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Chapter 1

Introduction

In this thesis we are going to report on some of the topics investigated during the years at
Scuola Normale Superiore, namely weak radiative decays, exemplified by the study of the so
called Flavor Changing Neutral Current (FCNC) decays of the b quark, and weak radiative
corrections to LEP observables, discussing the computation of the two-loop heavy top effects
to the p parameter and to the Z — bb decay width.

1.1 Motivations

These investigations contribute to a general research activity, aimed at testing the Standard
Model at the quantum level.

The Standard Model of electroweak interactions is a very successful theory, in the sense
that when a process is considered which can be predicted with a good theoretical accuracy,
there is full agreement with the experiment!. It appears that every known high energy
process can be described at least qualitatively in the context of the SM; the common belief is
that where a quantitative analysis lacks, the reason is the inadequacy of our computational
techniques, not of the theory in itself.

Nevertheless there are good reasons of principle to believe that the Standard Model is
just an effective theory: for instance there is compelling evidence that ¢? models, and conse-
quently the very Higgs sector of the Standard Model, is trivial. This means that these models
cannot be renormalized unless the interaction term is put to zero: even if this result has been
rigorously proven only for d > 4, the existing partial results speak in favour of an extension
to d = 4.

Leaving aside the theoretical motivations, there are aspects of the theory which are still
essentially not verified. For instance the symmetry breaking mechanism is not clarified, and
the Higgs sector itself lacks completely the experimental confirmation.

These facts have motivated in the last years a considerable effort aimed at devising ex-
tensions of the SM which may cure its theoretical shortcomings, without altering the “low
energy” behavior. May be the most promising of these extensions is the Minimal Supersym-
metric Standard Model.

Every extended model predicts the existence of some new particles, but it is quite possible
that none of these states will be detected directly in the near future: hence one has to look

"'With some possible exceptions, for instance Ry, which is found at LEP two standard deviations higher than
the SM expectation, a fact however that is not a serious problem at the present level of statistical accuracy.
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for confirmations through indirect effects. The very success of the SM implies that we cannot
expect discrepancies with the experiment at the tree level, but any SM extension may reflect
itself in small corrections to the observables that are already being measured.

It goes without saying that in order to disentangle new physics effects it is first necessary
to improve the SM predictions at the level of the present experimental accuracy. In this thesis
we shall see in two explicit examples how this program is accomplished in practice.

The examples chosen, the b — sy decay and the heavy top electroweak corrections, are
good representatives of a class of studies which are expected to be particularly apt to improve
our understanding of the SM structure: the reason is that perturbative methods appear in
these cases well suited to extract accurate theoretical predictions.

1.2 Plan of the Work

The thesis is divided in two parts: in the first part we shall deal with the rare B — X7 decay,
while in the second part we shall consider the heavy top corrections to LEP parameters.

We shall try to be self contained and to follow a pedagogical approach. The physical
framework and the computational techniques are discussed on general grounds, as long as it
is possible from first principles.

In Chapter 2 we introduce from a general point of view the study of the rare B — Xgv
decay, which is going to be detailed in the following Chapters. We recall the recent results of
the CLEO collaboration, which has measured both the inclusive decay and one of the exclusive
modes, B — K*vy. We show how such a process is described by the Standard Model in the
context of the Operator Product Expansion, separating the short distance contributions which
can be computed by perturbative techniques and essentially non perturbative quantities. The
b — s7v decay is unique in this respect, because the perturbative corrections are very large
and enhance the decay rate by a factor ~ 4 ! This is not a sign of failure of perturbation
theory: it only reflects the fact that the operator mixing induced by QCD corrections alters
the pattern of GIM suppression. We shall see that despite these large corrections the inclusive
process can be predicted accurately: terms left out in the perturbative computation are not
expected to change the result by more than 20%. We shall briefly discuss why this process
is interesting as a “probe for New Physics”, by comparing the predictions in the SM, in an
extended Higgs model, and in SUSY. We shall see that one cannot expect too much from the
comparison with experiment, unless the theoretical predictions are made more accurate.

In Chapter 3 we start the analysis by showing how the techniques of Wilson is used in
practice to build an Effective Hamiltonian Heg for rare B decays. We compute the coefficients
of the Operator Product Expansion in the context of the Standard Model, and we start
discussing the effect of QCD corrections on the accuracy of the matching between “full” and
effective theory. The use of the effective theory at a mass scale much lower than the scale
of the matching results in large perturbative logarithms, which need to be resummed (at
least in part) to all orders in perturbation theory: this is equivalent to evolve the effective
hamiltonian, as a renormalized operator, from the matching scale to the scale of the decay
process in consideration.

The techniques of “renormalization group improved” perturbation theory are briefly re-
viewed in Chapter 4. We work in the context of dimensionally regularized field theories, and
we derive the RG equation using an approach which in our opinion is more transparent than
the usual “bare” formulation. In particular, we review some subtleties, like the so called
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“evanescent” operators, which need to be taken into account for a consistent treatment of
QCD corrections to weak decays. We discuss the resummation of large logarithms and we
introduce the analysis of scheme and scale dependence: in particular we discuss how the scale
dependence is the reflection of the error in the theoretical computation due to the left-out
terms in the perturbative expansion.

In Chapter 5 these tools are applied to the computation of the leading logarithmic cor-
rections to b — sy decay. We compute the anomalous dimension matrix and use it to evolve
the effective hamiltonian from the matching scale u ~ My to the scale of the decay pu ~ my,.
We use a technique which has been developed to simplify the computation and which is ex-
pected to be of help in evaluating the next to leading corrections. We argue why one should
perform the next to leading computation, and how the accuracy of the existing results would
be improved.

In the second part of the thesis we discuss the heavy top corrections to LEP observables.
It is known from some time that a large mass splitting in the ¢, b doublet results in relatively
large O (m%) corrections to “oblique” and “non oblique” LEP observables, that is, related to
self energies and vertices. Our contribution has been the evaluation of the O (m}) corrections.
This computation can be regarded as an estimate of the theoretical error implied by the lack
of knowledge of the full two loop electroweak corrections.

In Chapter 6 we set up the renormalization framework, recalling on general grounds how
it is possible to parameterize the quantum corrections to electroweak parameters. We discuss
the basic and derived observables, and we introduce the p parameter as a way to compactly
take into account the self energy corrections common to all the observables. We argue why
an heavy top alters the value of the p parameter, and we also discuss the effect of an heavy
top through vertex corrections. We briefly recall how such computations have been used to
derive bounds on the top mass, which are in agreement with the recent result of the CDF
collaboration (m; ~ 170GeV).

In Chapter 7 we show how the heavy top corrections can be evaluated by using a reduced
model, the so called “gaugeless” limit of the Standard Model. Indeed, in the limit of gauge
couplings much smaller than Yukawa couplings, we can forget the propagation of gauge fields,
and the model needs only to include the “would be” Goldstone bosons, which are coupled to
fermions through the Yukawa term. We show how this limit is well defined starting from the
Standard Model formulated in the background field gauge, and we show how the self energy
and vertex corrections needed to evaluate the p parameter and the Z — bb decay width are
related by Ward Identities to correlation functions evaluated in the reduced “Yukawa” model.
We show how this Ward Identities reflect the conservation, in the reduced model, of the
currents coupled to the Z and W¥ fields.

In Chapter 8 the computation of the heavy top effects is detailed: we define the renormal-
ized model by introducing the subtractions needed to make all the results finite, and we clarify
the connection with the basic observables. We compute the one and two loop corrections and
we discuss their numerical significance. Then we consider the effect of the corrections on
some of the LEP observables. We discuss the validity of the approximation and we argue
why one should not consider the heavy top effects as the major source of correction to LEP
observables.

The conclusions (Chapter 9) will be devoted to resume the results obtained and to discuss
further possibilities, in particular the computation of the Next to Leading Corrections to B
decays we are currently involved with.

In the Appendixes we have collected some useful formulas. In particular, in App. A we
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fix the notations, relating pseudo-euclidean and minkowskian metrics. In App. B we give
definitions and identities for the Dirac algebra in d dimensional space. In App. C we briefly
recall the Standard Model formulation, its quantization and the relevant Feynman rules.
Finally in App. D we briefly recall the background field gauge method and its application to
the Standard Model.



Part 1

The B — X4y decay



Chapter 2

Overview

2.1 The CLEO results

The CLEO collaboration, at the Cornell Electron Storage Ring (CESR), has reported the first
observation of rare B decays connected at the quark level to the b — sy process [88, 105].

At Cornell B, B mesons are produced at the T — 45 resonance, a J = 1 unstable state of
mass m = 10.5800 + 0.0035GeV and total width I' = 23.8 + 2.2MeV. Both neutral B°, B°
and charged B~, BT pairs are produced, accompainied by light quark pairs, ua, dd, s3, cc,
whose background can be rejected by subtracting measures taken about 50MeV below the
resonance.

The B mesons are produced with a cross section ratio to the continuum roughly of 1 to 2.5,
and decay mainly in charmed mesons, through Charged Currents interactions. These modes
are used to determine the mass of the B meson and the results show the good resolution

Mpo = 5280.340.242.0
Mp- = 5279.9+£0.2+20. (2.1)

The CLEO collaboration has collected [105] 2.15 million B meson pairs at the resonance,
and about 6.6 million below resonance. Already in a smaller sample, (1.2 million pairs)
the collaboration has reported [88] the observation of 13 events corresponding to the rare
B — K*(892)%y, B~ — K*(892) 1, resulting in a branching fraction

BR(B — K*y) = (4.5+.5+£0.9) x 107° . (2.2)

These exclusive decay modes were already expected to be dominant among the channels
relevant for the b — s+ transitions, since the K+ decay was excluded by angular momentum
conservation, and the K*(892) is the lightest vector meson resonance allowed in the final
state.

The two body nature of the decay permits a rather clean reconstruction: the experimental
signature is an hard photon (2.6GeV) recoiling against the decay products of the excited K*
state, a K 7 pair. The K m pair mass is reconstructed and required in a range 821 < Mg, <
971MeV, and various cuts are imposed to reject continuum [88].

It has also been possible to measure the inclusive decay rate, BR (B — Xyv), by looking
for an hard photon without reconstructing the accompaining hadronic state but requiring its
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Figure 2.1: One loop diagrams for b — s7v in the SM

mass in the typical strange meson region, 0.5 — 2GeV. The signature is a photon with energy
between 2.2 and 2.7 GeV, this spread resulting from the Fermi motion of the b quark inside
B meson. Referring to [105] for a discussion of the identification and background rejection
techniques, we can quote the experimental result

BR(b— sv) = (2.32 4 0.57 £ 0.35) x 107*; (2.3)

we shall see that this observation is quite consistent with the Standard Model predictions.
It is also useful to observe that the following inequalities are true at 95% confidence level

1.0x 107" < BR(b— 57) < 4.2 x 1074, (2.4)

a range of variation important in order to constrain all the non-standard model contribu-
tions to the decay.

To size the importance of this rare decays and of the hard experimental effort needed to
detect them, let us consider their theoretical interpretation.

2.2 The structure of the B — X7 decays

The b — sv decay, a Flavor Changing Neutral Current process, is not generated in the Stan-
dard Model classically, that is, at the tree level. This feature is “protected” at the quantum
level by the GIM mechanism: in the limit of equal masses for the up-quarks, the diagrams in
Fig. 2.1 cancel exactly, and the flavor diagonal structure of the Neutral Current interactions
is preserved from receiving quantum corrections.

As soon as it was recognized that the ¢ quark mass had to be rather large [11], it became
apparent the violation of the GIM mechanism, and the generation of FCNC effective inter-
actions, which can be accounted for in an effective low energy theory which incorporates the
contributions resulting by the virtual effect of the heavy top.

We shall discuss in the next chapter how the effective theory is generated, for the time
being it suffices to observe that thanks to the large mass of the W boson, in analogy to the
Fermi theory, decays like B — K*v can be described at short distances, by a local magnetic
momentum operator

Conm. (M) ——5m Vo V50, bp M (2.5)
(4r)
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with a coefficient C, which depends on the scale of the process and on the short distance
physics details. This parameterization is specific to the SM only in the fact that the unitarity
of the CKM has been assumed, and the V,;V,, have been dropped, but in any effective
low-energy theory the essential characteristics do not change.

Note the explicit my factor: in the limit of my; — 0 the b helicity would be conserved and
there would be no way to emit a real vector particle. The amplitude for B — K*v is given
by the on-shell matrix element [82]

. eGrmy
T 2/2n2

where ¢, n are momentum and polarization of the outgoing photon. The matrix element
contains the long distance physics, the details of the hadronization, and can be parameterized
as follows [64]

Cm.m. (mb) ‘/tb‘/t:nu<K* ’gauuqbe’ B> (26)

(K*(k, ) |50,,4"br| B(p)) = C’;Tl (q2) + C’ﬁTg (qz) + terms zero on-shell (2.7)

where ¢ = p — k and

C}l = euy,\ps”p)‘kp
Cﬁ = €, (sz—mi(*)—e-q(p—l—k’)u . (2.8)

On shell 73 (¢> = 0) o< T} (¢* = 0), and after proper phase space integration and sum over
polarizations one gets

3
. a5 9 4 mic. .2 2 2 2
F(B = K%)= g gmiGimb (1 - 55 ) [V VilP 0 (mo)* [T (¢ = 0) . (29)
B

This expression deserves a few comments:

e the rate is proportional to aqrpG%, while most other FCNC processes involving leptons
(like b — X ete™) or photons are of order aéEDG%.

e The CKM coefficients appearing in the expression have not been directly measured, but
in the SM they can be deduced from unitarity, and are known to be

Vis| = 0.9987 —0.9994
’Vts’ x~ ‘Vcb‘ 0.044 £ 0.006 . (2.10)

If one considers a related FCNC process, the B — X;7v decay, one immediately deduces
that

BR(B — X4v) _ |Vidl*
BR(B — Xv) |V;€s|2

~ 1072, (2.11)

which is a consistent suppression.
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e The separation between short and long distance physics is made, in the context of
OPE, at a scale my ~ 5GeV which is well within the perturbative QCD range. We shall
elaborate on this subject in the following chapters, but the essential is that the large my
mass makes us confident that the factorization of short and long-distance contributions
is reliable.

e The long-distance physics, contained in the 7T} form factor, has been considered for a
long time the larger source of uncertainty.

Recently however, as pointed out in [104], a remarkable agreement between Lattice QCD
results and QCD sum rules has shown up.

On the lattice two independent groups have computed the form factor T; (q2 = 0); Bernard
et al. [64] obtaining TPeard = 0.2040.0240.01, Bowler et al.(UKQCD collab.) [82] obtaining
T7KED = 0.30+10.

1 -7

From QCD sum rules other results are available: Tlc olangelo et al. _ ) 35 4+ 0.05, obtained
in [84], TP = 0.3740.05 [83], TNison = (0.314-0.01340.06 [101], TP €t @l = 0.324-0.05 [97].

This results determine the ratio

3
BR (B — K*(892)7) mp\°> m2. 5 2
. = = (=) (1= Ty (¢ = 2.12
Ry BR (B — X.7) (mb) m ’ 1((1 0)’ (2.12)

of the esclusive over inclusive process, and while the lower Lattice results gives a value of
the order of 6%, the larger Lattice and the QCD sum rules results give a value larger than
20%: despite the large errors, this result confronts well with the experimental result

R7Y =0.19£0.09 . (2.13)

The agreement is quite encouraging, and calls for further study in order to improve the
confidence in the long-distance physics analyses, and eventually reduce the difference in the
numerical results.

2.2.1 The inclusive rate

The inclusive rate I' (B — Xg7) can be accurately predicted on the basis of perturbative QCD
only. The reason is that in a spectator model the probability of the decay is determined solely
on the basis of the amplitude for the quark process b — sy, that is, one assumes that no
interferences are present between short and long distance effects.

