is also true for the custodial scenario.

Coming to the subleadlng Corrections we observe that the left-handed part of the KK
Z-boson contribution to C ‘ ) is enhanced by a factor of around 3 within the custodial RS
model compared to the m1n1mal one. On the other hand, the right-handed contribution is
protected by the custodial symmetry and thus smaller by a factor of roughly 1/L ~ 1/37.
In contrast, the KK-gluon contributions remain unchanged at the order (v?/MZy). Higher
order corrections arise from the admixture of KK fermions to the light quarks. We conclude
that the predictions for the tf observables are rather model-independent. However, as we
will see later, the constraints from the Z°bb-pseudo observables restrict the possible range
of RS corrections within the minimal model compared to the custodial one.

In order to get a feeling about the size of the RS hard-scattering kernels for ¢t production,
we just consider corrections proportional to ay and suppress relative O(1) factors as well
as numerically sub-leading terms for the moment Thus, we can simplify the ZMA results
(B.1) and find that the coefficient functions S iirs and AZ(] )RS scale like

0 4o
ngﬁ),RS ~ 2 FQ(CL‘A)a
KK A=L R
. 1 (9.23)
0 T
Aq(ui),RS ~ _M2 L H |:F2(CQR) - F2<CQL)i| + g Z FQ(CtA)FZ(CuA) )
KK q=t,u A=L,R

for the case of up-type quarks. Here, we have again used the notation ¢;, = cq,, ¢, = Cus,
Cup = CQy, and ¢y = ¢y, -

Under the natural assumptions that the bulk mass parameters of the top and up quarks
satisfy ¢;, > —1/2 and ¢,, < —1/2, we can use the approximate scaling behavior (6.34)
of the zero-mode profiles, and expand the above result in the small number (c,, — ;).
Thus, we find

4o

Siurs ™ 2(1 4o, +cig)
RS MKK L R
Ama
(0) Qs o 1 pL(+eu +eup) (14 cuy, + Cup) (9.24)

uﬁ,RS MIQ{K
1 1
X { (2 + 5) L(e, — ) (Cup — Cup) + 3 (14 ¢, + ctR)} .

The symmetric function entirely arises from s-channel KK-gluon exchange, while the asym-
metric one collects contributions from the s-channel (proportional to the term multiplied
by 2 in the curly bracket) and the t-channel (terms o 1/3). The relations (9. 24) reveal a
couple of interesting features. We first observe that the hard-scattering kernel S ars Of the
charge-symmetric cross section is independent of the localization of the up- quark to first
approximation. Furthermore, it is strictly positive, as long as ¢;, > —1/2. This implies
that the inclusive tf production cross section gets enhanced with increasing IR localization
of the left- and right-handed top quarks.
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9 Forward-backward asymmetry in tt production

In contrast to SS;),RS, both terms in ASL)RS are exponentially suppressed for UV-localized
up quarks, i.e., ¢,, < —1/2. For typical values of the bulk mass parameters, one finds that
the magnitude of the first term in the curly bracket of (9.24) is larger than the second term
by a factor of almost 10. This implies that, to first approximation, the asymmetric cross
section can be described by including only the effects from s-channel KK-gluon exchange.
Note that the difference of the bulk mass parameters for light quarks (c,, —cy,,) is typically
small and positive. It follows that the product (14 ¢,, +¢u,)(cu, — Cuy) < 0 is generically
negative. In order to find a positive LO contribution to AgijS, one requires (¢, — ¢;,) to
be negative as well. Fortunately, this is the natural assumption in warped models which
satisfy bounds from the Z°b.b; vertex and generate the hierarchies in the flavor sector
by means of the warped-space Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism. Applying the latter, we can
deduce the condition ¢, > m,;/(v/2v|Y;]) —1/2, where the top-quark mass is understood
to be normalized at the KK scale and Y; = (Y,)33. For m;(1TeV) = 144 GeV and |Y;| =1,
this implies that positive values of ¢, lead to Agg,RS > 0, and thus to a positive shift in
o,. However, we want to stress that the latter bound is only a crude approximation of the
leading QCD corrections. The inclusion of electroweak corrections does not change this
picture qualitatively.

At this point, remember that at LO QCD in the presence of NP the symmetric (asym-
metric) piece is generated from vector (axial vector) currents. The important message here
is that at tree-level the axial-vector current is RS GIM suppressed due to the IR localiza-
tion of the light quarks in the initial state. Therefore it is tiny for a natural choice of bulk
masses. On the other hand, the RS corrections to the vector current can be sizable. There-
fore, it is worth to go to NLO in the «/(47) expansion, where an asymmetric contribution
is generated by the vector current.

0.3 Calculation of NLO effects

Since QCD is a pure vector theory, the lowest-order processes q¢ — tt and gg — tt
of the O(a?) do not contribute to ALy within the SM. However, at O(a?) there is an
charge-asymmetric piece arising in quark- anti-quark-annihilation ¢g — tt(g) and flavor
excitation qg — qtt processes [104, 105]. The Feynman diagrams are given in Figure 9.1,
where one still has to add their counterparts with crossed gluon lines in the box. Note that
the crossing of gluons is equivalent of changing the direction of the arrows in the fermion
loop, that is replacing top by anti-top. The charge or forward-backward asymmetry arises
from interference terms that are odd under the exchange of ¢ < ¢. Since the axial-vector
current is even under this exchange, it does not contribute to the asymmetry at NLO. The
vector-current on the other hand will generate asymmetric terms proportional to the color
structure d2,, = (2Tr ({T“,Tb}TC))2 [104, 105]. Gluon-fusion processes gg — tt(g), on
the other hand, remain symmetric to all orders in perturbation theory. Explicit formulas
for the asymmetric contributions to the ¢¢ production cross section in QCD are given in
[105]. Contributions from flavor excitation are negligibly small at the Tevatron and will
not be taken into account in the following.
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9.3 Calculation of NLO effects

Figure 9.3: Interference of SM and NP diagrams contributing to the forward-backward
asymmetry in ¢t production at NLO. The insertion of the effective operator
is indicated by a black square.

If order to compute the NLO corrections due to NP at leading order in v?/A%p, one
considers the interference between SM and NP diagrams. Examples are shown in Figure 9.3,
where we replace the tree-level SM amplitude by an effective four-fermion operator. Of
course, NP can also arise within the loop. We will however not consider this possibility.

For the case of the RS model, one concludes from (9.19), (9.20), and (9.24) that the
NLO corrections to o, should dominate over the LO ones, if the condition

Z‘—; (14 ¢, + ) > Lelitensteus) (9.25)
is fulfilled. Note that this inequality should be considered only as a crude approximation
valid up to a factor of O(1). Due to the rather strong UV localization of light quarks, it
can easily be satisfied. Note that in contrast to the SM, in the RS framework the Feynman
graphs displayed in Figure 9.3 are not the only sources of charge-asymmetric contributions.
Self-energy, vertex, and counter-term diagrams will also lead to an asymmetry. However,
these corrections turn out to be RS GIM suppressed, just as the tree-level RS correction.
Compared to the latter, these contributions are accompanied by an additional factor of
a/(47), and can therefore be ignored for all practical purposes.

In the partonic CM frame (¢¢ = u, dd) the leading RS NLO asymmetric hard-scattering
kernel is related to that of the SM model by

o 5 v
AQQRS - 167, thquq : (9'26)

Note that the Wilson coefficient C}; contains a factor 4ma, /Mgy (B.1). The SM result A,(llq)
is normalized according to (9.7), and can be described through a parametrization which
is accurate to the permille level. The explicit expression is given in Appendix A.3. A
numerical integration of the asymmetric differential cross section given in [105] over the
relevant phase has been performed in [103]. As the forward-backward asymmetry ALy is
measured in the pp laboratory frame, we have to transform the results of the partonic CM
frame by a change of the integration boundaries within the integration over cosf. The
resulting reduction factors are collected in Appendix A.3.
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9 Forward-backward asymmetry in tt production

The Wilson coefficients appearing in the effective Lagrangian (9.15) do not only give
rise to corrections of the forward-backward asymmetry AkLg, but also to the theoretical
prediction of the total cross section oy, and the invariant mass spectrum doy;/dM;z. In SM
the latter quantities agree with the recent Tevatron results (/s = 1.96 TeV) [94, 113, 114]

(04F)exp = (7.50 % 0.31g4a¢. & 0.345ys. £ 0.151umi.) Pb,

doyg \ M€ [800,1400] GeV b
= (0. 4 0.0324a¢. = 0.0124,¢. + 0.00414mi. ) =——
(tht> (0.068 % 0.032a¢ yst 0414mi.) Gov

(9.27)

exp

within the theoretical and experimental errors. In the case of the t¢ invariant mass spec-
trum, we have restricted our attention to the last bin of the available CDF measure-
ment, M € [800,1400] GeV, which is most sensitive to the presence of new DOFs with

masses in the TeV range. In terms of the dimensionless coefficients 5;2 = 1TeV? C;/qi and
CY =1TeV? (1/3 cVs _ QC(V’I)), we find the theoretical predictions?

ta, | ta, |

(Gu)rs = |1+ 0.053 (CV; + C) +0.008 Cly | (6.734022) pb,
(9.28)

doyg \ Mot €1800,1400] Gev B N B b
— [1+033(CL, + CF) +0.02Cl | (0.06175588)

(tht)Rs [ + (Cua+ Cra) + aa | ( *0:006) GoV
All Wilson coefficients are understood to be evaluated at u = m;. The RG evolution of
the Wilson coefficients can be found in Appendix B.1. Details concerning the numerical
evaluation are given in [103]. The latter results constrain the size of the Wilson coefficients
appearing in the effective Lagrangian (9.15).