This is more than an assumption: the Heavy Quark Effective Theory allows to demonstrate
that the spectator model is a well definite limit of QCD, the leading term in an expansion

. A . . .
in powers of EZD (see for instance [100] and references therein). Moreover it can be shown

that the expansion starts at the A2 /m% level, hence for the b quark, m; ~ 5GeV, the non
spectator corrections are expected to amount to less than 1%.
In the spectator model the inclusive rate is therefore given by

2 5
aqepGrmy

T(B = Xey) = 3274

Vs Visl? | Conm. () (2.14)

a more refined discussion of this formula, and of the dependence on the scale used to
separate short and long distance contributions shall be given in the following chapters.
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The predictivity of this formula is enhanced by reducing the strong dependence on the
quark mass my, normalizing the rate to the semileptonic b decay, I' (b — ce,.). The ratio
results

Pb—sy) _ [VaVil?  6agep
I'(b—cere) Vs 71-(1 _f(&

mp

R =

)) |Cm.m. (mb)|2 ) (2.15)

where the f function results from the integration over the phase space in the semileptonic
b decay

f(x) =2? (8 — 82 + 2% + 2%In x) . (2.16)

The ratio in Eq. 2.15, or equivalently the ratio of branching fractions

BR(B — X.7)
= 2.1
= BR(B = x) (2.17)
together with the experimental measure [70]
['(B— X.ew) = 10.7£0.5 (2.18)

allows to predict the branching fraction, slowly dependent on m;, shown in Fig. 2.2, which
includes the short distance QCD corrections at the level of Leading Logs. The error bars
accompaining the theoretical values have been computed following [81], and more details will
be given in Sec. 5.4.1.

Despite the large errors, the figure shows a remarkable success of the SM and of pertur-
bative QCD. We shall see indeed that the theoretical prediction is strongly influenced by the
aforementioned short distance QCD “corrections”, and it is enhanced by a factor ranging
between 4 and 5 for reasonable values of the ¢ mass. It is worth recalling that even before
the measurement of the inclusive decay rate, the knowledge of the BR (B — K*v) and the
SM prediction for the inclusive rate (including the short distance QCD corrections) allowed
to obtain a value for the ratio defined in Eq. 2.12

R+ = 0.15 4 0.06 . (2.19)

In absence of the QCD enhancement this ratio would be of the order of 60%, showing
how dramatic is the effect of these corrections. One may wonder if so large corrections can
be reliable, and in which sense they are “perturbative”.

2.2.2 The QCD enhancement

The substantial short distance QCD enhancement makes the b — sy process the only known
SM process “dominated by two loop effects” [81].

Let us briefly comment on the reasons of this big enhancement.

As already stated, at short distances the Feynman diagrams in Fig. 2.1 generate the
decay. This graphs give rise to a coefficient C\, . for the magnetic momentum operator in
Eq. 2.5, whose value varies between ~ 0.17—0.21 for a top mass in the interval 140 — 200GeV.
However, through QCD corrections also the Fermi type operators, like (5¢),,_ 4 ® (¢b)y_ 4,
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Figure 2.2: Theory and experiment: B — Xy in the SM
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Figure 2.3: Typical two-loop graphs contributing to b — sy
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which appear in the Effective Theory below the Electroweak scale, contribute to the process
via two-loop Feynman graphs, as in Fig. 2.3.

These operators give rise, order by order in the loop expansion, to contributions propor-
tional to powers of aug (M) log “:Trzb\fw ~ (.33, where the value of the i scale has been fixed by
matching the effective theory and the underlying complete theory (say, the SM). This correc-
tions can be summed in part to all orders of the perturbative expansion, and can be included

in a redefinition of the coefficient of the magnetic momentum operator! (schematically)

as (m)
Qg (Mw)

as (m)

Conm. (M) = fm <W

) Crnm. (Mw) + ...+ fr ( ) CFermi (2:20)

where the m argument of the coefficient means that the renormalization scale appropriate
to compute the matrix element in Eq. 2.6 has been “scaled down” to m, and the f functions
contain the QCD corrections, which can be expressed in terms of the ratio of the QCD
couplings at different scales.

We shall see that the additive renormalization schematically addressed by the “Fermi”
coefficient in Eq. 2.20 is responsible for the consistent improvement, while the multiplicative
renormalization tends to suppress the rate.

The physical origin can be traced back to the evasion of the GIM mechanism. If the ¢ and
¢ masses where equal, the diagrams in Fig. 2.3 would have been canceled by corresponding
graphs with a virtual ¢ quark.

2.3 The b — sv as a probe of new physics

To be definite, in Sec 2.2 we have briefly addressed the origin of this rare decay in the context
of SM. A more complete discussion will be given in the following chapter, but it should
be stressed that the b — sy process is not only a test of the SM but more importantly is
a window in the higher energy structure of the theory. The reason is that non standard
contributions resulting from the exchange of undiscovered particles are comparable in size to
the SM contributions, which are suppressed by the symmetry mechanism preventing large
FCNC effects. Hence on general grounds one expects that even if it will be not possible for
some time to extend the investigation of the spectrum of elementary particles, the indirect
effects will be accessible through the combined study of the different rare decays.

Fixing the attention to b — s, many detailed analyses exist, in the context of the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) [59, 63, 86, 99], the Two Higgs Doublet extension
of the scalar sector [79, 80, 81] and in other models, as in the SU(2)r x SU(2)r x U(1)
extension of the electroweak gauge group [89].

The lack of space and direct experience prevents us from adequately reviewing the many
interesting contributions to the argument, but a few general considerations are possible.

2.3.1 Two Higgs doublet models

The two Higgs doublet models can be seen as the mildest extension of the electroweak sim-
metry breaking sector of the SM, and the resulting charged Higgs fields in the spectrum
naturally induce FCNC transitions. There are two versions of the model, the so called Type
I in which one of the doublets “gives mass” to all the fermions while the other decouples, and

n the leading log approximation
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Figure 2.4: Charged Higgs contribution to b — s7.

the Type II model in which one Higgs doublet (y2) couples to up-quarks, while the other (¢1)
to down-quarks. The Type II model is more popular because it may possibly give a “natural”
explaination of the large mass splitting in the ¢, b doublets, in terms of a large ratio of the
vacuum expectation values, commonly parameterized as
tan g = 2 (2.21)
U1

moreover, this model appears as the minimal extension of the Higgs sector when consid-
ering SUSY theories.

In either models there are new contributions to b — s through the diagrams in Fig. 2.4,
with the general form [80]

m?2 m?2 1 m?2
A —t Al ¢ A% | — 2.22
s (1) + 2t () + i 7 222

where Agyv and A}f are the SM and charged-Higgs contributions respectively; in model
I one has A = —1/tan? 3, while in model II A = 1. For small values of tan 3 both the models
give an enhancement of the amplitude, and in model II the term A}H gives an amplitude
always larger than in the SM. However in model II large tan # values are more appealing, as
discussed above.

In Fig. 2.5 we show the prediction for two values of My, , already considered in [81].
For a large My, the SM and the 2HDM become undistinguishable, at the present level of
theoretical accuracy.

2.3.2 b— sv in the MSSM

Good reviews on the subject exist, and we shall limit to a brief account, mainly following [59,
78, 99]. Even restricting the attention to the so called N = 1 models, that is, the SUSY
models which are derived as low energy theories from a N = 1 supergravity model, a large
number of parameters exists. The MSSM is obtained with some additional constraints

e a new symmetry, the R parity, is imposed in order to avoid large baryon-lepton number
violations.

e Only the minimal number of fields needed to “supersymmetrize” the known spectrum
are introduced.
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Figure 2.5: B — X,y in the 2HDM

e Canonical kinetics terms are chosen for all the scalar fields.

While the particle content is fixed, with these choices there are essentially 4 new parameters
with respect to SM (5 if one relaxes the assumption of a flat Kélher metric which underlies the
choice of canonical kinetic terms), which determine the low-energy theory. By requiring also
that the correct scale of electroweak symmetry breaking is reproduced, and not introducing
a third Higgs doublet, the parameters reduce to 3; of these, one is again commonly chosen as
tan 0, while the other two can be for instance chosen as two mass scales characterizing the
pattern of SUSY breaking.

The enlargement of the spectrum, with respect to the SM, brings naturally new sources
of FCNC contributions: apart the extension of the Higgs sector, discussed in the preceding
section, one has an immediate new contribution coming from the supersymmetrization of the
W and charged Higgs contributions. The fermion mass eigenstates resulting from W and
Hy mixing, the so called charginos ., are exchanged in loops where the up squarks also
circulate.

Other peculiar contributions result from the Flavor Changing vertices connecting quarks
and squarks through the exchange of neutralinos Y° and gluinos. In summary one has con-
tributions resulting from the following virtual particles

1. W~ and up quarks,
2. charged Higgs fields H~ and up quarks,

3. charginos, ¥, and up squarks,
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4. neutralinos, ¥° and down squarks,
5. gluinos, g, and down squarks

where the last three are peculiar of SUSY. In some of the older analyses the first two
contributions were considered dominant, thus giving bounds analogous to the one considered
in the SM. However more complete studies [59, 86] show that only the neutralino and gluino
contributions can be numerically neglected. On the other hand, while as in the 2HDM the
charged Higgs contributions interfere constructively with the SM contribution, there exist
large portions of the parameter space in which the chargino amplitude interferes destructively,
and it can also become the dominant contribution for a large tan G value.

It is not possible even to account for the exploration of the parameter space needed to
make these statements quantitative, so we refer to a recent analysis [99].

We can expect in a near future an improvement of the accuracy of the experimental results,
however we see that the possible interference effect among different SUSY contributions makes
difficult a clear distinction from the SM. This is even more true in presence of the rather large
theoretical uncertainties, mainly originated by the lack of knowledge of higher order QCD
corrections.



Chapter 3

Effective theories

3.1 Generalities

In this thesis we consider physical processes which are strongly influenced by quantum cor-
rections. A direct consequence, relevant both for weak decay processes, and the electroweak
corrections to LEP observables, is the dependence of the theoretical predictions on widely
different mass scales.

The reason is that the SM' has the ambition to account, on quantitative grounds, for
phenomena occurring at largely different energies, starting from a common fundamental de-
scription. For instance, in many weak decays the typical energy scale, the ) value of the
reaction, is of the order of 1GeV, while the fundamental interactions result from the exchange
of virtual particles with masses of the order of 100GeV. On the other hand, observables
determined with experiments at energies of the order of the Z resonance, must be related to
low-energy experiments, like the 3 decay or the v IV scattering.

A Dbetter understanding of the phenomena, as well as a practical way to properly ac-
count for the different scales involved, can be obtained by using the effective field theory
formalism [26].

3.1.1 What is an Effective Theory?

A number of useful reviews exist (see for instance [27]), so we shall limit ourselves to a very
general discussion, and then proceed through the study of a practical case.

The idea is quite simple: we start from an high energy theory, say the SM, described by
a local lagrangian®. Suppose it involves light fields, ¢, and heavy fields, ®.

We are going to study a process which can be described in terms of correlations of light
fields

O16(1)6(w2) - 62| 0) = [ dddbe @ Dp(a1)(z) .. G(an) (3.1)

We can perform the functional integration over the heavy field, and have an equally good
description of the light fields interactions. The same Green function will be obtained from a

1Or any sensible extension of it.
2In some sense, this is the definition of a fundamental theory, at least for the majority of physicists.
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functional integral

[ dse D ow1)o(ws) ... o) (3.2)

involving an effective action S7, which is not, at least in general, local. If we try to express
the action in terms of local interactions, we find that an infinite tower of composite operators,
involving more and more elementary fields, is required in order to match the two descriptions.

Technically this procedure, which allows to go from an effective non local action to a local
theory is the Wilson’s Operator Product Expansion: in presence of an heavy mass-scale, it
allows to organize the infinite tower of non-renormalizable interactions as a Taylor series in
inverse powers of the heavy field mass. The short distance physics is then “buried” in the
coefficients of the resulting local operators, while the long distance physics remains explicit.

It is worth noting the similarity with the description of critical phenomena and the exis-
tence of universality classes: long distance physics is described by an entire class of different
theories, differing on the amount of short distance physics which is left explicit.

3.1.2 Matching

In all the practical cases the non-local effective action cannot be determined: instead, one
builds a local effective lagrangian, or more generally an effective Hamiltonian, up to some
power p of the inverse mass (for instance some order in Gr), which will involve a finite
number of operators and coefficients.

For instance, in the case of weak decays, for any initial and final state, which can be
written in terms of “light” fields, it must be imposed the indentity

1

(i () = {5 1 Ee| ) )+ O (575 (3:3)

where Heg is a sum of local renormalized operators N [O],

Har = C; (M, p) N[0] (34

J

built of light fields, and depending on M through the coefficients C'. The bracket on the
left hand side addresses an amplitude i — f evaluated in the “full” theory, while on the
right hand side the expectation value of the effective hamiltonian between the same states is
evaluated, as specified by the lagrangian of the light theory3.

A matching scale i is therefore introduced, as the scale where coefficients of the low-energy
theory are tuned to reproduce the results of the high energy theory, on the basis of a finite
number of test processes.

On physical grounds, the matching scale can be regarded as separating short distance from
long distance physics. In fact, through the expansion in loops both theories generate loga-
rithmic corrections, depending on the typical momenta and masses involved and an arbitrary
renormalization scale. This means, as well known from QCD, that choosing the renormaliza-
tion scale of the same order as the typical scale of the process, the higher order corrections
are minimized.

3 Also the parameters of the light theory undergo finite renormalizations in the matching procedure, but we
shall see that they are unobservable, and therefore irrelevant.
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In the matching procedure, one is guided by the “complete” theory to set the u scale in
order to have theoretical predictions for the test processes as accurate as possible: so the
effective theory is determined at a large scale, while it is to be applied at processes at a lower
scale.

3.1.3 Renormalization Group

The coefficients of the effective theory, determined at the matching scale, say p ~ M, act as
the experiments setting the parameters of a renormalizable field theory. As in a renormalizable
field theory, one determines the fundamental parameters, the “couplings” of the theory, at
some scale, and then the theory is used at a possibly largely different scale.

Now, at a fixed order in the ﬁ expansion the effective theory is renormalizable, and the
coefficients can be scaled using the renormalization group evolution, in order to improve the
convergence of the perturbative expansion.

It is worth then reporting the observation of Georgi [48], “the renormalization group is
simply the matching of the theory at the scale u to the theory at the scale u — du, without
changing the particle content”. In other words one integrates out the effect of the energy
modes higher than the process in consideration.

The RG evolution results then from the integration of this differential matching procedure,
and allows to use in a optimal way the informations coming from perturbation theory.

The Effective Hamiltonian is scaled down from the matching scale u >~ M to the charac-
teristic low energy scale of the physical amplitude

S C (= M, M) (S INO)]13) (5= M) — 37 (= m, M) (FIN (0] ) (= m)(3.5)
J J

which means that one determines the coefficients appropriate to the operators renormal-
ized at the scale p >~ m.

In this way, the large logarithms that would appear in the matrix elements as a conse-
quence of the QCD corrections in presence of two widely different scales, the renormalization
scale of the operators and the typical scale m of the low energy process, are transferred in
the coefficients.

In the rest of the Chapter we shall give more details on this procedure, illustrating the
matching procedure for the Effective Hamiltonian which describes the rare b decays.

3.2 The FCNC Effective Hamiltonian

In the Standard Model, our “fundamental” theory, the rare b decays are mediated by the
graphs in Fig. 3.1, where in the loop circulate the ¢ and t quarks?, and the virtual dashed
lines are the W boson or the charged component of the Higgs multiplet.