From (A.6) and (9.28), we obtain the forward-backward asymmetry in the laboratory
frame

14022 (CA, + CY) + 0.03C4 +0.034CY, + 0.005C
1+ 0.053 (CY; + C) +0.008CY;

(Abp)Rs = (5.659%) %. (9.29)

The central value of the SM prediction has been obtained by integrating the formulas given
in [105] over the relevant phase space (A.6), weighted with MSTW2008L0 PDF's [115] with
the unphysical scales fixed to m;. The above result (9.29) is in good agreement with (9.14)
as well as the findings of [107, 108]. Electroweak corrections have not been included within
the calculation of the central value (9.29). Such effects have been found to enhance the ¢t
forward-backward asymmetry by around 4% to 9% [106, 116]. Therefore, we have added
in quadrature an error of 5% to the combined scale and PDF uncertainties.

In Table 9.1 we show the results for the various Wilson coefficient functions for ap-
propriate parameter sets. The bulk mases and (anarchic) Yukawa couplings used for the
calculation of the first three rows are given in [103]. The last row corresponds to our default

2Here, we have ignored the tiny contributions from the (anti-)strange-, (anti-)charm-, and (anti-)bottom
quark content of the proton (anti-proton).
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9.3 Calculation of NLO effects

. Cp | CVifos | CiJag | CVJag Cikfag CY g
—0.41 | 0.09 | 4.496 |0.71-107%| 0.680 | —1.40-107° | —1.3-10~*
—0.47 | 0.48 | 4.950 |0.22-1072| 0.268 | —0.03-107* | —0.7-10*
—0.49 | 090 | 5.309 | 1.79-1072| 0.084 | —0.64-107* | —2.5-10*
—0.47 | 0.87 | 5.263 |2.82-1072| 0.035 | —=3.71-1073 | —0.2-1074

Table 9.1: Results for the Wilson coefficients corresponding to three different parameter
points in the minimal RS model. The coefficients scale as (1 TeV/Mgx)?.

parameter set given in Appendix A.1. The values of the left- and right-handed top-quark
bulk mass parameters ¢;, and ¢, are given in the first two columns, as these are of special
importance for the size of the LO cross sections (see (9.24)). From the numbers it is evi-
dent that the Wilson coefficients of the axial-vector current contributions are suppressed
against those of the vector current by at least two orders of magnitude. Thus, the relative
a/(4m) factor gets (over)compensated, and the NLO vector current gives the dominant
contribution to o,. Explicitly, this can be seen by inserting the above numbers into the nu-
merator of (9.29). The RS contributions from ¢-channel transitions (last column) turn out
to be negligible. Restricting ourselves on the corrections arising from s-channel KK-gluon
exchange, we conclude that one can also neglect the contributions from down quarks in the
initial state. First, the respective Wilson coefficients are smaller than those belonging to
up quarks by about one order of magnitude. Second, they are suppressed in the total cross
section (last bin of the ¢f invariant mass spectrum) by the small ratio of quark luminosities
F23(0.04) / fuz (0.04) ~ 1/5 (ff47(0.17) / ffuz (0.17) &~ 1/15). We further observe that CV.
grows with increasing values of (¢;, + ¢t,,), as expected from (9.24).

As we have now identified the dominant RS corrections to ALy, we want to find out
which corrections are allowed by the RS parameter space, and whether they decrease or
increase the SM prediction. As the dominant contributions arise from the exchange of
KK-gluons, there is no difference between the minimal and the custodial model at LO in
v?/MZx. Dropping all numerical irrelevant terms in (9.29), we obtain

_|1+0.22C4 +0.034CY,

(A%B)ngs ~ 140 0530V (5'64:(1)22) % .

(9.30)

Looking at the numerator, we observe that the correction due to the axial-vector current
plays a minor role, being just a few percent compared to the one of the vector current. On
the other hand, the corrections to the symmetric cross section in the denominator have a
stronger sensitivity to CV,, and are also positive. Tt follows that the ratio (Akp )b /(Akp)oe,
is smaller than one. In other words, for a natural choice of input parameters, the RS
corrections to the SM prediction of the forward-backward asymmetry ALy turn out to be
negative due to the normalization with respect to the symmetric cross section. This feature
is illustrated in Figure 9.4, where we show the (approximate) results for the absolute RS

corrections to ALy in the pp frame as a function of ¢;, and ¢;,. The figures have been
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9 Forward-backward asymmetry in tt production

107

05!

CtR
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Figure 9.4: Absolute correction to (Akg)P% in the ¢;,-c;, plane for a KK scale of
1TeV. The parameter region which is in agreement with the Z%bb “pseudo

observables” is colored in green ( light gray). Figure taken from [103].

obtained by including only the KK-gluon corrections to @YﬁA. Here, we have employed
Mgk = 1TeV, ¢,, = cq, = —0.63, ¢y, = —0.68, ¢q, = —0.66, ¢,, = c5, = —0.56,
Ce, = —0.53, ¢;, = —0.63, and assumed the minors of the Yukawa matrices Y, 4 to be
equal for simplicity. Furthermore, we imposed constraints from the Z°b;b; vertex and the
top mass, which restrict the value of ¢;;, = cg,. The allowed parameter region is colored
in green (light gray). For the custodial model only the bound from the top mass survives,
whereas in the minimal version only the thin stripe with ¢;, € [—0.60,—0.49] is allowed.
The solid lines indicate the required value of the top-Yukawa coupling Y; = (V)35 for the
given bulk masses.

Both panels in Figure 9.4 show that the corrections to (AkLg)M, interfere destructively
with the SM in the whole ¢;, -¢;,, plane. However, even for a low KK scale of Mgk = 1TeV
(which is rather unrealistic in view of the constraints from the electroweak precision observ-
ables and various flavor-changing interactions [38]), the maximal attainable effects do not
exceed —0.03% (—0.06%) in the minimal (custodial) RS model. Since the RS corrections
decouple as 1/MZ, it follows that for Mxx = 2TeV the maximal absolute corrections
are about —0.02%. Thus, we conclude that the RS prediction for the forward-backward
asymmetry in ¢t production, ALy, is essentially SM-like within an anarchic approach to
flavor.

This result should be contrasted with the analysis [112], which finds positive corrections
to the ¢t forward-backward asymmetry of up to 5.6% (7%) arising from KK gluons (Z’-
boson exchange) at LO. Here, the authors obtain sizable values for équ by assuming an IR-
localized quark field u, and a strongly UV-localized ugr. This choice, however, reintroduces
hierarchies in the Yukawa matrices in order to reproduce the correct light quark masses
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9.3 Calculation of NLO effects

simultaneously with the desired CKM structure. Moreover, the RS GIM suppression for
the gauge couplings of left-handed up and down quarks vanishes, giving rise to possible
conflicts with the flavor phenomenology. Positive corrections to the asymmetry have also
been found in [117] in the context of a warped Higgsless model.