A particular gauge is chosen, the so called R¢ gauge, described in Appendix C: in this
gauge the theory is renormalizable by power-counting, and the nonlinear form of the gauge
fixing term cancels trilinear vertices A, W, ¢, reducing the number of graphs to be computed.
Most importantly, thanks to the covariant derivative in the gauge fixing term, the electromag-
netic Ward-Takahashi identities are unbroken, and there is no need of finite renormalizations
to reinforce them.

“the u quarks can be completely neglected thanks to the smallness of the corresponding CKM matrix entries
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Figure 3.1: b — sy process in SM

Figure 3.2: Contribution to Effective Hamiltonian from the ¢ quark

The first step in the determination of the effective hamiltonian is the computation of
the amplitude for a minimal set of relevant processes in the full theory. In the following we
will integrate out the t and W, (¢) fields: graphs with heavy particles ¢, W give rise, in the
expansion in powers of external momenta, to local interactions which can be reexpressed as
a sum over local operators. This is pictorially expressed in Fig. 3.2

By computing the proper vertex part, one finds easily the following effective hamiltonian,

resulting from the t exchange only®:

AGF oy rth - t
Hefrtop = WV“V Zci O; (3.6)
i=1

where

2
E 4G _ 9 1 . .
°Recall that —\/g = (\/5) En is the coupling of two weak currents
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0 = (4;)2&151515@

0r = 7oszlicQuss {D. o} by

O3 = (4i)2(_ieQd)3L’YubLDuF;w

Or = _@mbsLﬁﬁbR

O = (4i)2(—ieQd)mbsLFWaWbR

O = (4i)2(igs)§L{ﬁ, TAGH, o b br

0 = 471)2 (—ig8) 52T by, (DyGou)™

Os = ( 471T)2(—ig5)mbsLTAGﬁVaWbR (3.7)

and the computation gives

(2+2z) (1-5z—22%) 22 (2+2) log(x)

ct o=
! 6(—1+2)° (=1 +2)*
ot — 46 — 1412 + 10522 + 822 (2—52) = (=2 + 32) log(x)
2 24 (—1+ )3 4(=1+xz)!
of _ 104-312z+ 23722 — 4723 N (8 —32x + 54z? — 3023 + 3 %) log(z)
5o 36(—1+2)° 6(—1+z)
. z (1 — 2%+ 22 log(x))
C4 - 3
2(1—2x)
" B—=5z)z x(—2+3x) log(x)
Cs = 2 3
A(=1+z) 2(—1+2)
ot —8—|—12l’—|—15l’2—l’3+(2—5:L'):L'10g(l’)
0 24 (—1+ )3 4(=1+z)!
ot~ —4—42x+2122+72°  (—4+ 162 — 92?) log(x)
36 (—1 4 z)* 6(—1+xz)
-3 1
ct o (=3+2) L C og(x) (3.8)

A(-1+xz)? 2(-1+2)?

with x = E—gv

This is not the end of the story, because the graphs with charm exchange cannot be
accounted for in the same manner: in fact, one easily recognizes that coefficients C% and C%
diverge for x — 0, hence the limit m. — 0 in the full theory leaves graphs which are infrared
divergent in the limit of zero external momenta and cannot be expanded in series. This is
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Figure 3.3: Contribution to Effective Hamiltonian from the ¢ quark

what we expect, because of the contribution, in the light theory, of the Fermi-type interaction
terms, resulting as the low energy limit of the tree level W-exchange graphs: this interaction
is to be included in the effective hamiltonian as

4GF g2 _ L _ L

WV?;thOm = —ch*chbsavu cs ® €57, ba (3.9)

where the unitarity of the CKM matrix V' has been used; «, 8 are the color indices, and

the 9 suffix has been reserved for an operator which will be generated by QCD corrections,
having a Fierzed color structure

SaViica ® a7 b . (3.10)

The 4—fermion operator gives rise to the infamous “penguin” graph, in the right hand
side in Fig. 3.3: the difference between the graphs in the full theory, and this “penguin” graph
is local and can be easily computed. It does not contain IR divergences, because the full and
effective theory have the same long distance behaviour, hence it can be expanded in powers
of the external momenta. It results the “charm” contribution to the coefficients in Eq. 3.8,
again taking into account the unitarity of CKM matrix

oo %
23
Ccy = 1
ce = —%
c; = —g+§<§—7E+logi\f§2>; (3.11)

it is important to note that the coefficients Cs, C7 are explicitly dependent on the subtrac-
tion scale u, as we expected from the general considerations: this dependence is completely
canceled by the corresponding dependence in the matrix element of the operator O1g. This
is true, at this level, by construction, but we shall see that the inclusion of QCD corrections
shall make the cancellation only approximate. Moreover, they appear pole parts in the co-
efficients: the reason is that the matrix element of operator Oyq is divergent, while the full
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theory amplitude was finite. This divergence is canceled by the coefficients, hence we can
redefine the effective hamiltonian as made of renormalized operators, for instance in the M S
scheme.

Therefore we have the effective hamiltonian

Heg = MTFWSV“’ZCZ (3.12)

with the corrected coefficients

r(1+5z) 22 (2+ ) log(x)

C, =
! 2(1— ) (—1+z)
r(-1-11x+182?) (2—5z) x (-2+ 3z) log(w)
Cy = 3 + 4 ’
8(—1+x) 4(-1+x)
Cu — —16+48w—73x2+35x3+(8—32w+54w2—30w3+3w4) log(z)
’ 12(—1+2) 6(—1+ )" ’
Cp = w(1+w)2+x2log(xg)7
2(-1+x) (1—x)
o = (3—536)352_1_95(—24-336)1(;,?;(95)’
A(~1+z) 2(—1+ )
(4—2z)z (-143z) (2—5z) x log(x)
Cﬁ = 3 + 1 )
8(—1+ ) 4(—1+a)
8 —42z +352% — 723  (—4+ 16z — 92?) log(x)
Cr = 3 + ) g
12(—-1+ ) 6(—1+x)
-3+ 1
Cy = ( ﬂC)ﬂCZJr ﬂcog(ﬂC)3
4(-14+2z)" 2(-1+2)
Coy = 0
Cio = 1. (3.13)

We stress that the results quoted are obtained with operators renormalized in the M S
scheme, and the NDR, scheme for the treatment of v5: when considering QCD corrections we
shall see how to compare different schemes and to ensure the scheme independence of physical
results.



Chapter 4

Renormalization Group improved
perturbation theory

In this somewhat technical Chapter we shall give a brief overview of perturbative renormal-
ization, avoiding the language of “bare” fields and operators; we shall rederive some of the
formulas of Renormalization Group, which shall be used in the following Chapters.

4.1 Notations for the Dimensional Regularization

Let us consider a field theory regularized by continuation in the number of dimensions (d =
4 — 2¢), and described in lagrangian formulation by the action

S — /ddz (1) "X (g + P Li(2) (4.1)

7

where the lagrangian density is intended as a sum over local operators £;, each multiplied
by a charge g;, and P; denotes the counterterms needed to render the Green functions finite
in the € +— 0 limit, and also to impose particular renormalization conditions. Note that we
suppose that every operator, including the terms in the quadratic part of the lagrangian,
carries an explicit coupling, which will be very useful to deduce general identities. We shall
also use the abbreviated form

S = /ddz (1) " L1

Further, let us consider a composite operator G; = E;O;, where O; is a product of some
of the fields in the lagrangian, and F; is a product of couplings. The renormalized product is
then defined as

N[Gi] = N [E;O;] = > EM;;0; , (4.2)
J

where the sum is carried over a number of operators (a complete basis) sufficient to
guarantee that with an appropriate choice of the ”counterterms” matrix M every Green
function with the insertion of the operator G; is made finite in the € — 0 limit.
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In this formulation, the mass parameter appears in the lagrangian explicitly to compensate
the change in mass dimensions of the integration measure, and therefore fields and couplings
have their canonical (four dimensional) mass dimensions.

We now want to determine the change in the couplings in order to compensate for a change
in the scale p.

4.1.1 The renormalization scale dependence

Let us consider for definiteness a Green function, the correlation of fields ¢1, ... ¢, and of a
local operator O, and take the derivative with respect to u,

i OIN (Gilon .. 6,]0) = <o |N Gil2e Y (9: + P) S

7

0> , (4.3)

we insert in the Green function the action, multiplied by a factor of €. Note that derivatives
with respect to the couplings g; can be expressed as renormalized insertions of operators
present in the action density !,

ey ()= [N () = 23 (54 52 ) £:6a) (44)

and then let us consider also the effect of the derivative
95— 9iy—
89 ; ' agz

we obtain

0
T OIN[GJor.6nl0) = <0

—<0 O> ; (4.5)

hence by taking the sum with the appropriate ~ e factor for the second term it is possible
to cancel the “classical” contribution, that is the change in the Green function due solely to
the measure. One has therefore

0
ga_g ;EiMijOj(bl e On

)

N[G]%:(gﬂrgaa ) L6 n

(u% + 259@%) (0[N [Gil1 ... 6] 0) =
- <0 0>
< 0|NG; Zza( 88 )S b1 ... 0n o> . (4.6)

Lin passim, observe that the action density is not a renormalized operator!

0
2&798—9 (EiM;j) Oj¢1 ... bn
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For simplicity, let us limit to minimal subtraction 2, and have then

R-yy L S

L p=1

Eq. 4.6 becomes

0 0
(u@ + 2@98—) OIN[Gilé: ... 6] 0) =

Oln E;
)

= 25— OIN [GJér .60

—|—<0 2:E; Zg ”0g¢1 - On

0>
L,p

oo, L 9 P!
+<0 N[G,-]Z2 Z (1 —ga—g> E;—_lsﬁl...qﬁn

i Lyp=2

+<0 N[Gi]>  B;iSjd1 ... bn
J

0> , (4.7)
where the “pre” [ functions

52-52( ;)P“ (4.8)

are introduced, the usual definitions of 5 and « functions will be recovered only when we
shall specify the interaction part of the action density.

By comparing with Eq. 4.4 we can modify the term multiplying the £ in order to interpret
it as a derivative with respect to a coupling:

o N 0 Oln E;
“@+(ﬁi+2€gi)6_g-_2€g 99 ~0IN[Gi]or - .. dn| 0) =

- (Pl o)
)

+{0 B — (EM;) Os61... 0,
Zl2 Z ( gag) Z?Lf

M;
2€EZ'QLO]'¢1 ce ¢n

— By 8Pk Sp1 ... P

+<0 0> . (4.9)
L,p=2

We can now impose that the chosen subtractions make the Green functions finite: as the
derivatives with respect to u and {g} do not introduce spurious divergences, we can say that

2Modified minimal schemes, like the MS or the G scheme, can be interpreted as a redefinition of the
scale and are therefore also minimal, in the sense that the finite subtractions needed to enforce them do not
modify our formulas.
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the Lh.s. in Eq. 4.9 is finite, and so must be for the r.h.s. First of all, in absence of the
operator insertion, we should have then that
O> . (4.10)

is finite, and therefore each term multiplying the different pole parts must be zero. It
follows the noteworthy relation

rhs=">" <0

k

> 1 0 - QPP
N[Gi]zg—pl2(1— 8>Pp+1 @g—lk]&c(ﬁlm%

p=1

- - 0P}
2LPP* — —glk =0
pr = Y pbr
L
- 0
L = 1- Zgla_gl Loop counter operator . (4.11)

It will give useful relations between poles at different orders in L. The relation in Eq. 4.11
allows to rewrite Eq. 4.9 as

{Maa + (ﬁz +2€gz) 8(27 ] (0|N [Gi]o1 .. ¢dn]0) =
— Bal;llE ON [Gil6r .. 60]0)
+<0 E; (Bl +ngz) agﬁvjoﬂgl_,_% 0> . (4.12)

Now we can impose that also the Green function with the insertion of the renormalized
operator Gj is finite in the € — 0 limit. Taking into account that, by definition of minimal
subtraction we have

5”+Z ML”, (4.13)

we can rewrite with a few algebra Eq. 4.9 as?

[aa (5l+2sgl)ai]<ouv[] Bl 0) =
Oln F;
= 022 B 0N Gor - 0nl0)

< ‘E S 2LM5IN[Gilén . én

)

30bserve that in presence of the operator insertion, which modifies the number of vertices, the loop counting
operator is L = —ga%
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)

+<0 E; Z2L Zj E Z M]Lk7p0k¢1 - Pn

L p
+<0 Z (Zﬂz 2LM“”“) O ... 6n 0> :
Lp= 1°
(4.14)
by defining
E; 8111E
i = ZZL M2 =, (4.15)

zyE

we can rewrite the right hand side of Eq. 4.14 as

r.h.s. = —%,j<o|N[Gi]¢1---¢n|0>

1
+E; <0 - [XL: 2LM! Z MEE

L p
= 2LMlP Z 5 > (4.16)
L
and the last term has to be zero Vp, hence the recursive relation
L,p
L,p+1 L1, L,
D O2LMPT = N 2L M MG + Z ﬁl (4.17)
L L, L
In summary we have
0 0 N
H "o (ﬁl + 2€gl) a—gj 0i,j + %‘,j} (OIN[Gil¢1 ... ¢n|0) =
5 9\ L1
= 9 1—g=— | P
B zl:< 95 )
- E; 8ln E
g = 221? M5 = = B0 (4.18)

Z]E

this form of the RG equation is written directly in terms of the “poles” of the Feynman
graphs (the P and M matrices).
It will be now useful to connect to the common notions of 5 and ~ functions.

4.1.2 The conventional form

Recall that in Eq. 4.1 we have introduced a coupling for each term in the action density,
including for instance the kinetic term. This means that if we now want to set to unity
the normalization of this term, we need to reinterpret the derivative with respect to this
“eliminated” coupling: the usual way is to define a field anomalous dimension.
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Following the constructive approach let us introduce the field anomalous dimension and
proceed to its definition: for simplicity we limit the discussion to a single field ¢, as the
generalization is trivial. We rewrite Eq. 4.18 as

0 0
e+ (i 2500) 50+ 75| OIN G600l 0) =
= [%552'73' _:Yi,j] (O|N[Gjlo1 ... ¢a]0) , (4.19)
and note that the n factor can be obtained by using the field counting operator?
)
o= fas o]
/ 6¢(x)

apart a correction due to the presence of the composite operator: one has

n(0|N [O]61 ... 6a]0) = (0[N [0l . . 6] 0) — <\¢ Olor ... dn

0>,

hence the r.h.s. of Eq. 4.19 becomes

)

rhs = ’Y¢%<O}N[Gi]zglpl5l¢l'-'¢n

~Yom < |BiMi 17061 .. 64| 0)
—72,J<0|N[ J] ¢n|0>

1 0
= Y3 (_Plgla—gl) (O|N[Gilo1 ... ¢n]0)

’Y¢%<0 ’ (Plgzaigl - Vj) EiM; jo1 ... ¢n 0>
4,3 (0N [Gjlé1 - 6l 0) (4.20)

where we label with v the number of fields in the composite operator G;, and with p; the
same quantity for a term L£* of the lagrangian density. Let it be g4 the coupling associated
with the kinetic term 0,,¢0,¢, and define 4 such that

5¢> = —Y¢9¢ (Vd’ = 2) ;

we obtain from Eq. 4.19, after the rearrangements needed to reassemble the normal prod-
ucts,

4Note that the derivation is particularly simple in dimensional regularization, thanks to the simple form of
the “action principle”
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Figure 4.1: A contribution to M; ;

o 0
[M@ + (B + 2eg1) a0 + ’Yq% + ’Yi,]} (OIN[Gilgr ... ¢u| 0) =

a . .
— l;Ei<0 ‘ (ngza—gl +v' - V]> M; jOjd1 ... ¢n 0> :
/')/17] = ")/17]"_7 (Vl_pgl 89[ - 7/7.7 ?
I/l

B = 5~1+’Y¢§gl- (4.21)

The right hand side cannot be written in renormalized form and in fact is identically zero:
indeed, let us consider a Feynman diagram with the insertion of the operator O; contributing

to M; j: it has vJ external lines, as in Fig. 4.1.
Applying the operator p' gla%l, it counts with a positive sign the number of lines connected
to each vertex of the blob, and with a negative sign and a factor of 2 the internal propagators

0
4 v
g = —21 + .
Py, Ev p

But one has also
Vi+va:2I+Vj
v
hence the identity
plgli +i =0, (4.22)
o4

results.



4.1 NOTATIONS FOR THE DIMENSIONAL REGULARIZATION 34

4.1.3 Reference Formulas

We have finally written the RG equations for 1PI Green functions (simply changing the sign
of the term referring to the field anomalous dimensions ) as follows

0 0
{[ 8 (ﬁl+2€gl)£_7¢2]5Z]+’YZ]}<O’N[ 191+ Pnl 0)ypy =0 (4.23)

and we have found the form of the 8 and v functions

L1
Y = —Y 2LP;7,
L
1
B = Z2LPlL’1—’Y¢%gl7
L
E; Yo dln E;
o= 2LM" ! L0yt N B ) 8 4.24
/717.7 Z 74] E <2 ; agl (2% ( )

moreover, a set of recursive relations for pole parts have been found, and using the topo-
logical relation in Eq. 4.22, they can be rewritten as

Syttt = N enmlt Ml
L L,L’'

+Zﬁl Zlk 7(152(1/ —zﬂ) Mfkp

S 2Lplrtt = Z(ﬂza——l;pk> PEY (4.25)
T 91

Ll

these relations® can be expanded in /& and give therefore useful checks on the computations:

every pole in a diagram at order L in &, apart the simple pole, can be predicted in terms of
the poles of graphs with L’ < L and of the 8 and ~ functions. This is exactly equivalent to
say, as we shall see, that order by order in perturbation theory the only new information, in
the Renormalization Group Improved perturbation theory, comes from the simple log’s.

4.1.4 Finite renormalizations

Let us now consider the possibility of finite renormalizations, that is, we do not simply
subtract poles but also finite parts. This can be useful in order to impose renormalization
conditions, for instance on the matrix elements of operators. For definiteness, we shall suppose
to have already regularized some operator basis { N [G]}, and we can therefore impose further
renormalization conditions with a mixing matrix of finite parts.

5In proving the second one it can be useful to observe that in a manner similar to the proof of Eq. 4.22 one
can show that

Zpgapk =
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We introduce a matrix F' and define the renormalized operators as
R [Gl] = FZ’JN [Gj] N (4.26)

the matrix F' is assumed to give finite corrections to counterterms, hence it possesses a
loop expansion of the form:

o
Fj=0,+Y FF. (4.27)
L=1

It is simple to find the modification to the RG equation Eq. 4.24 induced by finite renor-
malizations: the RG equation can be written schematically as

[D5+ﬂ N [é} = 0

_ 2 + (B +2eq1) = 0

4.28
"o 90 (4.28)

and therefore the equation for the renormalized operators is
FDE~ 4+ PAFTY| N [R] = 0. (4.29)

It 1s worth noting that the only source of y dependence is in the action, Eq. 4.1, hence
the p+5- 8 operator commutes with F. The derivative with respect to the couplings, instead,

acts on F, and as we assume that this matrix is defined in order to give finite renormalization
to counterterms, it has the same properties under this derivation as the matrix M: in other
words the coupling content is the same, and it follows that (see note 3)

By using also the identity
FDF~' = —(DF)F~!
the modified RG equation results
Dé+4|R|G] = 0
¥ = PyF'—(DE) P!
N (glg_z _ 2gﬁF> P (4.30

the effect of the finite renormalization is a modification of 4 in order to account for the
evolution of the finite renormalization matrix, plus a “rotation” of the original v matrix.
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4.1.5 Treatment of evanescent operators

It is well known how in dimensional regularization the arbitrariness in the d dimensional ex-
tension of 4 dimensional mathematical objects reflects itself in the appearance of the so-called
“evanescent” operators. While we refer to the literature, and to the examples coming from
practical computations (Chap. 5), for details on their treatment, in particular on the reduction
formulas which are the equivalent of the Zimmermann formulas in the BPHZ formulation, we
want here to discuss how evanescent operators modify the d — 4 limit of the RG equation.

Suppose for definiteness to be interested in the evolution of the matrix element of some
operator N [R;], and that in the renormalization process it mixes with a set { NV [R]} of relevant
operators having a non zero limit in 4 dimensions, and a set { N [E]} of evanescent operators.
The RG equation Eq. 4.23 are coupled, so in general one shall have

DN [E} + AR, RN {R} + 4R, EN [E} = 0
DN [E| +4s, N [E] = 0; (4.31)
now the set of evanescent operators is in many cases unbounded, that is, order by order
in perturbation theory new operators appear; this is not the ruin of perturbation theory for
in the d — 4 limit the matrix elements of evanescent operators can be rewritten as local
contributions, which can be therefore accounted for as finite renormalizations of the relevant

operators. The well known result is that a reduction matrix exists, defined in perturbation
theory, such that

N [E] =7p N [R] ; (4.32)

the matrix 7 is zero at the classical level.
It is therefore immediate to decouple the evanescent operators in Eq. 4.31, by applying
the reduction formula to the first relation in Eq. 4.31:

[DS + ﬂ N [f{] =0
= AR R+ IR ETE,R (4.33)

the second relation instead gives a consistency check:

[(Dig, r) — 6,k (YR, R + AR, BB, R) + 4B, BB, R) R =0 . (4.34)

It is worth noting that the same results can be obtained with a slightly different procedure,
namely by defining a non minimal scheme in which the evanescent operators do not contribute
to the matrix elements, as their contribution is canceled by finite renormalizations. In practice
this amounts to redefine the normal product

N [E} =N [E] — g gN [Jﬂ (4.35)

in such a manner to subtract not only poles proportional to other evanescent operators,
but also finite parts proportional to relevant ones.
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Let us find the resulting modification in the anomalous dimension matrix, as in sec-
tion 4.1.4, by defining

F:é—fﬂR,

and then using Eq. 4.30 it results

¥ =(0-7)4(0+7)+ @) (5+7) ; (4.36)

writing Eq. 4.36 in “components”, one easily finds that

~/ ~ ~ ~

YR,k = YR,RTVRETE,R

~/ ~

YR,E — 7TRE

~/ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Ye,r = —TB,R(YR,R+ IR ETE,R) + VB ETE R

Ye.r = AB,E—TERIRE - (4.37)

A few comments are in order

the first relation shows that the “relevant” part of the anomalous dimension matrix is
modified exactly as in Eq. 4.33;

the anomalous dimension mixing of relevant with evanescent is immaterial, as matrix
elements of evanescent operators have been set to zero, and is unaltered;

we have written without comments in Eq. 4.31 that there is no mixing of evanescent
operators with relevant ones, and consequently 4g r = 0. This is true in the minimal
subtraction scheme, and if one takes into account the consistency condition in Eq. 4.34,
one easily proves that this remains true, &}37 r = 0; otherwise, the matrix elements of
evanescent operators would get non zero contributions from the relevant ones, vanifying
our renormalization prescription, Eq. 4.35;

the last relation shows a modification of the flow of evanescent operators, again imma-
terial in the d — 4 limit.

In summary, we have shown explicitly how two different ways to deal with evanescent
operators, namely reducing them at the level of the RG equation or in the course of the
renormalization process leads to the same results for the anomalous dimension matrix.

We shall give explicit examples in Chap. 5.

4.2

The RG improved perturbation theory

In Chapter 3 we have seen how the Effective Hamiltonian resulting from the OPE defines the
amplitude for a process i — f as (we shall drop the 1PT suffix)

A (Z - f) = <f‘i>complctc
x GF %:Cj (MLW A%) (fIN[04]]4) g (1) + O (1/M{}V) : (4.38)
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We have been able to compute the coefficients C; for y ~ My,. Now we want to change
the u scale in order to have p ~ m;, so to avoid large logarithms in the matrix element.

We known that the p dependence on the Lh.s. is equal to the one on the r.h.s. hence we
can write down the identity

(D + i +77) (f18) complete = 0 - (4.39)

On the r.h.s, the same identity holds, dropping unessential constants

H my

(D4 +71)C; (M—W M—W) FINO)li)g (1) (4.40)

but the derivative D acts both on the coefficients C' and on the matrix element: we already
know that a change in p in the matrix element is compensated by a finite renormalization of
the couplings and of the operators, that is, it holds the identity

(@ 47+ 145 (£ | [0]]0) (441)
hence the scale dependence of the coefficients results
DC =41C . (4.42)

It is worth noting that there is no dependence on the external states, otherwise the effective
hamiltonian framework would be meaningless. The Eqs. 4.41 and 4.42 are a mere tautology:

any redefinition of the “normal product” N [Oﬂ can be compensated by a redefinition of the

coefficient vector C , S0 to leave the physical amplitude invariant.

4.2.1 Leading Logs in QCD

The solution of Eq. 4.42 is completely standard, the derivative D can be written as a total
derivative with respect to u, by defining the running coupling constants. In the case of QCD,
having defined a; () such that

gt (1) = Baen (@ (1) (4.43)
the Eq. 4.42 can be rewritten as

¢ (1) =" (a (1)) C () (4.44)
whose solution is given by a path-ordered exponential

C (m) = Pexp ( /A;n fyT%“) C (M) ; (4.45)

exploiting the property that the anomalous dimension matrix 4 does depend on u only
through the running coupling « one arrives at the well known result

5 a(m) 1 - '
C (m) = Pexp </OC(M) 47 (a) 50 da) cC (M) ; (4.46)
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where one easily recognizes that the § function is the Jacobian of the dimensional trans-
mutation, and the P means “path-ordering”.

In the LL approximation, a considerable simplification is possible. The coupling « factor-
izes and the AD matrix can be diagonalized with a u independent orthogonal transformation

a2
5QCD (a) = _ﬂﬂo
11C4 —2n
Bo = 7A3 !
DS A o, G
T = 47TR DR (4.47)

hence the path ordering is no longer needed and one immediately obtains

a(m) 1 da .ma . 1~ a(m) -
exp | — — —RTDR|=-R'—DIn R. 4.48
Xp[ /Q(M) 26 a ] 26 a(M) (1448)

The evolution of the coefficients results

G (m) = ! (%)_T RE (M) . (4.49)

We can observe that at leading order

1+

(47T)204(M)lng
= 1+§:k‘,~ [a(M)ln%}’ :
i=1

260 M] -

(4.50)

all the terms of the form «Iln have been summed, as expected.

At the next to leading order, logarithms of the form o”In"~! are summed, and so on.
Detailed discussions of the NLL approximation can be found in a number of works (see for
instance [22, 46, 77], and references therein). It is worth reminding that this successive ap-
proximations are not directly connected with the loop expansion. For instance we shall see
that the two-loop determination of the ADM in the b — s7v process allows only the resum-
mation of the leading logarithms. This is due to a cancellation, at one loop one has no
contribution to the amplitude of the form in Eq. 4.50.

4.2.2 Scheme and scale dependence

Physics is determined by the amplitude and therefore schematically by the combination
C-N [6}, therefore any scheme dependence implied by a different regularization and renor-
malization scheme for the composite operators must be compensated by an appropriate re-
definition of the coefficients.

The scale (1) dependence itself is the reflection of the existence of a family of subtraction
schemes, at different renormalization points, connected by the RG equation, whose coefficients
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we are able to determine only approximately. In other words a scale dependence is introduced
when we relate two subtraction schemes belonging to the same family, as the one used to
compute the coeflicients of the effective theory at the large mass scale M to the one appropriate
to evaluate the matrix elements at the lower scale m.

In fact there are three sources of approximation: the initial conditions of the evolution,
at the higher scale M, the coefficients of the differential equation, that is the [ function(s)
and the anomalous dimension matrix, and finally the matrix elements at the lower scale m.

This scale dependence has nothing to do with the non-perturbative effects® but it is
intrinsic of the perturbative expansion and of the reorganization of the perturbative series
implied by the RG resummation. Assume for simplicity to have only one operator N [O]
contributing the some process i — f, and to be able to sum the series

{a"In"}, {a" ln"_l} , . {a"In" Py (4.51)

having computed the ADM up to the p + 1 order in the a; expansion.
Then a consistent determination of the amplitude

A(i — f) = C(m) (fIN[O]]7) (m) (4.52)

at the lower scale requires the knowledge of the initial conditions of the differential
Eq. 4.44, C (M, «) up to p order, and analogously for the matrix element (f|N [O]|i) (m).
For instance, terms o from the matrix element, when multiplied by the terms of the series
{a™1n"} in the coefficient, generate contributions of the form a7 In".

On the other hand terms of the form o In""P~! are not summed, in this approximation:
this left-out logarithms are the source of the residual scale dependence. This dependence can
be sized varying the lower scale around the typical scale of the i — f process, for instance in
the b — s case around the scale m;, and can be reduced, but never eliminated, only through
higher order computations.

4.2.3 Sizing the scale dependence

In order to estimate the scale dependence it is necessary to consider the amplitude at the next
to leading accuracy. For simplicity we shall limit ourselves to the case of a single operator in
QCD (see for instance [46], and [73] for the general case), therefore the amplitude is

C (M, p, @) (fIN[O]]3) (m, p, @) (4.53)

where we have made explicit the dependence on the coupling «, the two scales M, m
and the renormalization point . If all the intermediate computations were exact, the u
dependence of the matrix element would be canceled by the one of the coefficient.

Let us assume that having pu ~ m guarantees that no large logarithms appear in the
expression for the matrix element: it means that it is possible to compute the p dependence of
the matrix element accurately, even not using the resummation techniques. The i dependence
is a purely short distance effect”, which means that a perturbative evaluation of the matrix
element should suffice in checking the extent of cancellation of the p dependence.

SA further source of approximation, especially at the lower scale
"Barring infrared complications, which in any case would be coped with including soft bremsstrahlung.
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The strategy is as follows: we can write down the explicit expression for the Wilson
coefficient, in dependence on M and p, using the Renormalization Group, and check the
cancellation of the p dependence against the matrix element, computed at the same accuracy
in perturbation theory. This will give an idea of the implied accuracy.

Given the NLL expression for the 8 function and anomalous dimension,

_Bo 2 B3

T
2
a o
_ “ 4.54
gt Nt N1 (4.54)
we easily write down the expression for the RG evolution operator
a(pr) vy (a)
U(p, p2) = exp V da—]
a(ue) (@)
a0
04(#2)>2‘30 [ (a(uz) 3 a(ul)ﬂ
(a ) R (T - (4.55)
R (1)1
260 203
We have
C(M, p, ) =U (u, M)C (M, M, ) (4.56)

and at the same accuracy we need to specify the Wilson coefficient leading o dependence:

7

C (M, M, o) = (1 + O‘flM)B> : (4.57)

Now the i dependence of the matrix element is easily obtained by expanding the RG
equation to the appropriate order

(FINIOND) (n) = U(m, w) {fIN[O]] i) (m)
U(m, p) = [1 + %’yo In (%)] . (4.58)

Finally it is possible to write down the full expression for the amplitude, at NLL accuracy®

A= p) = (240)F [ p (000 0l fy ol

47 47 T
a(m)
47

1+ 0 (%)] (FIN O]l d) (m) . (4.59)

8The expression for the running coupling at NLL accuracy is

ao) 1 pm()

Tk (g) A w ()
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One easily recognizes that the dominant ; dependence in the leading term is canceled by
the logarithmic term coming from the evolution of the matrix element, as it should be.