We close this section by noting that, due to the universal result (9.29), a sizable positive
correction to (Aky)gy from s-channel NP exchange requires at least an O(1) tree level axial-
vector current with a different sign for heavy and light quarks, which in addition interferes
with the tree-level QCD diagram of quark-anti-quark annihilation [111]. On the other
hand, there should not be vast corrections to the top-quark vector couplings, as otherwise
the good agreement for the total cross section and the invariant mass spectrum would
be spoiled (see (9.3) and (9.3)). A viable model should therefore involve a massive color
octet, which possesses a sizable axial-vector coupling to fermions. A possible candidate an
axigluon within the chiral color model [118], where quarks of opposite chirality but same
flavor are charged under different SU(3) groups.
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

As a final project, we want to study RS corrections in the decay of B-mesons. An impor-
tant observable is the width difference Al'y = I'; — I'}; between the light and the heavy
meson state, which involves a CP-violating phase. According to the above definition, AT’y
happens to be positive in the SM. It can be computed from the dispersive and absorptive
part of the B%-BY mixing amplitude, M}, and I'{,. For |T'%,| < |M3,|, one can derive the
simple relation [119, 120]

_ 2Re(MppI'Y5)

Al ~
| M|

= 2|I'{,| cos s . (10.1)
We define the relative phase ¢ between the mixing and the decay amplitude according to
the convention A A
2= M| e ¢s = arg(—M3I55) . (10.2)
I |5, ]
for which the SM value is positive and explicitly given by ¢*™ = (4.2 £ 1.4) - 1073 [121].
The combined experimental results of CDF and D@ differ from the SM prediction in the
(ﬁ;] / ve ATl's)-plane by about 20 [122], whereas the latest CDF results disagree by 1o only
[123]. Here, 87/Y% € [—x/2,7/2] is the CP-violating phase in the interference of mixing
and decay, obtained from the time-dependent angular analysis of flavor-tagged B? — J /¢
decays. In the SM it is given by [121, 124]

bs

A
B¢ = _ arg <_A_Z> = 0.020 = 0.005, (10.3)

with )\ZS = V@V, In the presence of NP, the prediction of AL, is modified [125, 126] .
Adopting the notation of [127], we extend the SM relations according to

Mfz = M182SM + MTQNP = MfQSMRM eom )
SM NP SM ' (10.4)
[y =DM + 3" = T3MRrer

Inserting the latter definitions into (10.1) it follows that
AT, = 2|T55M| Ry cos(¢5™ + ¢ar — or) (10.5)

where AI'SM = (0.087 4 0.021) ps~* [128]. A further important observable is the CP
asymmetry in semileptonic decays

P(BY = I'X) ~T(BY = 1°X) _, (rfg )

As. = _
SLTT(BY — 1+ X) +T(BY — I-X) M;,

(10.6)
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

|

Figure 10.1: Feynman diagrams that contribute to the dispersive and absorptive part
of the BY-B? mixing amplitude, M7, and I'j,, at LO in the SM.

b S
AB =2
5 b

Figure 10.2: Feynman diagrams for generic NP contributions to M7, and I'j, through
insertion of effective AB = 2 and AB = 1 operators, respectively.

Including NP corrections, we find

&L= VSV Ry sin(¢S™ + s — or) - (10.7)
12

Within the SM, the leading contribution to the dispersive part of the B%-BY mixing
amplitude M7, appears at the one-loop level. The respective Feynman diagrams are shown
on the left-hand side of Figure 10.1. If NP involves FCNCs at tree level, these give rise
to sizable corrections to the mass difference Ampg, = Mj — M; = 2|M3,| [119]. The
generic m¥,/A? suppression compared to the SM amplitude is (over)compensated by the
inverse loop factor 47/c in the ratio MNP /MM, Here, A denotes the NP mass scale.
For the case of the minimal and custodial RS model, the corrections have been calculated
in [38] and [74], respectively. On the other hand, the presence of tree level FCNCs and
right-handed charged current interactions give rise to new decay diagrams. However, NP
corrections to the absorptive part of the amplitude I'j, do not gain an inverse loop factor
compared to the leading SM diagrams, which can be seen in Figure 10.2. Therefore, the
mi, /A? (here m, /M2y) suppression does not get attenuated and the effects are expected
to be small. Thus, they are neglected in many NP studies.

Recently, model-independent estimates on Ag; in the presence of heavy gluons have
been presented in [129], taking into account modifications in I'13. NP contributions from
EW penguin operators as well as right-handed charged currents have not been considered.
We will see below that the former can compete with or even dominate contributions from
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10.1 Calculation of T'Y,

QCD penguins within the minimal RS model [34, 38], where part of the latter tend to give
the dominant contribution to I'{®S for the most natural choice of input parameters. The
results presented in the following can also be found in our recent article [75].

10.1 Calculation of T,

Within the SM, I'j, is known to NLO in QCD [130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 121]. In this
section, we (re-)calculate the leading contribution to I'}, in the presence of NP. Formally,
one has to evaluate the hadronic matrix element of the transition amplitude, which converts
BY into B?

s 1 0 N0
F12 - 2mBS <BS|T|BS> ’ (10 8)
T = Disc/d%%T [HA =" (2)HGP=(0)] .

Here, T stands for “time-ordered”, and the effective Hamiltonian collects all AB = 1 opera-
tors which can be inserted into the Feynman diagrams of the right-hand side in Figure 10.2.
Taking the discontinuity in the expression above projects out on-shell intermediate states.
Explicitly, this is done by cutting the diagram and allowing only for light quarks (leptons)
as decay products. The leading correction to the SM result is given by the interference
between SM and NP insertions. The framework of heavy-quark expansion (HQE) allows
for a systematic evaluation of the matrix element in powers of 1/m;. At the zeroth order,
the momentum of the B-meson p in its rest frame corresponds to the momentum of the
bottom quark (p* = m?), while the strange-quark momentum is set to zero. Therefore, we
make use of the EOMs puy(p) = —pup(p) = mpup(p) and pus(p) = pus(p) = 0. At typical
hadronic distances x > 1/my, the transition of B? into BY is a local process. Thus, the
matrix element can be expanded in terms of local AB = 2 operators. QCD corrections are
implemented by running the AB = 1 operators from the matching scale down to the mass
of the bottom quark. The leading SM contributions can be collected into matrix elements
of the AB = 2 operators

Q1 =(5:ibi)v_a(5;b;)v_a,
10.9
Qo =(5:bi)s+p(5;b)s4p (109)

where ¢ and j denote color indices, and a summation over repeated indices is understood.
The shorthand notation V' + A indicates the Dirac structure v#(1 £+ +°) in between the
spinors, whereas S & P denotes (1 & ~°). The possibility of having right-handed charged
currents within the RS model asks for further AB = 2 operators, caused by interference
of SM with NP insertions. We introduce

Qs = (5;b)s4+r(5;bi)s+p
Q4 = (5;b;)s—p(5;b;)s+p (10.10)
Qs =(5;b;)s—p(5bi)s+p -
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

The appropriate AB = 1 Hamiltonian, allowing for new right-handed charged currents
as well as tree-level FCNCs, is given by

. 10
HAPT = 2L\ CiQi + CFPQs + CHQ + CIQ™ ) + ) CiQs
=St gl

y (10.11)
+>(OFQi+ Q).
=3

In the RS model the operators @ arise from (KK) W#*-boson exchange, and the LR/RL
operators involve right-handed charged currents. They are defined as

Q1= (

i

ol

iCj)v—a(Cb)v_a, Q2 = (Sici)v—a(Gbj)v_a,

- ) i (10.12)
i¢i)v—a(Cibi)via, QY = (8ici)v_a(€ibj)vsa,

ol

and the QF*F are chirality flipped with respect to QX%. Operators of the type RR are not
included into our analysis as their coefficients scale like v*/My, in the models at hand.
We also do not consider the small contributions from electromagnetic and chromomagnetic
dipole operators Q7 and Q% . Due to the hierarchies in the CKM matrix and the RS-GIM
mechanism, it is sufficient to restrict ourselves on ¢ quarks as intermediate states, when we
calculate the RS corrections related to W-boson exchange. For the SM contribution how-
ever, we include the combinations uc, cu, and uu in addition to the operators given above.
Concerning the NP corrections encoded in the coefficients with superscripts LL, LR, RL,
we pull out the CKM factor \» for convenience. As discussed at the end of Section 7,
the measured values for V;, and V., (extracted from semileptonic B and D decays) should
be identified with the exchange of all (SU(2),) W-type bosons. As a consequence, the
NP coefficients C’f% arise only due to non-factorizable corrections (7.36), which can not be
absorbed into A\». As we will discuss later, the dominant RS corrections however arise from
the chirality-mixed operators QX%®. Explicit ZMA expressions for the Wilson coefficients
are collected in Appendix B.2. Besides the charged-curent operators (10.12), we take into
account, contributions from QCD penguin operators

Qs = (gibi)V—AZq (755)v-a Qs = (gibj)V—AZq (%) v—-a,

Qs = (§z‘bz‘)V—AZq (Gg)va, Qs = (gz‘bj)V—AZq (4G )v+a Ho-1
as well as EW penguin operators
Q7= ; (§ibz’)v—AZqu (G%)vea, Qs = ; (5ibj)V—AZqu (qigi)v+a 10,10
Qo = g (Eibi)VfAZqu (59)v-a Qo = ; (gibj)vaZqu (qj%)v-a, |

where ¢ = u,c,d, s, and @, is the electric charge. Here, no CKM suppression factors are
involved. Thus, one should keep all light quarks as intermediate states, if one considers
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10.1 Calculation of T'Y,

double neutral-current insertions. The operators @3,_10 are chirality-flipped with respect to
(10.13) and (10.14). In principle, there is the possibility of a flavor change on both vertices
for NP penguins. Furthermore, the interaction is not universal with respect to the quark
flavor q. However, these non-universal effects and internal flavor changes suffer from an
additional RS-GIM suppression and can be neglected for all practical purposes. For the
same reason, the chirality flipped penguins CF5 ;) can be neglected compared to O3, for
bs transitions [38]. Within the minimal RS model it turns out that, despite of the relative
a/ag-suppression, the EW penguin operators can dominate over the gluon penguins [38].
This is explained by the extra factor L, which shows up in the leading correction to the
left-handed Z°%-coupling (7.15). Remember that this factor vanishes in the custodial model.
The RS Wilson coefficients of the penguin operators can be found in [38] and are collected in
Appendix B.3 for completeness. There further is the possibility of a flavor-changing Higgs
coupling which, however, can be neglected against the contributions of the flavor-changing
heavy gauge bosons in RS models.

Concerning double-penguin insertions, we include all light quarks with masses set to zero
(besides m,). For ¢ = ¢ and penguin-operator insertions that contain V' — A structures
only, the calculation resembles that of the charged-current sector by applying a Fierz
transformation. The double-penguin insertion moreover allows for leptons within the cut-
diagram. However, as the related SM coefficient is suppressed by «/a, there is no chance
to obtain big effects from sb — 77 transitions, which are less constrained by experiment
[136]. Note that this is not a general statement about NP models. If there is a tree-level
transition sb — 77 mediated by light NP particles in the range of ~ 100 GeV, the double
NP insertion becomes comparable to the SM diagrams. Possible candidates are scalar
leptoquarks [127, 137].

In order to determine I'{,, one has to evaluate integrals of the form

P2 D\2 v

/d4k5<(k+§) —m?2) 6 ((k=5)" —m2) {1, k2, Kk }
— [aq [ kR s(F - /A —m2) {1, K Ly VR s 10.15
N 0 4my, b a g 9 m? (10.15)

b

2 2
N LD RN SR U R A R S AN
2 m? |’ b mi 4) 3 mi 4 m?

The é-functions stem from the two-particle cut, p is the outer momentum associated to the

b quark, and k is the loop momentum. In the first step, we have applied Passarino-Veltman

reduction to the term oc k#k”. The cut fixes k2 and the absolute value of k. The residual

integration over the solid angle can easily be performed, as the problem is 47-symmetric.
Within the calculation of the amplitude it is often required to perform Fierz re-arrangements

of the spinors. Therefore, it is convenient to use the master formula [5], which directly

applies to the chiral basis (1.28) (i, j, k, [ denote Dirac indices),

[\

(T4 (T8) = %Tr [TAT BT p] (TP)u (T - (10.16)
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

At the end, the results of the various AB = 1 operator insertions are matched on
the B%-meson matrix elements of the AB = 2 operators (10.9) and (10.10). In other
words, performing the evaluation of the cut shrinks the diagrams on the right-hand side of
Figure 10.2 to a local AB = 2 four-fermion transition, as depicted on the left-hand side.
Note that the twisted diagram on the very right of Figure 10.2 picks up a minus sign due
to the interchanged order of fermionic field operators. Neglecting intermediate leptons, we
find to LO in 1/my

m? 2
[y = — = GL(A\) V1 -4

{ [(1 —2) (51 + 57F) + %(1 —42)(Zo + Z5) +32 (T3 + K
— g\/Z(ZILR—FEgR—FKéLR—FK:LLR)

1 _ 3. 1
+ —— K+ K, + §K§’ + 5K;’2)

1—4z
* \/11—W<ib: (1=2°(2+2)F1 + (1 - 2)Ks) + %E:\\ii? (2K, + Kz))] (Q1)

+ [0+ 22) (D1 + B - % - TE) - 3z (28R 4 TR — KER)

1 _ _
+ ————=(3K7 + K!; — 3K} — K,)

1—-14z
L (o )
+ A (25 - 2P 2 — )+ S - K9)) (Q0)

—3Vz (P + 2557 4+ K,M7) (Qs)

+3vz (57 = K) (Qu) + 3vz (55 — K) (Q5) }

bs —
127T(2MB)\/_GF/\ V1—4z (10.17)

1
{ [(1 —2) 20" + 5(1 —42) 53F + 32 53

1
2

1
m<

+ [ +29) (27 - 57)

=/ 1 3 =1 /I
i 3K1NP+K81NP+§K2NP_|_ NP)} (Q))

1 — 11 1" — 11 // 1
K NP K NP K NP NP :| Q
/1 4z (3 1 sl 3 2 ) < 2> mp ’

where z = m2/m? and (Q;) = (B%| Q;|BY). The meaning of all the coefficients will be

126



10.1 Calculation of T'Y,

explained in a moment. At this point, note that our result (10.17) holds for any NP model,
which gives rise to the operators collected in (10.11). Remember that we have neglected
contributions from the chirality flipped penguins @3 10, as they turn out to be unimportant
for the model at hand. In order to get a (more or less) compact expression for I'},, we have
introduced the linear combinations (A, B € {L, R})

L= Ko+ K+ K S = KPR G =12,

, ) 10.18
Yy = Kt + KY | S =KN + KN i=1,2,3, ( )

where the coefficients on the right-hand side of (10.18) are themselves linear combinations
of Wilson coefficients. In agreement with [130] we obtain

K, =N.C}+2C,Cy,  Ky= C3,

K| =2 (N.C1Cs49 + C1Cyi10 + C2C349) Kj = 2C5,Cy40,
K3 =2 (N.C1Cs 47+ C1Cgyg + CrC5 47 + CoCs45)

K| =N.C3.g+2C3,9Cs110 + NeCo 7 4+ 2Cs17Cs4s

Ky =Ciii0+ Céyss

K3 =2(N.C319C517 + C319C618 + Car10C547 + Ciat10Cs438) ,

(10.19)

with Cj; = C; + C;. The combinations K; stem from the insertion of charged-current
operators and give the dominant contribution in the SM. The coefficients K| and K
correspond to the interference of charged-current with penguin operators and penguin-
penguin insertions, respectively. As we consider light quarks (¢ = u,d,s) in the limit
mg = 0, there is a cancellation in the EW penguin sector due to the electric charges. The
coeflicients K therefore resemble the KZ , with C7 19 set to zero. For strange quarks as
intermediate states, there is a second possibility for the penguin insertion. In the limit
ms = 0 we find additional contributions from

K" =2+ N.)(Cy — C19/2)* +2(N, + 1)(C5 — Cy/2)(Cy — C10/2) +2(C3 — Cy/2)?,
Kl =2(C5 — Cy/2)(Cy — Cho/2) + (C5 — Cy/2)?. (10.20)

At O(v?/MEy), we have to consider interference of SM diagrams with NP penguins, which
give rise to

2 (N.C1Cyly + C1Cy T + CoC3) KNP =2 C2Ciho

2 (NC1C37 + O\ O + CoORf + CoCly)

2 (N 4+ 2)Cu(CyF = C7 /2) + (Ne + 1)Cy(CFF — 5 /2) (10.21)
+ (N + 1D C3(CFF — CIF /2) +2C5(CYF — C’é\IP/Q)) ,

2 (C3(C3" = G5 /2) + C(CFF — Oy /2) + Co(C5 — G5 /2))

’NP
’NP

//NP

I/NP
Ks2
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

and

K{™F =2 (NCsCilfy + G501 + CuCilly + N.C5CRE; + CsCifs + CoCily)
KNP =2(CCY R + GO |
KGN =2 (N.ChOs + GOl + CuCs + CCRl

+ N.Cs5C3ly + C5C0 + CsCRly + CsChiyg) -

(10.22)

Here, we have neglected the tiny contributions from the interference of SM EW penguins
with NP graphs. There further is interference between NP charged currents and SM
penguins

K =92 (N,C3CEF + C5CH: + 04 CFY) Kt = 20,050

’LL =2 (N.C5sC* + CsCH + CsCE- + CsCF) | (10.23)
’LR =2 (N.C5CH" + 505" + O K= 20,087 '
’LR =2 (N.C5CHE 4 C5CLR  CyCLRY KB = 2C,CHE

The double charged-current insertions that contribute at O(v?/M2y) are collected into

K =2 (N.C,CFE + C,CEF + 0P Kyt = 20,05",

KR =2 (N.CLOM 4 CLOE 4 GOy K= acepr. 10
The coeflicients KZ»(/)RL resemble KZ-(I)LR, with CLE replaced by CEE. All NP coefficients
should by evaluated at the NP mass scale and then be evolved down to m,. For the RS
model, explicit ZMA expressions are given in the Appendices B.2 and B.3.