It is also important to note that in general it may be possible, given a NLL computation,
to find an appropriate range in the scale g which minimizes the size of the NLL corrections
with respect to the LL ones: this is what one usally refers to as “setting the scale” of the
leading computation by going to NL order. This is equivalent to say that for reasonable
values of the NL coefficients in the v function, corresponding u values can be found in order
to reproduce the NL results with a LL expression. This somewhat “empirical” result helps
to deduce the error implicit in the LL approximation by varying the u scale in a reasonable
range. The range itself however can be sized only explicitly checking the correspondence with
reasonable values of ;.



Chapter 5

QCD corrections to the b — sv
process

We are now in position to discuss in full details the short distance QCD corrections to the
b — sy decay. This process has been studied by many authors and the LLO corrections are by
now well established. Nevertheless it is instructive to make a short review of the researches
in this field.

5.1 Review of the existing results

The great interest of the b — sy decay has been stimulated by the growing limits on the
top mass. Indeed, the initial analyses based on the assumption of a large m; had found a
substantial enhancement of the decay rate due to QCD perturbative corrections; however
different results had been obtained by groups working with different regularization schemes
for 5.

The group of Grinstein et al. [37, 47], using the so called Naive Dimensional Regular-
ization scheme (NDR), based on a fully anticommuting 5 even in d dimensions, found an
enhancement of about a factor of 4, while the enhancement was limited to a factor of about
2 in the work of Grigjanis et al. [38], based on the so called Dimensional REDuction scheme
(DRED) [15].

We stress that both the NDR and DRED schemes are known to be internally unconsistent,
that is, to give wrong results in definite computations. For instance the NDR scheme does
not reproduce the Adler anomaly, while the DRED scheme is known to fail at three loops (in
4 dimensions) [18, 19].

It is quite easy to show the internal unconsistency of the NDR scheme: consider the
following trace

T,uz/po =Tr [75’7a’7p’7u’7p’70’7a] (51)

and assume to first contract the « indices without exploiting the cyclicity of the trace and
the assumed anticommuting property of 5 with the other ~ matrices: the result is

Tywpo = (d = 8) Tr [v57u 1 Yp Vo] (5.2)
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on the other hand, bringing the 7, matrices close, one obtains

Tywpe = =dTr [v57u 7 %0%0] - (5.3)

Clearly the two results show that it is not possible to have a fully anticommuting 5 and
consistently define its trace with 4 v matrices. A possible way out is to maintain 5 a 4
dimensional object, as in the t'Hooft-Veltman scheme (HV).

This result does not mean that NDR (and DRED) schemes cannot be applied in many
practical cases: as long as there is no need to give an explicit definition of the trace in
Eq. 5.3, the NDR regularization will give unambiguous results. A caveat, all the subtleties of
evanescent operators will still be present, see for instance [57, 76]. In fact various authors [22,
73, 77] have been able to apply NDR, DRED, HV schemes successfully to the QCD corrections
to weak hamiltonians, obtaining consistent results.

As the NDR scheme does not appear to cause unconsistencies when applied to b — sv
decay at the leading log approximation, we confirmed in [57] the results of Grinstein et al.

All these works were performed in a reduced basis, not including the mixing with a certain
class of 4 fermion operators. The first author to extend the computation to include all the
mixings relevant in the LO approximation has been Misiak [58], using the NDR scheme.
The resulting corrections to the previous NDR computations are small, showing that the
approximation used in [37] was good.

Nevertheless the use of a complete basis has led to understand the origin of the dis-
agreement between the pioneering works. Ciuchini et al. [76] have shown that the operators
completing the basis contribute to the b — sy amplitude, through one-loop graphs, at zeroth
order in QCD. This contribution is scheme dependent (for instance, in the HV scheme is
absent), and compensates the scheme dependence of the AD matrix.

We shall fully describe the re-evaluation of the LO QCD corrections [102, 103], based
on the scheme recently used by Curci et al. [74], a method we shall call from now on the
“symmetrized” scheme. In our opinion this technique greatly simplifies the calculation and
will be useful in the NLL three loop computation.

5.2 The symmetrized scheme

In the Chapter 3 we have derived the Effective Hamiltonian for the rare B decays: here we
add the operators required by the QCD corrections

Her = 4G—Fv*vtbic-o
e = ts )
\/5 =1
1 A
0O, = (47T)2§LDDDbL
re ~
02 = %EL {D, F,u,uo-,ul/} bL
—ie
O3 = %ELVV bLD,uF;w
1 A
04 = —megLDDbR
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(—ieQd)

Os5 = me SL F,u,uo-;w br
O = &{)3 s.{D, TG, o} b
O7 = ((_4;&)7;) 5.4y (DuGuV)A
Og = ((_4:5)72) my §LTAGﬁVUpu br
Oy = (Ewﬁc@) ® (cmu ba)
O = (go/}’;l;ca) ® (éﬁyﬁbﬁ)
011/13 = (ga’}’ﬁba) & Z (QﬁV;%/RQQ)
q=u,...b
o R _ L/R
12/14 = (Sa’m ﬁ) ® Z (Qﬁ’m Qa) . (5.4)
q=u,...b

In principle working off-shell they also appear non gauge invariant operators, which do not
contribute to physics as they are proportional to motion equations. This has been avoided
by using a background gauge fixing term for the gluon field, thus ensuring that the gauge
invariant basis in Eq. 5.18 closes under renormalization.

The coefficients different from zero have already been given in Eq. 3.13, and it is to be
noted that they are evaluated in the NDR scheme: in the LO approximation the scheme
dependence of the coefficients at the p ~ My scale is irrelevant, at least for the b — sy
process.

Two comments about the basis in Eq. 5.4 are needed: first of all this off-shell basis can
be reduced, using the equations of motion, and we shall elaborate on this in the following.
Secondly, we have seen that in the d dimensional formulation of the RG equation they are
present also evanescent operators. In what follows we assume that a subtraction scheme is
chosen in order to decouple them from the coefficient evolution: this will be explicitly shown
where appropriate.

Let us consider the general structure of the Effective Hamiltonian, leaving aside the field
content

Hee = > CPTYN[R)+ Y PV NIL]
+>3 PN (Lo D))+ Y MY N (Lo R)) ; (5.5)

N [L, R] stand for operators bilinear in fermion fields, like the magnetic momentum oper-
ator, and N [L ® L;], N [L ® R;] stand for current-current operators.
The symbol R and L reminds the presence of the chiral projectors Pr = %(1 + 75). This
R

effective hamiltonian is obtained from the “complete” theory, say the SU (2) x U(1) model:
if we make in the complete theory the substitutions

Vo =

€uvps >  €uvpe = —€uvpo (56)
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the resulting effective hamiltonian (in the same regularization and renormalization scheme)
is identical to the one in Eq. 5.4, except for the same substitutions in Eq. 5.6.

But the QCD corrections are independent on the convention used for defining =5, hence
the RG evolution equation is invariant under the trasformation (5.6)

NL®I] N[R® R]

d N[L® R] d N[R® L]
@%ﬁ+ﬂ N |70 @ﬁp+ﬂ T (5.7)

N L] N[R

In other words the anomalous dimension matrix % is the same for the two set of operator
in Eq. 5.7 and for the purpose of the calculation of the AD matrix any linear combinations of
the two sets is equivalent. It is convenient in particular to consider the RG evolution of the
symmetric combination,

p %(N[L@LHN[R@R])
{ud—w} I(N[LeR+N[RoL) | =0, (5.8)
: L(N[R+ L))

because it is possible to redefine these operators in order to make the «5 matrix disappear.
This is trivial for the symmetrized magnetic momentum operator, while for the 4-fermion
operators a change of the d dimensional extension is needed.

A complete (infinite) basis for the Clifford algebra in d dimensions is given by the com-
pletely antisymmetric products of v matrices [20, 30, 56, 74],

1
V(H) = Tuip2yebin = n! Z (1P Yoz - Voo (5:9)
" pell,

In 4 dimensions the structures v(™ survive only for n < 4, and one can write

SEeD+ROR)] = (Vo) + 20 @y®)
JEeR+(ReD)] = Vo) - 26 ey®). (5.10)

These equations can be taken as definitions for the tensor products in d dimensions; in
practice we change the d-dimensional extension of the “symmetric” operators, with the aim
to simplify the evaluation of the AD matrix.

The key advantage over the HV scheme is that there is no split between 4 dimensional and
d — 4 dimensional objects (the indices in Eq. 5.9 are d dimensional). For example, working in
the well definite basis of (’y(”) ® ’y(")) structures, for arbitrary integer n, relevant operators,
having n < 4, and evanescent ones having n > 5 are treated in a unified manner.

We stress that the definitions in Eq. 5.9 render this scheme different from the HV one.

In fact, working in the HV scheme, the effective hamiltonian in Eq. 5.4 can be cast in the
form

Heps =S CHV (N[O (1) + CHY (1) N[O (), (5.11)

)
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where OZ(H and OZ(_) are the symmetrized and antisymmetrized operators. The two classes
of operators are not mixed by QCD corrections, and so the two terms of H,.s are separately
RG invariant

u% >V (NIO (1) = ﬂ% > (WNIOf ) =0 (5.12)

1 1

The redefinition of the symmetric part amounts to add of evanescent operators EZ-(H to

the OZ(H, defining the “symmetric” and extended operators
02(4-) _ Oi(+) +Ei(+) ‘ (5.13)

Using the OZ(JF) operators one obtains an AD matrix different from the one obtained with
the OZ-(+) operators, which are defined as in the HV scheme. The mismatch must be readsorbed
in finite renormalizations, which ensure that we can obtain the AD matrix in the HV scheme,
and therefore also the evolution of the antisymmetric part.

This is possible as a renormalized evanescent operator can be expanded on a complete

basis of relevant ones [27] with finite reduction coefficients 75,

(I E] ) =il [0 510
For instance imposing the condition

> VN (077 ] = 326 (N [0 ) (5.15)
one has

O (n) = (83— 150) OV (u) (5.16)

The RG evolution of CZ~(+)(,u) coefficients is guided by the anomalous dimension matrix
governing the evolution of the symmetrized basis, and using the Eq. 5.16 it is simple to find
the evolution of CHV ().

Alternatively the Eq. 5.16 can be interpreted as a redefinition of the normal product N [O]
as a non-minimal subtraction procedure: we shall use the notation N’ [O] for this prescription.

The advantage of the method is that the r;; coefficients are O (h); hence the most cum-
bersome part of the computation, the determination of the AD matrix, can be done in the
symmetrized scheme, while the matching needed to write down the amplitude requires a
computation at one loop order less.

In the following we shall use the following symmetrized and extended basis

Hi = SLvivie Y col .17
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where the operators are defined

O = i) 55, T4b (D, Gy

Qi
t

2 = Z(Zgg) s {7D7 F/u/ Uuu} b
(

=4
Og(;+) _ ((—427'53) m §TAGﬁ,,UWb (5.18)
O, = L (5a7Mep) ® (57 ™M)
Of3), = £(5a7"bs) © (757 40)

and the non-zero coefficients are normalized as follows, with respect to the ones in Eq. 3.13:

o =20, i=1...8 Cih =0 =0 (5.19)

5.2.1 On-shell and off-shell formulation

To make contact with the work of other authors [76, 58], we shall also use an on-shell basis,
obtained from Eq. 5.4 by exploiting the motion equations. The reason for computing QCD
corrections off-shell is that the redundancy of the computation provides further checks, and
the intermediate results can be saved in view of the planned NLO computation: nevertheless,
given the AD matrix, it will be convenient to reduce the results to the following on-shell basis.

%Vvta; ‘/t b Z CZ('m_ShCHQi
Q1 = (Bc)y_4(@)y_,(1@1)p
Q2 = (5¢)y_4 (@) _4(1®1)

Qss = (b)y_s Y. (G@)yza(1®1)

H =

q=u,d,s,c,b
Qie = (b)y_a Y (@@yea(1©1)p
q=u,d,s,c,b
(—ieQa)
Qr = meSUMV(V+A)Fuub
—igs ~ .
0s = | g)mbsow(VM)wa. (5.20)

(4m)”

It is worth recalling the general properties of an anomalous dimension matrix 4 for an
operator basis not reduced by motion equations: following [5, 6, 7], it has the block form

relevant motion equations

relevant X Y
motion equations 0 Z ’
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and we shall explicitly check this result in the computation. Please note that QCD cor-
rections background gauge fixing term has been used for the gluon field, thus ensuring that
even off-shell there is no need to introduce non gauge invariant operators, and that the basis
in Eq. 5.18 closes under renormalization.

The symmetrized and extended version of the basis in Eq. 5.20 will be given by the
following combinations of the operators appearing in Eq. 5.18

Qi = Ol + 045y
Qs = Og())J)JF _gro),g)
Q:(),J/rg = Oéﬂ),l)i _gﬂ),?))
Qijs = Offay £ 00

Q$+) _ Oé—i—)
Qé—i-) _ Oé—i—)

® _ AH A

Qo" = Oy~ O3

) AD AW

Qoo = Oy~ 90,3 (5.21)

where the last two operators are introduced only in order to have and invertible relation,
and as can be expected decouple.

5.3 The computation

5.3.1 One loop results

We list in Fig. 5.1 and in Fig. 5.2 the general structure of the graphs needed to renormalize off-
shell the operators Of - Here and in the following figures the external zigzag line addresses
a gluon or a photon. Note that the graphs in Fig. 5.2 are proportional to a2, but as pointed
by Misiak [58] they are required even at leading order since they give rise to the mixing of
the operator O7 with the operators O(levn% (12,n)"

The computation of the Feynman graphs in Fig. 5.1 results in the {1... 8} x {1... 8}
sector of the one-loop anomalous dimension matrix ’7(1),

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1/ —2cpe O 0 6Cr 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 8cr 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
os 4 0 0 0 6Cp—2Cpe 0 0 0 0
ar 5| 0 0 0 0 8cr 0 0 0 o (5:22)
6 | —12¢r 4Cp 0 0 4Cp 4Cp 0 4(3Cr—Ca)
7| 200, 0 XE 0 0 0 Scp+30a 0
8 0 0 0 -12CFr 8Crp 0 0 4(4Cp—Ca)
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Figure 5.3: Mixing among 4-fermion operators.

Q

Figure 5.4: Mixing of 4-fermion operators with Of _g operators.

while the graphs in Fig. 5.2 connect the operator O;r to four fermion operators, resulting
in
(11,1) (11,3) 12,1  (12,3)

2
(% . (—5+5c§,;100AcF 903,—300,;CF+240§ 0 24CF2—9CA) _ (5.23)
AT

The renormalization of four fermion operators, off-shell, results from the graphs in Fig. 5.3
and in Fig. 5.4.

The self mixing of four fermion operators at one-loop, in Fig. 5.3, connects Dirac structures
with An =42, 0, -2

(9,n—2) (9,n) (9,n + 2)
as (9,n) %i”—@ 2Cp ((1-n) (n—3)—¢€) %A(“”)) 52
Am (10,n) \ W20 iy ) (24n) ] - -
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(10,7 — 2) (10,7) (10,7 + 2)
as (9,n) (n—6) (n—5) 0 (14n) (24n)
7 (10,n) \ UCr=Ca =08 (30 40y (omtnin?)—dCp (14¢)  ACP=Ca) (bn) 2m)

The same mixings occur in the O(11 n),(12,1) sector.
The penguin graphs in Fig. 5.4 give rise to the mixing of the 4-fermion operators with
O;: - at the a? order

3 7
(9,7) 202 (1) ¢, (0) 022 (1), (0)
(10, ) —0A2<§:n,2< >cn<o> 0
(1) | st + 2 g on < 1)rea(0) 202 pyne, (0) (5.25)
(12,n) nf5n1+C'A o 2 (—1)"¢, (0) Snsona

The meaning of the symbol ¢, is explained in App. B together with the other definitions
and useful formulas. We use the symbols ny = u +d, ny = d — 2u, with u and d being the
number of up and down quark species active.

It is to be noted that at leading order only the n = {1, 3, 5} values are needed, because
the effective hamiltonian starts with n = {1, 3} and at one loop only the n = 5 evanescent
arises. We find convenient to give also the results restricted to this set of n values

9,1) (9,3) (9,5) (10,1) (10,3) (10,5)
6

(9,1) 06 - 020 0 6 0
as 93) | -& o -& 6 0 20 (5.26)
4z (10,1) | 3 3 0 —&—-6C0r —&+6Ck 0 A

(10,3) \ 3 3 10 CA+60F ———6CF 20CF — &

3 7

(97 1) _§ %
(10, 1) —g 0
(10, 3) —88a 0 5 97
(L) | 51+ Canp)  § (5:27)
(11, 3) 8 8
(12, 1) | §(Ca+ ny) 3Sny
(12, 3) 8Ca 0

It is well known that renormalized operators proportional to motion equations mix only
between themselves and that their anomalous dimension matrix is not gauge independent.
In fact, we can observe that operator N {Oﬂ proportional to the s motion equation, mixes
only with itself and operator N [04} this one mixes with itself only, and both operators have

anomalous dimension matrix depending on £ [5]. The difference N [02 - O } is proportional



5.3 THE COMPUTATION 53

to a combination of the s and b motion equations and does not evolve at one-loop. Analo-
gously the operator N {Og - 0f } mixes with itself and with N {Oﬂ, N [O; - OF ], N {Oﬂ.
Finally the combination

Tl SR S VU e un

07 + 4. (20AO(11,1) 20(12,1)”

is proportional to the equation of motion of the gluon. It is worth noting that the elim-

N

ination of the operator N {O;’ } in favor of the four fermion operators introduces a factor

ai which combines with the o? in Eq. 5.23 to give a result relevant for the leading order

computation [58].

5.3.2 Two loop results

The two-loop mixing of the four fermion operators with operators Of:___g can be obtained from
the computation of the Feynman diagrams in Figs. 5.5, 5.6 and in Figs. 5.7, 5.8: the “closed”
loop graphs are relevant only for the renormalization of operators 0&11_12)7 n)*

The massive b quark is represented by the heavy-faced lines. The b propagator is expanded
in series of my up to the first order and the resulting massless graphs are regularized in the
infrared region by the flow of the external momenta: the diagrams have to be evaluated with
zero and one mass insertions. The loop integrals have been computed with the help of the
algorithms developed by Chetyrkin et al. [21], implemented in the Mathematica [62] symbolic
manipulation language. As in the case of the one loop computation, the results can be given
for arbitrary n and are listed in Tabb. 5.1, 5.2, 5.3. We refer to App. B for symbols and
definitions; let us just note that the symbol f,, ; results from traces involving elements of the
{y(™} basis.

We stress that having the results for arbitrary n will be useful for the NLO computation.

5.3.3 Reduction of evanescent operators

Before giving the results for n = 1, 3, that are needed in this leading logarithmic computa-
tion, we perform the reduction of the evanescent operators with n = 5. We follow the scheme
detailed in Sec. 4.1.5, computating the graphs in Fig. 5.9, which allow to express the inser-
tion of the evanescent operators in the Green functions in terms of the insertion of relevant
operators, with coefficients addressed by the matrix 7

3 5 71 8
2 1
aon (28 0 T o
= 5 (5.28)
(IL5) [ =2 5 —3 3
(12,5) \=2Ca £Cs 0 0

For the present computation only columns 5, 8 are relevant, while the columns 3, 7 con-
tribute through equations of motion to four fermion operators,

(11,1) (12,1)

1 1
597 5)) 10C4 T 10
) a, (10,5 0 0
Ton—shell = An (1175) 5éA _% 5 (529)
(12,5) \ 0
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Figure 5.5: “Open” graphs contributing to the renormalization of 0(4;)... 12,n)"
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Figure 5.6: “Open” graphs for the renormalization of OEB

J‘g\f
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.. 12,m)

and are relevant only for the NLO computation.
By combining the reduction coefficients in Eq. 5.28, the one loop anomalous dimension
matrix in Eq. 5.26 and the results of the two loop computation listed in Tabb. 5.1, 5.2, 5.3,
we are able to give the anomalous dimension matrix relevant at leading order, where a factor

Z‘—; is understood.

27,
oz,
00600¢00660™
2
(Y

‘o

o
A
2

. Non abelian couplings.

1 2 3 4
0.0 (2 e e
(9, 3) % —4%CF 8C, — 168287CF o
(10, 1) 0 0 —4003,4 Cr 0
(10, 3) 0 0 40, (3-14Cr) 0
(11, 1) iCp 20Ck —176Cp | 80aCrny 160y
’ 3 9 27
(11, 3) o~ B5E M —24Cp
(12, 1) 4Cp (2ns=3ng)  16Cr (2R5—=3nf)  40C,4 Cp n 8Cp (957,—102n;) 4Cp (27;—3ny)
’ 9 27 3 81 3
(12, 3) 0 4C§nf 3209 Cr 8sc;nf 0
5 6
(9, 1) ~8CF Ca 4 100k
(9, 3) ~8CF Ca 4 100k
(10, 1) 0 1
(10, 3) 0 1
(11, 1) —4Cp CA‘F%
(19| 7+ BB 0y B 4o (o)~ )
12, 1 404 Cp 94 (16 Cp—18Ca) (2np—3ny)
27
(12’ 3) 52034 Cr + 8C§ﬁf 2+ (4C'F—C'A)?S3nf—2nf)
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Figure 5.9: Diagrams relevant at LO for the reduction of evanescent operators.

Figure 5.8: “Closed” graphs for the renormalization of O ) Non abelian couplings.
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Table 5.1: Two loop AD matrix entries for O

O—l—

resulting from the mixing with

9,n)? ~(10,n)°’
Of s
7 entry
(9,n),1 (1" g5 (1 —n) cn(O)Jg@ n) cn(1))
(9,m) 25 [ fa3 (0) + (=1)" E5e, (0)]
(9,n),3 10 | £, 5(0) + Mo=HEU" (1908 — 11240 + 21302 — 1303) ¢,_2(0)
+GE° (160 — 290 +177n2 — 33n3) ¢, (0)
+ 202 (4 120+ 3n2) ¢ (1)]
Om.4 - rele,0)
(9,m),5 22 (202 — 8+ 3) (—1)" ¢ (0)
(0.m),6 LA 5(0) + (—1) BLEgEIE, (0)
9,n),7 (ACr=Ca) f.5(0) '
Loy —2Cr)n(n=1) (1908 — 11240 + 21312 — 1313) ¢,_5(0)
+ED0 (3C4 (4—n) (3— 4671+ 24n2)
—4Cp (58 —230n + 177n? — 33n3)) ¢,(0)
+E00 (n—2) (4Cp (—11 4240 —6n2) +3Ca (=3 —8n+2n2)) cu(1)
(9,n),8 D2 RCr (=3 +8n—2n2) + Ca (1 — 160+ 4n?)) ¢,(0)
(10,n),1(2) 0
(10,n), 3 CaCrl " [ (n—1) (1908 — 1124 n + 21312 — 1313) ¢,_5(0)
+ (108 — 148 n + 83n? — 131?%) ¢, (0)]
10,n),4(5) 0
ElO,n;,ﬁ( ) o1 n,3(0)
(10,n),7 i fua(0) + CHGEP= (<1908 4 11247 — 213n% 4 13n%) ¢,-2(0)
+ GO0 (244320 — 3502 4+ 9n8) ¢,(0) + =D (23480 — 2n2) ¢, (1)
(10,n),8 % (=3 +8n —2n?) ¢,(0)
7 8
o0 (o g e
Eg), 3)) %_’_102—71’ %_’_40}7
10, 1 —1o 2
10, 3 10 2
Ell, 13 505;; B 17(257()p 133CA —4Cp
(11, 3) %4_ 4 (nf— %ﬁf) M_’_gl(n _ %ﬁf)
(12, 1) _? n (56 Cp— 25208,41) (2n;—3ny) 84 5Ca (2Zf—3nf)
22(4Cp—Ca) (3n5—27 2(4Cp—Ca) (3n5—2n
(12’ 3) 16 + F 9( f f) F 3( f f)

5.3.4 On-shell results

By applying the motion equations, it is now possible to give the results in the following on-
shell basis which closely corresponds to the symmetrization of the one used by Ciuchini et
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Table 5.2: Two loop AD matrix entries for Oal,n)’ resulting from the mixing with Of__s

v entry .
(11,n),1  222EN7 (1 = n) ¢, (0) + (2 — 1) ca(1)]
(11,n),2 25 | f,5(0) + 3 (2= n) (~1)" e (0)]
(11,n),3 %[80Aﬂf5n,1+4fn73(0)
+2 (=1)" (n—1) n (—1908 + 1124 n — 213n? + 13n?%) ¢,—1(0)
+& (—1)" (=58 4230 — 177n? + 33n3) ¢,(0)
+4(=1)" (n=2) (=11 +24n = 6n2) (1))
(39 —68n +20n%+3 (2—n) (—1)") ¢u(0) +2 (n—3) (n—1) cn(l)}
(n—=6) (n=5)* (n—=3) (n—1) ncy (1)
—1 (454 100n — 170n? 4+ 56 n® — 4 n*
+2 (n—2) (2n%2 —=8n+3) (=1)") c,(0)
+2 (n 3) (n—1) (=5+3n—n?) c,(1)]
(11,n),6 4 [12n58, 3+ 3 (4Cp = Ca) fu3(0)
S (904 8 (n ~2) ca(0)]
(11,n),7 L [88nsdp3+ (4Cr — Ca) fn3(0)
+5(=1)" (2CF — Ca) (n—1) n (—1908 + 1124n — 21312 + 13n3) ¢,_2(0)
+4 (—1)" (3Ca (n—4) (=3 +46n —24n?) +
+4 Cr (=58 +230n — 17702 + 33n?)) ¢,(0)
+5(=1)" (2= n) (3Ca (3+8n—2n?) +4Cp (11— 24n+6n2)) cn(1)]
(11,n),8 & [%(—C’A +2CF) (n—06) (n—5)* (n—3) (n—1) nep_s(1)
118 (Ca (99 +24n — 12502 + 4003 — 2n*) +
+2Cp (=45 — 1001 + 170n% — 56 n® 4+ 4n)) ¢,(0)
+§(n —3) (n—1) (Can+2Cr (=54 3n—n?2)) (1) +24n; 6,3
45 (=1)" (n = 2) (8Cr (=34 8n —2n?) + Cu (1 - 161+ 4n2)) c,(0)]

3
N wim

al. [76, 77] in the HV case,

[ = QF =Bl =0% ) +03 3 — Bl
;3 = Q3 —Ef = O(ﬁo )T 0(10 3) — By
Q;/5 - Q;/s - 3/5 = O(Jil 1) + O(Jil 3) E?jr/s
ij/b‘ = QZ/G - 4/6 O(ﬁz 1) + O(Jh 3) EZ_/G
;r = Q;r = 05
s = QF=0¢
; = QJ_EJ—O(B 1) O(Jsra,g)_Es;r
o = Qio— Bl =0( 0,1y~ 00,3 — Eio - (5.30)

The last two operators have been introduced to have an invertible relation between the
bases O;r and Q;r; as expected they decouple from the others in the RG evolution. The
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Table 5.3: Two loop AD matrix entries for Oaz n) resulting from the mixing with Of__g

v entry
(12,n),1 —3Cpndna
(12, n), 2 16 C’anén,l + 4CFﬁf5n73
(12,n),3  —g7 Cr (1020 — 81727) 61 + 2 Cpingdn3
4+ CaCr (T (1 — 1) n (—1908 4 11240 — 21302 + 13n3) ¢, 5(0)
+ (=108 + 1481 — 8312 + 131n3) ¢, (0)]
(12,77,),4 —4 Can(Sn,l
(12,n),5 Calr I(n —6) (n =52 (n—3) (n—1) ncas(1)
+3 (45 — 80 + 56 n? — 1213) ¢, (0)
+(n—=3) (n—1) (—2—=5n+mn?) c,(1)] +8Crnisd(n,3)
F fn3(0) +2 (9CA —8CF) nydny + (ACF — Ca) ny b3
9Cs —2Cp)npop1 + 2 (4CF — Ca) ngdp s + 3 fn3(0)
- |5 (n—1) 1 (~1908 + 11240 — 21302 + 13n%) ¢, 5(0)
+2 (244 32n — 3517 + 9n3) ¢,(0)
+2 (2—n) 3—8n+2n?) c,(1)
(12,n),8 = 3CAnf(5n,1 +2(4CF —Ca) nffsn,g

S [~

Aw|w
| ~3loo

ot [E(—6) (n—5)% (1~ 3) (n— 1) neqn(D)
+2(73n% =18 — 62n — 22n3 + 2n* (—1)" (18 — 57n + 3612 — 61%)) ¢, (0)
+1(n=3) (n—1) (~4+11n —3n?) cu(1)]

presence of the evanescent operators takes into account the difference of the d-dimensional
extensions. In the basis Q" we give the final results for the AD matrix in the following block
form:

o _ Qs [ Apr Apm 5.31
747r<0 @mm>' (5.31)

The matrices 4 f, 4mm result from the one loop computation and are scheme independent;
they guide the RG evolution respectively in the four fermion and in the magnetic momentum
sectors,

1 2 3 4 5 6
1/-& 6 0 0 0 0
6 2 2 2 2
2 6 ~Ca 3202,4 23_2 3%4 Z
R 3 0 0 ~3Ca 3 T 3Ca 3
’yff = 4 0 0 2(96’A—nf) 2(9—nf CA) 2nf 27lf )
3Ca 3Ca " 3Ca 3
50 0 0 0 0 & 6
2n 2n 2n 2(nf—18CF)
6\ 0 0 —3ch =5 5k 3
7 8

) 7 (8Ck 0
Ymm = 8<8C’F 160p—4C’A>' (5.32)
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The matrix 7y, connecting the four fermion and the magnetic momentum sectors results
from the two-loop computation and it is scheme dependent, even at leading order, as pointed
out by Ciuchini et al. [76, 77]

7 8
1 0 6
2 — 220k —8G4 4 B2gE
) 3 280Cy 005 4 6,
Vm = 6CaCr 4 ACF (977, _4ny) 4 8Cap, 4 2Cr (5.33)
6\ —W0CaCe 10k (4, 4 o7q ) g4 10Ca,  1210p,

5.3.5 Matrix elements and scheme independence

The scheme dependence of the matrix 4y, is compensated in the physical amplitude by the
matrix elements of the four fermion operators.
The “even” contribution to the amplitude for the b — sv decay has the form

< 37|H:ff|b >= C'? <37 ’N [Qﬂ ’ b>0 + 26: C’fL <37 |N [Q:] | b>1 (5.34)

n=3

where the subscripts 0, 1 address the order in A of the matrix element, and an analogous
formula holds for the b — sg amplitude .

The one loop matrix elements of the operators Q;: 4,56 result from Feynman diagrams
analogous to the ones listed in Fig. 5.9 and with a mass insertion. If we define our scheme
preserving the naive four dimensional Fierz simmetry they give a zero result. In fact in this
case the “open” diagram in Fig. 5.9 with a mass insertion is proportional to the “closed” one,
which is set to zero by the trace. The symmetry can be preserved by using the HV scheme
for 75 and maintaining the four dimensional definition for the current-current products [77].