Finally, one has to compute the B%-meson matrix elements (B%| Q; |B%). Here, we use
existing results from the lattice. In terms of

_ Mp, ?
70 = (o ) (10.25)
the matrix elements are given by
Q1) = 5 M3 Bulw). (Qo) = —2 M3, f, () Balp).
(Qs) = %Mésf%SR(u)Bs(u), (Qu) = 2 M3 f2 R(1)Ba(p), (10.26)
(Q5) = = M3, f3.R(:) Bo(1).

We take the bag parameters B; from [138], which are given in Appendix A.4 for complete-
ness. In order to resum large logarithms we employ z = m?2(my) /m3(m,) = 0.048(4) [121]
in our numerical analysis. We further use my(m) = (4.22 £ 0.08) GeV and ms(my) =
(0.085 +0.017) GeV.
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10.2 Numerical analysis

For the sake of completeness, we quote the known results for the mixing amplitude. The
general effective AB = 2 Hamiltonian is given by

HEP=? ZC Qz—kZCQ“ (10.27)

where there are no tree-level contributions to Cy 3 and 52,3 in the RS model. The mixing
amplitude
2mp,M:, = (B | H5P=%|BY) (10.28)

has been calculated in [74, 38|, and found to be

4 . 3 1
S m, 5[ (CF5+ 1) By + J R(7w) Cf* By + 7 R(n) CE5B;) . (10.20)

M182RS -3

The bag parameters B 45 are listed in (A.8), and the AB = 2 coeflicients evaluated at
the KK scale can be found in Appendix B.4. These should be evolved down to my;. As
it turns out, the coefficient C}S is suppressed compared to C5 by about two orders of
magnitude, because of a stronger RS-GIM mechanism. The coefficients 51P‘S(mb) and CFS
are even further suppressed. The SM mixing amplitude can be taken from [10, 121, 139]

2
sSM — GF
12 12 72

()‘gs)zm%/[/mBsanésBlso(xt) ; (10.30)

where np = 0.837 involves NLO QCD corrections in naive dimensional reduction (NDR).
So(z¢) is the Inami-Lim function stemming from the evaluation of the box-diagram, and
z; = my(my)?/m¥, with my(m;) = (163.8 +2.0) GeV. The meson mass and decay constant
are given by mp, = 5.366(1) GeV [140] and fp, = (238.8 £ 9.5) MeV [141], respectively. If
not stated otherwise, all other experimental input is taken from [140].

10.2 Numerical analysis

In our analysis, we use 10000 randomly generated parameter sets with |(Y,.4):;] € [0.1, 3].
The bulk masses are chosen such that in the ZMA, the correct zero-mode masses, CKM
mixing angles and phase are obtained within the 1o range. We summarize the results for
some individual ingredients of I'j, (10.17) in Table 10.1. The SM coefficients are taken
from [142]. For the sake of comparison we rescale the RS penguin coefficients, for instance
KRS = 2 (GpAb*) ' KBS (SM: K, = K}), as they are not supplemented with a CKM
factor in (10.11). The numbers in the table have to be multiplied by the factors given in
the last column. The maximum values of the RS contributions exceed the respective mean
results by at least one order of magnitude, as suggested by the large standard deviations.
The KK scale is set to Mk = 2TeV and we discard all points which are in conflict with
the Z° — bb “pseudo observables”. Therefore, the number of points is reduced by a factor
of about five in the minimal RS model.
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

Model/Coef. | |Kj| | |K3| | |KS"| | |KE?| [ |KFH | <

SM 0.543 [ 0.016 | 12.656 | - T
mean(min RS) | 0.16 | 0.03 | 0.01 | 4.40 | 0.04 | 1073
stand. dev. 0.17 | 0.03 0.05 7.41 0.06 | 1073
mean(cust) | 0.94 | 0.06 | 023 | 222 | 0.03 |107*
stand. dev. 1.39 | 0.09 1.38 4.98 0.05 | 1073

Table 10.1: Selected SM penguin and charged-current coefficients contributing to I'{, com-
pared to the mean absolute values of the corresponding RS coefficients for
Mgk = 2TeV and p = my . See text for details.

Concerning the contributions from the charged-current sector, there is no difference
between the prediction of the minimal and the custodial RS model at LO in v?/MZy. The
different average numbers arise due to the Z%b selection. For the natural assumption cQ, <
—1/2 the biggest correction comes from the operator QX#. This is easy to understand if we
apply the warped-space Froggatt-Nielsen analysis to the charged-current Wilson coefficients
(B.4). Setting all Yukawa factors to one, we can derive simplified expressions by performing
an expansion in the Wolfenstein parameter A, which is related to the ratios of IR zero-mode
profiles (6.47). Thus, we find the scaling behavior

miy

2ME
v? F<CQ3)

2M12{K F(CQZ)
2

2

CZLL (S8 L F(CQ2)2F(CQ3)2a

memy 1
O< Y
MI%K F(CQ2)2
2mems 1
MIQ{K F(CQ2)2 .

C’%R o

F(Cu2 )F<Cd3)

(10.31)

C’fL o< F(cy,)F(eq,)

Note that the importance of CL® grows with increasing UV-localization of the (c,s)r
doublet. The coefficients C{*# with A, B € {L, R} are zero at the matching scale, but
generated through operator mixing when running down to u = my. As it turns out, the
values of |[K{1B| are about a third of the respective values of |K3| at u = my,. From the
result (10.31) and the numbers in Table 10.1 we conclude that one can neglect contributions
from the coefficients CXL and CFL in the RS model.

Turning our attention to the contributions of RS penguins, we observe that the coeffi-
cients K% and K ®S grow with an increasing value of ¢;, = cg, and ¢,, = co,. The reason
is that the latter are dominated by overlap integrals of left-handed fermions with interme-
diate KK-gauge bosons and mixing effects of the latter with Z°. The relevant expressions
are given in (B.6). As KK modes are peaked towards the IR brane, overlap integrals with
UV-localized fermions are exponentially suppressed (RS-GIM). The leading correction due
to Z° exchange is enhanced by a factor L within the minimal RS variant. Nevertheless, due
to the stringent bounds from the Z%;b;, vertex, the total penguin contributions typically
remain smaller than in the custodial model. Furthermore, we note that it is sufficient to
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10.2 Numerical analysis
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Figure 10.3: RS corrections to the magnitude and CP-violating phase of the B%-BY
decay amplitude, Rr and ¢r, as well as of the mixing amplitude, R,; and
¢y Blue (dark gray) points correspond to the minimal, orange (light
gray) to the custodial RS model. The dashed lines mark the 95% con-
fidence region with respect to the measurement of Ampg,. See text for
details.

consider just the contributions stemming from the coefficients K ;NP in the neutral-current
sector, as the impact of double-penguin insertions is typically about 1% of the leading
correction due to charged currents.