In other regularization schemes this is no longer true and in general one obtains a local,
finite contribution. This difference can be reinterpreted as a finite correction? to the coefficient
C? or alternatively to the operators. In our scheme the following relations hold

Of1 _
I8 ), -

—36464n—1972) ¢, (0) | (1—n)(=34n) ca(l 1 3
(Crstgmtaty y pomgomm ) (1) (o),

O-i-
oim o) = (5.35)
12,77/ 1
(=86+64n-19n) ¢, (0) | (1-n)(=3+n) ea(D) ) [ 1 o
< 36 nl T 6 nl 0 <39 ’08 ‘b>0
The bar over the COEzfﬁcients reminds us that they are obtained after applying motion equations: for
instance C7 = C5 + C5, Cg = Cg + C§.

Zsee, f.i. in [81], the so called “effective coefficients” formalism
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Using the definitions in Eq. 5.30 we can write

(sv|@f
<89’QT

b) = Z7i<3fy’Q§r’b> i={l...6}
b) = Zgi<sg’(2§"b> i={1...6} (5.36)

where following [76] we define the vectors

= 8C4s 2 2C4

7 = (0,0,3, 24,2, -2 ,0,0)

Ty = (00§0—3000> (5.37)
8 — ) 737 ) 37 ) Yy . .

We can perform the finite renormalizations needed to compare the results with the ones
obtained in the HV scheme. We match the renormalization schemes by defining a non-minimal
subtraction

N'[Qf] = (1+0F) N|Qf]

ij
-z j={18)
0Fi; = {o i={1,... 6} (5-38)

which sets to zero the matrix elements in Eq. 5.36, as they are in the HV scheme.
According to the formula in Eq. 4.30 the AD matrix is modified as follows

4 = (i + 5F) 4 (i + 5F)_1 . (5.39)

Using the results in Eq. 5.37, one easily obtains the AD matrix in the HV scheme

7 8
1 0 6
9 _20890F 11690F _ 40,
3 23290F 23290F 80+ 6ny
Ay = 4| 8Ck - 116 Cr (5.40)
T’I’Lf—l-lQCF’I’Lf 12+(T_40A)nf
5 —16Cp 4C4 —16Cp — 67y
6 %nf—120}7ﬁf —8+(2CA—%)71]£

which coincides with the result in [76].
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5.4 Effective Hamiltonian at u ~ m,

We have obtained the expression for the AD matrix in the HV scheme:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1/-2 6 0 0 0 0 0 6
216 -2 -2 2 _2 2 82 140
sl o o -2 2 _1 1 o it
3 9 3 27 7
as 4] 0 0 44 4 _ 10 10 _ 272 1024
mw=rslo 0 0 0 2 e -8 s | (5.41)
6l 0 o0 _L 1 _10 _ss 08 e
9 3 9 3 %Z 27
71 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 0
32 28
8\ 0 0 0 0 0 0 = =
where the values ny = 5, ny = —1 have been inserted, as appropriate to the 5 quark

theory below Myy.
With the help of Mathematica[62] it is easy to find numerically eigenvectors and eigenvalues
of the transpose of the matrix in Eq. 5.41

&ﬁV:Z—;R—l-ﬁ-R (5.42)
1 P 3 4 5 6 78
1/10.6667 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
o 0o 933333 0 0 0 0 0 0
3| o 0 6.26549 0 0 0 0 0
4| 0 0 0  —648583 0 0 0 0
D=4l o 0 0 0 2.23328 0 I
6| o 0 0 0 0  —13.7907 0 0
7| o 0 0 0 0 0 40
s\ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -8
1 P 3 4 5 6 7 8
1/ 6.882 6.528 64.18  65.69 —3251 —9.038 1 8
2 1.442 1.725 10.66 1151  —4.603 —0.9293 0 1
3| —0.08882 —0.1224 —0.6888 —0.7894 0.1511 —0.1074 0 0
o 4| 0244 01827 08566 0428 02403 03399 0 0| o
5| —0.04516 —0.03186 —0.2805 —0.2496 —0.9597 0.03731 0 0
6| —0.02363 0.04644 —0.02528 0.1849 —0.3489 —0.9184 0 0
7| o701 07071 0 0 0 0 00
s\ —07071  0.7071 0 0 0 0O 00

Then we can determine the evolution of the coefficients at leading logarithmic order, on
the basis of Eq. 4.49

G (my) = B - (%) T R.G (M) (5.45)
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on—shell

The numerical result for the coefficient C7 of the magnetic momentum operator, is
at u=my
- Qs (mb)
Qg (Mw)
C’?n—shell (mb) — 7‘_0'69565 Cé)n—shell (MW) +8 (7,—0.69565 o 7‘_0'6087) Cé)n—shell (MW)

+ (6527867009565 — 13,797 0-008096 3 86514 5040862

+2.57143 77020057 4 0,034332- 014565 4 (.29793 0422989
+0.428571 25279 1 0.111299 r°-899395) csnmshell (M) L (5.46)

The values® of the on-shell coefficients can be obtained from Eq. 3.13, taking into account
the change in the normalization of the operators

C«gn—shell (MW) - 1
823 + 5z% — Tx B 322 3z —2)

con—shell (M) = 2 (Co (Mw) + C5 (M) = 1

7 (Myw) (Cy (Mw) + C5 (Mw)) P s @t B
—23 + 522 + 2z 322

conmsbell (Af) = 2 (Co (M) + Cs (Myy)) = ———— - Inz .

8 (Mw) (Cs (Mw) + Cs (Mw)) PYPEE 2w "

Following Buras et al. [81] we shall normalize the QCD coupling to the value determined
at LEP,

s (My = 91.175GeV) ~ 0.12 (5.47)

using consistently the leading order approximation for the running coupling,

Qg (Mz)
as () = as(Mz) 11Ca—2n : (5.48)
N AT
With this choice the ratio r has, still for y = my, the value
r~1.7 (5.49)

with the choices m, = 5GeV, My, = 80.14, and the formula for the coefficient C:on~shell
becomes

con=shell (), 0,97 C5shell 4 69 censhell (a7,) — 0.26 092l (Afy) o (5.50)

as anticipated the multiplicative renormalization tends to suppress the ratio.
Considering the range of variation of the coefficients for m; in the 130 — 180GeV interval,

oenshell () = 095 — 1.20
conshell (Ary) = (—0.17) — (—0.20) (5.51)

one can make a few comments:

3in the Standard Model
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e the mixing with the gluon magnetic momentum operator is not much relevant.

e The contribution from the 4 fermion operator is of the same order of magnitude, and
with the same sign, as the one from photon magnetic momentum operator.

e Asthe C7 coefficient increases with my, the relative importance of the QCD enhancement
decreases.

5.4.1 Error analysis

Let us go back to the formula in Eq. 2.15, which expresses the ratio of the b — sy to the
b — cev, decay rate.

P(b—sy) _ [VaVisl?  6agep
I'(b— cere) Vo |? ﬂ-(l_f(w))

my

R= ‘Cm.m. (mb)‘2 ) (552)

We want to briefly explain how they have been derived the theoretical error bars shown
in Figg. 2.2, 2.5. This topic has been addressed at length by the authors of [81], and we shall
be schematic.

In the above mentioned papers 6 sources of uncertainty are discussed: the resulting errors
can be added in quadrature, as there is no reason to assume they are correlated.

(i) The use of a spectator model is now know to correspond to the leading order in the 1/m;
expansion, and the existing literature [49, 65, 66] suggests that at most a 10% error can
be ascribed to this origin.

(ii) The cancellation of the rapidly varying factor mj, using the normalization to the semilep-

tonic decay rate, introduces a dependence on the ratio z = m./my, which is known [43]
to be z = 0.316 + 0.013, and originates a 6% error.

(iii) The combination of CKM parameters occurring in Eq. 2.15, assuming unitarity and
taking into account limits from CP violation in K physics, is

A
WV ‘?; 7;' = 095+ 0.04 . (5.53)
cb

(iv) It is common to use o coming from the Z physics: as = 0.124+0.01. This determination
however results by using NLL expressions for the observables at the Z peak, therefore
it is in general unconsistent to use this determination at the present level of theoretical
accuracy of the b — sv process. The authors of [81] have checked that using two or
one loop expressions for ay in the coefficient evolution gives an error 4 times smaller
than the one resulting by the inaccuracy in the determination of the initial value. It
appears therefore reasonable to use consistently a leading logarithm expression for a;
and maintain the range of variation of the initial condition, as it comes from LEP.

(v) In Sec. 4.2.3 we have discussed how the expression for the coefficient evolution is altered
by going from the leading to the next-to-leading expression: we have also seen how the
dependence on the arbitrary renormalization scale is reduced. Also in the present case it
is possible to check [81] the explicit reduction of ;1 dependence, however the central value
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cannot be predicted without the NLL terms in the anomalous dimension matrix. On the
other hand, as the variation of the admissible perturbative values of these parameters
can be put in correspondence with a variation of the u scale of the LL: computation, the
resulting error can be reasonably estimated by varying the scale between, say, 1/2my
and 2my. It is worth noting that even 1/2m; ~ 2.5GeV is a scale sufficiently high to
trust perturbative QCD, so the assumption that NL coeflicients remain “reasonable” is
justified. The resulting error is about 25%

(vi) The branching ratio BR[B — X7] is further affected by the experimental error on
BR[B — Xeer] = (10.4 £ 0.4) %.

The lack of the NLL analysis is the main source of error: a NLL computation could reduce
the uncertainty under 10%, while it is currently larger than 25%. We have already seen how
difficult is at the moment to discriminate among the different models, in view of these large
uncertainty. We shall come back to this point after discussing the second topic of this thesis,
the heavy top effects at LEP, because other processes sensible to the short distance structure
of the Standard Model, like the Z — bb decay, put complementary limits to the New Physics
parameters and a comparative discussion is mandatory.
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Heavy Top effects at LEP



Chapter 6

Overview

It is known from a long time that an heavy top quark results in relatively large quantum
corrections to LEP observables. This heavy top dependence allowed to derive, together with
low energy data, bounds on the m; value. At the present time the top quark appears to
have been discovered at CDF, and the same calculations which helped to set the bounds are
used to “subtract” the top effect from precision electroweak experiments, in order to uncover
possible New Physics effects.

In this Chapter we would like to provide an introduction to these topics and to set up a
framework for the detailed discussion of a part of the radiative corrections, the O (Gimf)
effects.

6.1 The renormalization scheme

It is useful to recall the methods commonly used to analyze the radiative corrections to the
SM, limiting to the aspects more relevant for the study of the heavy top corrections at LEP.
The Standard Model is a renormalizable theory, which means that a finite number of
experiments is sufficient to its complete determination, allowing to make predictions for all
the other processes.
Given the set of “bare” parameters of the SM lagrangian, say {a’}, an equal number of
experiments {e’} has to be performed. The theoretical relations

e (a,) (6.1)
can then be inverted to obtain
af) (e) (6.2)

and specify any other experiment in terms of the basic ones.

The choice of the defining experiments is largely arbitrary, with the only requirement of
independence, in order to allow the inversion of the relations in Eq. 6.1. In practice, the
accuracy in the determination of the a’ parameters is maximized choosing basic observables
which are on one hand experimentally clean and on the other hand computable (for instance
within perturbation theory) to an high degree of precision.
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6.1.1 Basic observables

The specification of the SM gauge content SU(2) x U(1), together with the electroweak
symmetry breaking scale, given by the vacuum expectation value (vev) for the Higgs fields,
require the determination of three basic quantities, which are the two gauge couplings

905 90 (6.3)

and the vacuum expectation value vy. Other than these quantities, the theory is specified
by the fermion Yukawa couplings and the quartic Higgs self coupling.

For what concerns the three basic parameters, an optimal set of experiments is provided
by [17]

e the determination of the fine structure constant «, coming from the Josephson effect or
by the (g — 2) experiment

ot =137.0359895(61) . (6.4)
e The Fermi constant
G, = 1.16639(2) x 107° GeV 2 (6.5)

as determined from the lifetime of the muon and by the theoretical formula

G?*md m2 a a . m?

-1 pMy e 2 p
= 1-8 14+ — (25— 1 1 6.6
Tu 1927T3< m? +7T( W) +37Tnm§ (6:6)

m
including the QED corrections to the 4—fermion interaction. !

e The Z—mass, as determined by the LEP experiment [90)]

My = 91.187 £ 0.007 GeV (6.9)

!One easily recognizes that the log appearing in the right hand side is the first contribution of the leading
log series contributing to the running QED constant, as given by

1 1 1 2 M2
f

where the sum runs over all the fermionic degrees of freedom which are “active” at the m, scale, hence one
could have also written

_ G>m? m? a(m
==k “(1—8 2)[1+M(25—7r2) , (6.8)

T, = ,
19273 m?, 0

which is rather an affectation at this level, but will be important when considering experiments at the scale
of the SU(2) x U(1) breaking.
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For what concerns the Yukawa couplings, they are eliminated in favor of the fermion
masses: we just recall that while lepton masses are unambiguously defined because these
particles are observed in isolation, the masses of the light u, d, s quarks (or better the ratios
My /Mg, ms/mg) are extracted from pion and kaon masses using chiral symmetry, while ¢, b
masses come either from the study of charmonium spectra, and by the D and B meson masses.
In dealing with LEP observables it is possible to avoid the resulting uncertitude, for instance
in the expression for the running QED coupling the hadronic contribution can be related to
the e e~ — v — hadrons using a dispersive representation.

A different role is played by the masses of the top quark and of the Higgs field (which is a
substitute for the quartic Higgs coupling): in the analysis of experiments up to the electroweak
breaking scale, and in the language of effective theories, heavy fields can be removed at the
price of renormalizing the effective lagrangian [25]: but the decoupling theorem, as we shall
see, is “evaded”, and the corrections grow with the top mass.

6.1.2 Derived observables

At the tree level, the W mass is related to the basic observables by the relation

M2, = M2 cos® Oy (6.10)
where
.2 2 o
sin® Oy cos“ Oy = ——— . 6.11
W W= a0 (6.11)

At the quantum level, if we maintain the definition of the Weinberg angle as fixing the
~v and Z fields as mass eigenstates, the relation with the vector boson masses is altered as
follows

2
MW .

.2 2
sin“Ow — sp=1——75;
p M7

(6.12)

the p parameter has a tree value of 1 for a minimal SM or extensions based on doublets
of scalar fields. However, it is also altered by quantum corrections. It is customary to define

M3 M3
2 _ W W _ 2 2
Sy = < i ) + i Ap = sy + ey Ap (6.13)

where the parameter S%V =1- MI%V /M% is just a substitute for the W mass, while sg
describes the coupling constants in the neutral current sector and enters neutrino scattering
and observables at the Z peak.

From the relation of the Charged Current coupling to the effective Fermi constant G,

62 ™

w Sng‘%V - 2330(3ng

(6.14)

one obtains the definition of sy in terms of the fundamental observables, and the calculable
p parameter

e’

EF L
\/§GHM%;)7

(6.15)



6.2 HEAVY TOP EFFECTS 71

in other words the p parameter enters the overall normalization of the Neutral Current
vertex

e 1/2
= (V2G, M2 6.16
28969 (\/_ " Zp) ( )

and can be compactly defined as the ratio of the neutral current to charged current
interaction at low energy

~ Gne(0)

p= Gool0) (6.17)

It must be stressed that sg is not a fundamental observable, it is a derived quantity and
can be tested in the appropriate experiments.

The fact that the p parameter is nearly equal to one, that is, the corrections are “naturally”
small, is the reflection of a underlying symmetry of the SM (see for instance [26]). Indeed, in
the limit in which the U(1) gauge coupling ¢’ goes to zero and also the Yukawa couplings go
to zero, the SM possesses a gauged SU(2); symmetry and also a global SU(2)r symmetry.
When the Higgs field acquires a vewv, this symmetry is broken down to diagonal SU(2), the so
called “custodial” symmetry. This means that the neutral currents and the charged currents,
being part of an SU(2) multiplet must have the same coefficients, hence p = 1 at the tree
level.