In the first panel of Figure 10.3 we show the RS corrections to the magnitude and CP-
violating phase of I'{,, Rr and ¢r, for our set of 10000 parameter points at Mgk = 2TeV.
The blue (dark gray) points correspond to the minimal RS model, where we plot only
those that satisfy the bounds from the Z°pb; vertex. The orange (light gray) points
correspond to the custodial extension, where the latter requirement is always fulfilled. As
we are just interested in the approximate size of RS corrections, we work with the LO SM
expressions contained in (10.17) and (10.30). For precise predictions of a certain parameter
point, one should include the full NLO corrections to I'j, and Mj,. As expected, the RS
corrections to |['f,| are rather small, typically not exceeding £4%. As already found in [3§]
and [74], there are sizable corrections to the magnitude and phase of the dispersive part of
the mixing amplitude, Ry; and ¢,;, which are plotted in the second panel of Figure 10.3.
At this point, one should keep in mind the experimental result from the time-dependent

measurement of the B%-BY oscillation frequency [143]
Am$EP = (17.77 4 0.10 (stat) £ 0.07 (syst)) ps ™", (10.32)

which is in good agreement with the SM prediction (17.342.6) ps~* [128]. As a consequence,
all points with Ry, ¢ [0.718,1.336] are excluded at 95% confidence level, as we have
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

indicated by the dashed lines. We observe that for a sufficient amount of scatter points,
the phase correction ¢, can take any value of [—m, 7| within the custodial RS model.
Compared to ¢y, the new phase ¢r can be neglected (what we will do from now on).
Further important constraints to the bulk masses stem from the RS prediction of the
observable e = e5M +€R5 (38, 74, 84]. Explicitly, one needs to satisfy |ex| € [1.2,3.2]-1073,
where ,
K e"Pe

V2 (Amg)

with ¢, = (43.51 £ 0.05)° [140] and k. = 0.92 £ 0.02 [144]. The mixing amplitude of the
neutral kaon is defined in analogy to (10.28). The input data needed for the calculation
is given in Appendix B of [38]. As it turns out, without some tuning of the parameters,
the prediction for ex is generically too large. Within the K°-K° mixing, the contributions
from the operators Qj% can become comparable to those of Q3¢ because of the large value
Ri(2GeV) ~ 20 in the matrix-element, and a more pronounced RG running. A protection
can however be achieved by imposing a U(3) flavor symmetry in the right-handed down-
quark sector [145]. This symmetry is broken by the Yukawa couplings to obtain the correct
zero-mode masses. On the other hand, if all bulk masses are equal, there are no tree-level
FCNCs in the ZMA. The latter statement is evident from the expression (B.9), where
(W) )m;(Wa);, = 0 for m # n due to the unitarity of W;. Non-vanishing contributions

€x = Im (MM 4+ MRS | (10.33)

arise at O(v!/Mty) from mixing with KK-modes. For Mk = 2TeV, we can reduce C’j%
by a factor of about 100. The same suppression factor applies to the B-meson sector. For
the coefficient CES however, there is no protection. In our analysis, we will not impose
the proposed U(3) flavor symmetry in the down sector, but rather use the bound from ex
as a filter. As we will see below, this still allows for sizable corrections to the observables
introduced at the beginning of this section.

10.3 Predictions for A, ¢;, and Ag;

Neglecting the small SM phases, the width difference (10.5) can be written as
AT, = ATM Rr cos 28, (10.34)

where 23, ~ —¢%9 [122]1. The preliminary CDF analysis [123] uses the older SM prediction
ATSM = (0.096 £ 0.039)ps~* [121], which we will take as central value for our calculation.
Taking the more recent value will not change our conclusions. Comparing the latest CDF
results in the AT's/¢s-plane (Figure 10.4) to the RS predictions shown in the left panel of
Figure 10.5, we conclude that the RS model can enter the 68% confidence region and come
close to the best fit value. It stays below the desired value of ALy, as there are no sizable
positive corrections to |T'%,].

The SM prediction (A§)gy; = (1.9 = 0.3) - 107> [128], which is often named af or
af, in the literature, agrees with the direct measurement (A )., = —0.0017 £+ 0.0092

exp

'Be careful to discriminate between 3, and ﬂsJ /v,
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10.3 Predictions for AI'®, ¢, and Ag;,
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Figure 10.4: Experimental constraints from flavor-tagged B —° J/1¢ decays in the
ATSM /3, -plane. Figure taken from [123].
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Figure 10.5: Left panel: Corrections within the AI'M/g,-plane for the minimal
(blue/dark gray) and the custodial (orange/light gray) RS model. Bounds
from Z%by, Am B., and ex are satisfied. Right panel: Corrections within
the A§; /Sys-plane for the minimal (blue/dark gray) and the custodial
(orange/light gray) RS model, and the same set of scatter points .
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10 CP Violation in Bs-meson decays

[146] within the (large) error. However, recent measurements of the like-sign dimuon
charge asymmetry A% [147], which connects A% to its counterpart Ag; of the BJ-meson
sector [148], imply a deviation of almost 20. If one neglects the tiny SM phases and
the NP phase corrections related to decay, Ag; is proportional to the quantity Sy, [124],
which is given by the amplitude of the time-dependent asymmetry in BY — J/¢¢ decays,
A p(t) = Sygsin(Amp,t). Setting just the NP phase in decay to zero, one obtains the well

known expression Sy, = sin(2ﬂ;] e _ ¢ar) [149], and thus

sSM
s . |F12 RF

SL |Mf2SM| RM S’M’ . (1035>
The RS result is shown in the right panel of Figure 10.5, where we have sketched the
experimental favored values Sys = 0.56 £ 0.22 [150] and A§ = —0.0085 £ 0.0058 [146].
The latter number combines the direct measurement with the results derived from the
measurement of A% in semileptonic B-decays in combination with the average value A% =
—0.0047+0.0046 from B-factories. It is evident from the plot that the best fit value of Sy
can be reproduced (with some tuning in the minimal RS variant). This has already been
noted in [38]. Furthermore, the custodial RS model can enter the 1o range of the measured
value of A% . The same conclusion has been drawn in [129] recently, using a different
approach. Here, the authors did not produce any concrete sets of input parameters, but
scanned FCNC vertices across the allowed range subject to bounds from Al'y and Amg, .
From Sy, = sin(203) it follows that the corrections in the ATSM /3, -plane and A&} /Sy -
plane are aligned. An improvement in the former also leads to an improvement in the latter.
We conclude that in the RS model, the current experimental results of all observables
introduced in this section can be simultaneously reproduced within the range of 1o. In
the minimal RS model, this requires some moderate tuning of the parameters due to the
combined constraints from the Z° by, vertex, the B%-BY oscillation frequency Amp,, and
e, In the custodial model, the first bound vanishes and generically allows for bigger
corrections to the CP violating phase ¢,. This can be understood by noting that the
coefficient CTS| which gives the dominant contribution of the mixing amplitude M3, scales
like F(cg,)*F(co,)?. In the custodial model we could choose a positive value of about one
for cg, = ¢, (which in turn would imply a strong UV localization of the right-handed
bottom quark). As we have learned above, this is not possible in the minimal model, as
the analysis of Section 7.3 has given the bound ¢;,, < —0.43. In order to maximize the
RS corrections to ¢, one has to localize the second generation SU(2);, doublet as close to
the IR brane as possible. This maximizes the value of F(cg,)?. On the other hand, due to
the scaling behavior of the charged-current AB = 1 coefficients (10.31), this choice would
minimize the leading correction to I'j,, and therefore excludes the possibility of having a
moderate positive correction to the width difference AI'* by some tuning of the parameters.
However, due to the latest CDF results, an enhancement of AI'* is no longer mandatory.
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11 Summary and conclusions

In this thesis we have studied important observables of current hadron collider experiments
in the context of Randall-Sundrum scenarios, where gauge and matter fields are assumed
to propagate in the bulk, and the Higgs is localized on the IR brane. After the introduction
of a useful parametrization of the extra dimension, we have generalized the gauge-sector
of the SM to a gauge theory in five dimensions. The Kaluza-Klein decomposition has
been performed in the mass basis after applying a covariant R¢-gauge fixing, which is
needed if one intends to perform higher order calculations involving KK vector bosons. We
presented compact expressions for the sum over KK propagators, which at tree level give
rise to corrections of the order v?/MZy compared to the SM for any scattering process.

As a first application, we calculated the universal corrections which modify the theo-
retical prediction of Fermi’s constant. We emphasized that such a universal correction is
non-observable, as it appears in any process mediated by the exchange of charged W=
bosons. We further determined the corrections to the zero-mode masses and couplings,
which give rise to sizable modifications of the Peskin-Takeuchi parameters compared to
their SM value. As it turned out, the (positive) corrections to T-parameter are enhanced
with the “volume” L of the extra dimension. Agreement with the electroweak precision
data can be achieved by rising the Higgs mass for instance.

On the other hand, the L-enhanced term can be eliminated by imposing a gauged cus-
todial symmetry in the bulk. Therefore, we extended the discussion to the custodial
Randall-Sundrum model and introduced a formalism which allowed for a straightforward
generalization of our findings within the minimal scenario. Therefore, it can be used for
any choice of the local gauge symmetry. For instance, the treatment of a GUT scenario
within the 5D bulk would be an easy exercise. We furthermore presented exact results for
the couplings among (KK) gauge bosons, which are needed in the study of Higgs branch-
ing fractions. After all, we re-derived the (leading) expressions for the Peskin-Takeuchi
parameters using the holographic approximation. Though the latter approach is not the
method of choice if one assumes the fifth dimension to be physical, it offers new ways in
the treatment of strongly coupled four dimensional conformal field theories, which is a
promising topic on its own.

In order to derive the RS corrections to gauge couplings of SM-like quarks, we have per-
formed a KK decomposition also for 5D fermions. Here, the choice of the exact treatment,
which includes the symmetry breaking effects due to the Higgs sector within the solution
of the bulk EOMs, asks for a proper regularization. We have derived exact solutions of the
fermion profiles in the vicinity of the IR brane, which for the case of the brane-Higgs sce-
nario hold for any finite KK mass. Hierarchies in the Yukawa sector have been eliminated
with the help of the warped space Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism, and expressions for the
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11 Summary and conclusions

quark masses in the zero-mode approximation have been derived. We have investigated the
flavor mixing of KK quarks and found O(1) mixing effects caused by the near degeneracy
of the bulk masses. We shortly discussed how a generalization to more evolved fermion
embeddings into the given gauge group is achieved. Again, we benefit from our vector
notation, which collects 5D quantum fields that are supposed to be decomposed into the
same 4D basis.

Concerning the neutral gauge interactions, we presented a detailed discussion of the
couplings to zero-mode gauge bosons. While the universality of the photon and gluon
couplings is guaranteed by the flatness of their profiles, the massive W* and Z° bosons
go along with a vertex correction. For the case of the Z°b;b; vertex, we discussed how a
custodial protection can be achieved by an appropriate embedding of the fermions into the
extended gauge group. Here, we distinguished between protection through the admixture
of heavy Z’ bosons, and suppression of quark-mixing effects. We emphasized that the
protection mechanism is broken by UV BCs and identified all terms that escape custodial
protection. We have calculated the RS predictions for the left- and right-handed couplings
of the Z° boson and found that in the minimal RS model the constraints from the Z° — bb
“pseudo observables” can be satisfied with moderate tuning. The overall fit can moreover
significantly be improved by choosing a heavy Higgs mass of about 500 GeV. In the cus-
todial model, the latter possibility seems to be excluded by the T-parameter. However,
due to the chosen fermion embedding, all scatter points are safely localized within the 2o
confidence ellipse in the ¢2-g% plane.

Concerning weak decay processes mediated by the exchange of charged gauge bosons, we
have written down the effective Hamiltonian and identified the expressions for the quark-
mixing matrices. Here, we distinguished between factorizable RS corrections which can
be observed through unitarity violations of the CKM matrix, and those that explicitly
depend on the decay under consideration. We pointed out that right-handed charged
currents already arise in the minimal model due to the admixture off right-handed KK
SU(2), doublets into the right-handed zero-mode singlets.

As another important topic, we have investigated how the RS model modifies the main
Higgs production channels. A significant reduction of the gluon-fusion cross section is
predicted, which can be about one order of magnitude or even more, depending on the
value of the Higgs mass and the KK scale. Against the naive expectation, the sum over
the KK tower in the fermion triangle loop is finite due to a cancellation within the doubled
KK fermion spectrum. However, the presence of an IR cut-off asks for a truncation at low
KK number, as the triangle loops are coupled to the brane-localized Higgs. For vector-
boson fusion we observe a moderate suppression with respect to the SM prediction.

Motivated by the latest Tevatron results, we have studied the forward-backward asym-
metry in tf production, where the SM prediction is about 20 below the experimental
favored value. Although the RS model looks as a promising candidate for closing the gap
at first sight, it turns out that the outcome resembles the SM prediction. At LO, this is
explained by the RS-GIM suppression of the tree level axial-vector currents for light quarks
in the initial state. At NLO, RS corrections of the vector currents of the top quark cancel
in the ratio of the charge-asymmetric and symmetric differential cross section. A sizable
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enhancement of the SM prediction therefore seems to be excluded for a setup with anarchic
O(1) Yukawa couplings.

Furthermore, we have studied observables related to CP violation in B%-meson decays.
Therefore, we have calculated the NP corrections to the absorptive part of the B%-B? mix-
ing amplitude I'{, in the framework of an effective field theory based on operator product
expansion. Taking existing results for the absorptive part M;j,, we observe that the RS
model gives rise to a sizable new CP violating phase. Taking care of the constraints from
the Z%; by, vertex, the B%-BYoscillation frequency Amp,, and the RS prediction of e,
we conclude that an improvement within the AI's/fs-plane and the Ag; /Sy4-plane can be
obtained simultaneously.

Finally, we conclude that the RS model of warped extra dimensions, regarded as an
EFT, is an interesting alternative to SUSY (where is does not exclude the latter). Apart
from solving the gauge-hierarchy problem of the SM, it also offers an explanation for the
hierarchies in the flavor sector. It possesses a build-in Froggatt-Nielsen-mechanism, as well
as a natural suppression of dangerous four-fermion operators involving light quarks. A
direct hint for extra dimensions would be the discovery of Kaluza-Klein excitations, which,
contrary to SUSY partners, possess the same spin as the related SM particles. However,
for realistic choices of the KK scale, the masses of the lightest KK fermions (gauge bosons)
are at least about 4 (5) TeV. Thus, a direct evidence seems to be impossible even at LHC
energies. As a consequence, the search for NP within precision measurements is of special
interest. Precise measurements of various weak decay cross sections may give hints for
unitarity violations of the CKM matrix. The observation of right-handed charged currents
would be a striking signal for either a mixing of SM fermions with non-SM fermions, or
the realization of a gauged SU(2)r symmetry, which is broken at LHC energies. Even if
not realized in nature, warped extra dimensions provide a new way of treating strongly
coupled conformal field theories in the ordinary 4D space-time. However, if there is an
evidence for extra dimensions, the next theoretical step has to be the construction of an
appropriate UV completion.
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A Input data and formulas

A.1 Reference values for SM parameters
The central values and errors of the quark masses used for the generation of scatter points

m, = (1.5 £ 1.0) MeV, me = (520 + 40) MeV , my = (144 £5) GeV ,
mq = (3.0 £2.0) MeV , ms = (50 £ 15) MeV | mp = (2.4+0.1) GeV .
They correspond to MS masses evaluated at the scale Mgk = 1TeV, obtained by using

the low-energy values as compiled in [151].
A possible set of RS input parameters is given by

co, =—0597,  co, =-0531,  cg, =—0473,

¢y, = —0.706, Cuy, = —0.575, Cus = +0.874, (A.2)
cqg, = —0.691, cs, = —0.660, cq; = —0.583,
and
_ —1.101 — 1.692¢ —0.298 4+ 0.6957 0.908 — 1.51372
Y, = 0.386 — 1.3304 0.564 + 1.399¢ —0.048 4 0.105% |,
0.316 +2.211+ 0.098 — 1.176+¢ 0.788 4+ 1.776%
B 0.465 + 1.43017 0.017 —2.261¢ —0.652 + 2.3761
Y, = 0.710 — 0.074+ —0.665+2.1837 —0.255+0.0167 | . (A.3)
0.313 +2.397¢ —0.563 + 1.5447 —1.783 — 1.898+

A.2 Form factors for Higgs-boson production

The form factor AZW(T) describing the effects of quark loops in the production of the Higgs
boson is given by [152]

Ay =21+ (=) ()] (A4)
where ,
1) Al (=) ) e A9
arcsin? (LT) . T> 1.
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A Input data and formulas

A.3 Reduction factors for tt-production cross sections

In order to transform expressions for the tf-production cross sections valid in the partonic
CM frame to the laboratory frame, we employ

_ Qg ! ! dx
=S [ [ ) st A ) (A6)
t mf s T

,J
where 7 = §/s, and

1 c(z,T)

dcos @ K;;(p,cosb, i) —/ dcost K;;(p,cos0, i) (A.7)

-1

Aff(:c, T, lf) = /

c(z,7)

with c(z,7) = 1/8 (2% — 7)/(2* + 7). The latter formula (A.6) applies at the Born level.
Beyond LO the phase-space integration is more involved. The respective corrections can
be parametrized by the reduction factors R = 02 /g, that convert the SM as well as the
EFT results from the partonic CM to the laboratory frame at NLO. In the SM we find
Rgy = 0.64, while the reduction factors of the effective operators are given by RY. = 0.73,
RY.=0.72, Ry, = —1.78, R, = 0.58, and R’; = 0.56 [103].

A.4 Bag parameters for B;-meson matrix elements

In the following we quote bag parameters of the matrix elements (10.26) as given [138].
These have been renormalized in the NDR-MS scheme of [131] at u = m;, = 4.6 GeV, and
read

By =0.87(2) (1]), B:=0.84(2)(4),

By =091(3)(8), By=116(2)(3), Bs= 1.75(3) (*2), (A.8)

The first (second) number in brackets corresponds to the statistical (systematic) error.
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B Wilson coefficients

B.1 Wilson coefficients for ¢t production

In the following, we present the ZMA results for the Wilson coefficients (9.21). If we have
up quarks in the initial state (¢ = u), we obtain for the KK gluon s-channel exchange

e dmag| 1 F?(ety,) (2¢4, +5) B F?(c,) (2¢4, +5)

will T MZ 2L A2y, + 3)2 4(2¢,, + 3)?
RGN > (20, +5) (M )ul”  F(cu,) (2cq, +5) |(M.)a |
4 |(Mu)11|2 i:172,3 (20’111 + 3)2 4 |(Mu)11|2 i:172,3 (QCQz + 3)2

£ F2(CtR)F2(CuR) (Cui + Ctg + 3) |<MU)1Z|2

L F*(c,)F?(cu,) (cqi + ey +3) |(Ma)u|”

3

2 (QCtL + 3) |(Mu)11|2 i:172,3 (QCQI + 3)(CQ1 + CtL + 2) 7

o) Cdmag | 1 F?(ciy,) (2¢4,, +5) B F*(ci,) (2¢, +5)
MIZ(K 2L 4(2CtR + 3)2 4(2CtL + 3)2
_ ) (20, +5) (M )ul”  F*(cu,) (2cq, +5) |(M.)u |
4 |(Mu)11’2 i:1,2,3 (2cuz + 3>2 4 |(Mu)11’2 i:1,2,3 (2CQ1 + 3)2
L F(c,) F*(cup) (cus + €y +3) (M)l
2 (QCtL + 3) |(Mu)11|2 i:172,3 (2071»1 + 3)(0’“1 + CtL + 2)

L Fe,) F*(eu,) Z (co + ctp +3) |(M)ar|*

. (B.1)
2 (QCtR + 3) |(M’LL)11’2 7::1’273 (2CQ2 + 3)(CQ1 + CtR + 2)

Similar relations hold for the case of the light quarks ¢ = d, s, c. Here, (M,);; denote the
minors of the up-type Yukawa matrix Y,. The coefficients for the t-channel exchange are
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B Wilson coefficients

given by
o) _ s | F(e) FPen) [(M)usf? F2(c, ) F?(cuy) (M)
ol Mg | (20 +3)(con + D [(M)ul” (2¢0, +3)(c, + 1) [(M)u ]

F2(ey, ) F?(cuy) |(Mo)n1 |
(2ct, +3)(ce, + 1) [(Mo)n |

2 ) \2 F(en) F(Cun) [(My)15]”
+ (@) (25 +3)(cip +1) \(Mu)u\Q]

F2et) P (can) (Ma)isl” | F(e) F(cuy) | (M)l ] |

C(Vl) T L

ta, || M12< 52 2

(T; - Qusgu)Q

(B.2)

2
Ta.Q;
2
My

(¢t +3)(cin + 1) [(M)n]* (2er, +3)(er, + 1) [(Mo) ]’

All coefficients have to be matched at the KK scale and evolved down to the top-quark
mass m;. We perform the RG evolution at leading-logarithmic accuracy, i.e., at one-loop
order, neglecting tiny effects that arise from the mixing with QCD penguin operators. For
the s-channel Wilson coefficients entering the formulas (9.28) and (9.29), we find

~P 2 U ~P
qu(mt) = 3774/7 + T qu(MKK) 5 (BS)

where P = VA, and n = as(Mkxk)/as(m;) is the ratio of strong coupling constants
evaluated at the relevant scales Mxx and m. Since in the RS model the t-channel Wilson
coefficients C, and C2 turn out to be numerically irrelevant, we do not consider their
running.

B.2 Wilson coefficients of AB = 1 charged-current
operators

According to the definition (10.11), we find at LO in v?/MZy for the Wilson coefficients
of charged-current AB = 1 operators

LL _ my (Uchr)2z‘<U“)i2 <UJ)2j(Ud)j3
C 5 L T ( QQ)ij e —
2]\4KK (U U) (UuUd)Q:s
1 ” U ‘
CLE = — (MU, fleq,) (Uama)y, : (B.4)
KK (UuUd)23
CRL _ 1 (mdU ) ( @) (Uu mu)i?
2 M2 )
KK (UIU),,

and CLE(Myyk) = CER(Mykk) = CEE(Mkyk) = 0 for both the minimal and the custodial

model. All coefficients have to be evolved down to the bottom mass. The coefficients
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B.3 Wilson coefficients of AB = 1 penguin operators

cr L/LR/ "L (my) are non-zero as the operators Q48 (A, B = L, R) mix with the operators
within the renormalization procedure. Note that there is no mixing between operators

of different chirality assignments. The LO QCD anomalous dimension matrix (1.80) for all
three cases is given by

(% 6

5o = ( RO > ‘ (B.5)

We fix the running of a(u) at p = my = 171.2GeV and u = Mgk = 2TeV, and apply the
general formula (1.85) with ny; =5, np = 6.

AB
2

B.3 Wilson coefficients of AB = 1 penguin operators

At O(v?/ M) the Wilson coefficients of the penguin operators in equation (10.11) are
explicitly given by [38]

mas (Ah)as T

CcHs = — )
5 7T M2, 2N, 653 ME(K( D)2
CRS — CRS — _71'—053 (Al )23’
4 6 2MI2(K D
oRs _ s (Ab)
Mg 2N. (B.6)
2T 2T
oS = = (A - (X
7 9M12<K ( D)23 363) M}Q{}{( D>237
C¥=Cci¥ =0,
2T 2T
oS = (A — (X
9 9N, (A])a3 + 352 MIQ(K( D)23
where ) )
1 s M,
Sp=wPL (-2 A KK 68p . B.7
D=7 (2 3 ) ¥ 9P (B.7)

These results are to be evaluated at the KK scale with w%L = 1 in the minimal RS model,
and w%L = 0 in the custodial one. The exact analytic expressions for Ap, Ay, and ép are
given in (7.16), (7.17), and (7.18). However, as we only deal with light SM quarks in the
initial and final state, it is convenient to insert the ZMA expressions (7.20), (7.21), and
(7.22) into the above defintions of Wilson coefficients.

Within the RG running, the penguin operators mix with each other. Furthermore, there
is a small admixture from charged-currents. For the operator basis Cj = (Q1,Q2,Qs,..10),
the anomalous dimension matrix 79 is a function of N, n £, Ny, and ng (number of colors,
flavors, up- and down-type quarks), and can be found in [153, 154]. The upper left 2 x 2
sub-matrix is just the anomalous dimensions matrix (B.5) given above. Note that while the
charged-current operators mix into the penguin operators, the former evolve independent
from the latter.
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B Wilson coefficients

B.4 Wilson coefficients for AB = 2 operators

The AB = 2 operators that contribute to the B%-B? mixing amplitude at tree-level are

given by Qq, él, Q4, and Qs. There is no mixing between Q; and Q; under renormal-
ization. The anomalous dimension for both cases is given by /™ = 6 — 6/N. [155].

The operators Q4 5 mix under renormalization and the anomalous dimension matrix of the
vector (Cs, Cy)T explicitly reads [155, 156]

o= (%12 B.8
R (B2)

Defining Add and EQd in analogy to (7.36), the RS coefficients evaluated at the KK scale
are given by [38]

mL A
CF® = M2 (szz‘(Ud)i:a(AQQ)ij(Ug)Qj(Ud)]?’
KK

» [a_ (1) + @it gy T Q0 a]

2 N, s2.c2
ers = L Wl (W) (Bad), (WD, (W)
1 _MI2<K d/2; d)i3\=xdd )4 d/2j d)j3
Qv 1 (2 Qq)*
X {7 (1 - E) + Q3o+ (w%RdR)W ; (B.9)
i = L), (U (Bea), (Wi, (W), [~2a.]
4 M[Q(K d/2i\*~d)i3 Qd)j; d/2j d)j3 sl
B = LUty (U (B, (WD, (W)
5 MI2(K d/2i\*~d);3 Qd)j d/2j d)j3
200, 5 drd 45%0 Qg (T?’dL — va Qaq) @
) [E‘A‘Qd B T

Here we have introduced the correction factors w%ql, which are equal to 1 in the minimal
RS model, and given by

1 (si(TZ"’ — Q1) - CiTE‘]) (si(TSq' -Q7) - ciTé"')
H

qq’
w, =1+
Z 3q 2 3q’ 2 Mg
¢ TL - Squ TL - Squ

(B.10)

2

w_

in the custodial one [75]. Numerically we find w%LdL ~ 2.9, w%RdR ~ 150.9, and w%LdR R
—15.7. The quantum numbers TE?R of the (+) type fields ¢ = d, g are listed in Table 6.2.
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