6.2 Heavy top effects

The heavy top effects are a manifestation of the mass-generation mechanism in the SM, that
is, of the Yukawa coupling to the Higgs field [10, 12]. It is sometimes stated that these
effects, growing with m;, are an “evasion” of the Applequist-Carazzone theorem [4]. This
can be misleading: simply the theorem does not apply. Recall that the theorem asserts that
sending a dimensionful parameter, say the mass of one of the fields to infinity, the low energy
theory results by considering the lagrangian with the heavy field removed, including finite,
unobservable redefinition of the couplings, plus corrections which are depressed by powers of
the large mass. But the m; — oo limit results from a dimensionless parameter, the Yukawa
coupling ¢;, going to co. Diagrammatically, we shall see that powers of the Yukawa coupling
from the vertices can over-compensate the m; terms from the denominators.

6.2.1 Heavy top effects in the p parameter

We have seen that the p parameter is protected by the “custodial” symmetry, which is broken
by the Yukawa couplings. What really counts is not the mass of the individual quarks, but
the mass splitting within a multiplet: for instance, if the b and ¢ quarks were both heavy and
degenerate, the SU(2) custodial would remain unbroken.

The language of effective field theories is well suited to analyze the effect of the mass
splitting [25]. Suppose we are given the t, b doublet, with m;, < My, m; > My ; we can
divide the range of scales in three regions: below My, the theory can be described with an
effective Fermi theory, that is, with W, Z, ¢ fields integrated out. At a scale around My a
theory with the t field integrated out is used, while finally at energies of the order of m; the
full structure of the theory is recovered. The matching between these descriptions, that is, the
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2o

Figure 6.1: From the effective theory to the fundamental theory

procedure needed to derive the coefficients of the effective lagrangian, at lower energy scales,
from the fundamental description at higher energy scales, originates the residual dependence
of the low energy theory from the parameters of the “fundamental” theory.

The coefficients of the four fermion operators, considered at a matching scale of about
= My, are connected to the gauge boson mass terms of the intermediate scale theory, while
on his turn the gauge boson mass terms are affected by the heavy ¢ quark present in the higher
scale theory (Fig. 6.1). In practice then the p parameter results from the different effect of
the heavy quark on the W* and the W3 mass terms. In this language it is particularly clear
why the effect is so relevant, and depends on the square of the top mass: the mass terms in
the effective lagrangian of the intermediate scale theory are dimension two operators, hence
nothing prevents them to depend on m?.

We anticipate the result at one-loop order,

G,m?
8721/2

where N, is the number of colors, which shows that to this order the effect comes entirely
from fermion loops.

p=1+N, (6.18)

6.2.2 Heavy top effects in vertices

The effect on the p parameter can be regarded as a self-energy effect; in the scheme which
sets among the fundamental parameters the Z mass and the Fermi coupling G, it results
from the W self-energy.

Other heavy top effects stem from the vertex corrections, and the most relevant, from a
numerical point of view, are the corrections to the Z — ff vertex [33, 39, 40, 41]. We shall
see how in the limit of a very heavy top only the exchange of the would-be-Goldstone fields
is relevant to the computation of the m? corrections, as in Fig. 6.2.

The vertex is proportional to |V, f\2, hence due to the smallness of V; 4, V;, coefficients 2
the heavy top effects are relevant numerically only for the Z — bb vertex. In the following we
shall always set Vi, = 1.

Due to the SU(2), symmetry, a purely left handed correction results to the lowest order
Z — bb vertex: we again anticipate the result for the amplitude, at leading order

2|Via| = 0.004 = 0.015, |V; | = 0.030 <+ 0.048[70]
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Figure 6.2: Leading corrections to Z — bb in the m; — oo limit.

7 . € 2 o L_22nR
A, (Z —bb) = T [(1— §39+7') Wi~ 350
2
;o Gumi (6.19)

A72\/2
Apart the overall factor, the corrections can be included in a redefinition of the vector
and axial electroweak couplings,

4
gy =1— gsg + 7 ga=1+T7 (6.20)

thus separating the vertex corrections to the amplitude, included in 7, from the corrections
induced by the very connection to the fundamental observables, included in sg.

6.2.3 Bounds on top mass

We have to remind, before discussing the bounds, that a comparison with experiment is
possible only introducing the main sources of radiative corrections to electroweak observables,
coming from the “pure” QED effects® and by the QCD corrections.

Their inclusion is mandatory and straightforward: in this thesis it is impossible to account
for the whole set of radiative corrections, but it goes without saying that in graphs and tables
all the relevant effects other than the heavy top ones are included whenever needed.

Low energy data

The most precise low energy informations come from the determination of NC/CC neutrino-
nucleon cross section ratios [68], by the CDHS[35, 45] and CHARM]34] experiments: the
accuracy is about 1%. At tree level, this ratios are given by [23]

R (MW>41—2S§V+%(1+7»)3§V
v 2
Mz 2(1—s%)
My \* L= 285 + 4 (1+1) sty
R; = i Y (6.21)

3 As shown by Okun and collaborators [91, 108], for some time QED effects have been sufficient to account
for all the radiative corrections.



6.2 HEAVY TOP EFFECTS 74

where r = 0f./0fc =~ 0.4. Leaving aside the QED, box and vertex corrections, the large
my effects can be incorporated in this formulas by replacing S%V — S%V + Apc%/v. But in the

expression for R, the dependence on 5%/[/ is weak:

4
R, = % (%—VZV) (1+056s% + 0 (siy)) - (6.22)

Hence the ratio My /My, when extracted from R,, depends very weakly on my; this
stability is the result of an accidental cancellation, and does not appear neither in the Rz
ratio nor in the ve cross sections. Combining this My /My measurement and the other
low energy ve, vq, eq data one can obtain an upper limit m; < 168GeV at 68%C.L., for
My ~ Mz[51], but including also the direct measurement at CDF of the ratio of vector-boson
masses, together with the theoretical prediction from the input parameters o, G, Mz, one
can obtain a global fit (see for instance [68])

my =12273GeV  (68%C.L.) (6.23)

for 40GeV < My < 1TeV.

LEP data

We refer to a number of good reviews [44, 53, 60, 67, 92, 95] for a complete discussion of
the observables studied at LEP around the Z resonance. We shall here be brief because we
will come back to this subject in the Chapter 8, when also the two-loop corrections will be
considered.

It suffices here for the purpose of illustration, to focus on one of the most precisely mea-
sured observables, the total width I'z. In Fig. 6.3 it is shown the comparison between theory
and experiment. The various curves, plotted in dependence of my, for different values of the
Higgs mass, are superimposed on the band of experimental values.

One can note a few features common also to similar plots for the various partial widths,
like I' (Z — p* ™) or the forward-backward asymmetries: the My dependence is rather slow,
as a consequence of the Veltman “screening” theorem [9]: leading quantum corrections depend
logarithmically on M.

Combining limits extracted from plots like the one in Fig. 6.3 with low energy informations,
and the determination of My, from CDF, different [68] analyses agree on the following limits
on my, at 1o level

my = 144733 33GeV (6.24)

where the second error is desumed by varying My around a central value of 300GeV*.

The very significance of these bounds relies on the stability of the perturbative expansion:
predicting an heavy top mass starting from an expansion in powers of m; calls for a check of the
next perturbative order. In the following we shall describe the calculation of g effects to LEP
parameters, which has been useful, at the time it was performed, to improve the confidence
in the existing results. Presently the g} effects are included in the analyses of experimental

4 A more recent analysis [111] finds a result in remarkable agreement with the recent CDF results, namely

my =175 £1117GeV  for My = 3007550 CeV .
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Figure 6.3: The total Z width from LEP

data, since some observables are being measured at a comparable level of accuracy: however
we shall see that, in view of the present probable value of the top mass, the g/ effect cannot
be considered dominant, and eventually a full two loop calculation shall be mandatory.



Chapter 7

Strategy to compute heavy top
corrections

Our aim is to evaluate all the corrections growing like G, m?, Gﬁ m{ to the Standard Model
parameters '; we have seen that it is known how these effects stem from the Yukawa sector of
the theory [52, 50]. The idea is to define an appropriate limit such that for g; > g, ¢’ the theory
reduces to a pure Yukawa model, that is, to a scalar theory, simplifying the computation.

The easiest way to define this limit is to work in a renormalizable gauge: in this way only
charged and pseudoscalar Higgs fields, not “eaten up” by the gauge fields, have couplings with
the (¢, b) doublet proportional to g;. As a consequence only Feynman diagrams resulting by
the exchange of these scalar particles are to be considered, while the quantum gauge fields
are irrelevant, and the gauge fields appear only on the external lines and can be considered
of classical nature.

These considerations are made rigorous by using the background field formulation of the
Standard Model, which allows to relate different Green functions by classical Ward Identities;
in particular it results that quantum corrections to the p parameter and to the Z — bb vertex
are connected to correlations of scalar fields. The advantage over a standard formulation,
which would lead to Slavnov-Taylor Identities, is that it is made manifest how these large g;
effects are completely decoupled from the gauge structure of the theory. The gauge structure
almost completely disappears, in the sense that gauge fields do not propagate, and they couple
as external sources to the classical SU(2) ® U(1) currents of the theory.

It can be useful to give a pictorial resume of the strategy

Full Model
Classical SU (2) ® U (1) gauge symmetry — BRS symmetry
Fields
(A, Z, W)U (H, x, =) U(t, b)
Inputs

Ae.m,. Gu Mz my (mH)

' Times functions of the ratio my/mu, and disregarding QCD effects
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Background@Field Gauge
4
e Fields doubling ® — &9 4 &
e Ward Identities on external lines
e Slavnov-Taylor Identities, ghosts, ...in internal lines
Y
g < gt — Mw, 7z < my
I

ghosts and gauge fixing related vertices irrelevant; gauge bosons coupled as external currents

)

Gaugeless limit of the Standard Model

7.1 The Ward Identities

In App. C and D the formulation of the quantum Standard Model in the renormalizable
non-linear gauge and then in the background field gauge is discussed.

The formulas given there are rather involved, in the attempt to write down results as
general as possible, but the philosophy is quite elementary, and the results are self explanatory.

Having chosen to preserve the classical symmetries of the theory, by using a background
field formulation, we are allowed to impose on the renormalized effective action I' the same
Ward identities? we would obtain in the “tree-level” theory (see Appendix D).

As discussed in the previous chapter, for the purpose of evaluating the large m; effects we
can reduce the matter content of the Standard Model only to the third quark doublet (¢, b).

By exploiting the invariance under the so called type I transformations, which are pure
rotations on the quantum fields, we can obtain 4 generating equations for the classical Ward
Identitities relating 1PI Green functions, corresponding to the 4 generators of SU(2) ® U(1)

ol
Sl (@) <
f 5 (x)
Taking into account the formulas C.39, C.40, C.41 we can easily write down their detailed
form: in the following the F, £ symbols whould be understood as summations over the
contributions from oppositely charged fields.

=0 i=1...4. (7.1)

A-current Ward Identity

. or B ) 4 or
9, 54, () = +ieW, (5Wﬁt ieg st
or or
— ie — + g(x)— 7.2

%in absence of external quantum legs or ghosts



7.2 IDENTITIES RELEVANT FOR Z — bb AND THE p PARAMETER 78

Z-current Ward Identity

. o0
"oZu(x)
or ie or e or e o
+i + + + — — (H _—
'g cosw W“ 6Wu a2t 05% T smagw om ~ Y Snogw ox
or or
— T3Py, — sin? g(z) (T3 Pg — ]
Z o oo |50 (7°PL = siny Q) q(x) + () (T*Pr — siny Q) olk
(7.3)
here the projector Py, on left states has been explicitly introduced.
Charged current Ward Identities
Here no summation on signs +, F is understood
or
3 _
(8 +igW, ) (5Wu
or or g or 4r
+i I/V¥ — — ZpT
Z <66A " 5Z>+ ¢ ( T )
(i (H +0) - ‘ Z( QL+QL0i5—P> (7.4)
2 5¢i bar” oqL '

Having fully described the symmetry content of the theory, we can specialize to the pro-
cesses under investigation.

7.2 Identities relevant for Z — bb and the p parameter

By differentiating Eq. 7.3 with respect to b fields one easily obtains

"2 bb)
e or
sin 20y 6 (2)6b(y)db(2)

te {— or ( 1P + = ! sing ) Sz —y)+
siny cosw | 6b(z)db(z) \ 2 LT Y
or }

1 1 .
+olw —2) (_ip nty Sm%V) 3b(y)0b(z)

(7.5)

which allows to express the irreducible Z — bb vertex in terms of the corresponding vertex
for x — bb>.

*Note a useful identity relating the W — tb vertex with the corresponding one for ¢+
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The identities relevant for the p parameter can be analogously obtained by considering
the wave function renormalization of fields Z, y and W=, ¢* 4 and the tadpole term for H:

o oL _gv._ oL

"oZ(x)0Z,(y) 2cox(2)6Z,(y)

, o I PR

sz 2e T YSED T @) @7

As a renormalization condition we shall set to zero the tadpole term, thus imposing that
the vacuum expectation value v does not renormalize: consequently the two relations in
Eq. 7.7 combine to give

2,2
L L L — (78)
6Zu(x)6Zy(y)  4c* ox(z)dx(y)
We can also relate the renormalization of W+, ¢+ fields by writing
or g ( . or 6r ) igv or
or = Z5(x—y)(—i + +
e 2 Y T T a@) T e )
e or B ié(:p—y){e or +g or ]—I—@ or
"W ()6 W (y) 6AL(y) 7 6Zu(y) 2 0¢* (x)0Wo (y)
(7.9)
and then, again setting to zero the tadpoles,
6r gv\? 6r
SO M (1) S . 0
BV SWE (2)6W (y) 2 ) 09t (z)o~(y) (710
7.2.1 Form factors
In momentum space, the identities in Eqgs. 7.8, 7.10 can be rewritten as follows:
Z gv 2
pupl/Huy (p) = 2_C HX (p)
2
v
pan ) = (%) ) (7.1
The self energy at zero momentum gives the correction to the mass,
a¢ oT _igu oT
MW (2)ob(y)ot(z) 2 6t (x)db(y)dt(z)
19 or Pré(x —y) + 6(x — 2)Pr or (7.6)

V2| ot(x)dt(2) 6b(y)db(x)

“Note that the background gauge fixing sets to zero the mixing Z, x only in the quantum quadratic part of
the action
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ny = (—i) nuom%
p=0
oIl
2 X
im
Zap,uapu

where the mass my appearing in the formula is the tree level one.
We shall use the notation, for the self energy of the scalar fields,

Il = ip?Sy + O (1)

20, 0M% (7.12)

and obtain the mass renormalizations

5m22 JOIIX
& — | —
m% op?
5m12/v om?

i
mi, op?

=-%,
p=0

Sy . (7.13)

p=0

The unrenormalized ratio p is then given by

miy, + omiy,
¢ (m% +om%)

— 1+%h (zg{n _ Ef;i) L2 [(E§3) N Zfﬁ) 0 (2;1) B Ef;@)} (714)

where the orders of i have been put in evidence. We shall see in the following that a term
(1+ Ed)j:) will be readsorbed by the renormalization procedure in the definition of the Fermi
coupling G,. Consequently the renormalized p parameter will be obtained by the formula

p=1+h (z:gj) - Ef;i)) + K2 [(E;U — E((;i))z + (2@ — Efjﬁﬂ o) (53) , (7.15)

which deserves a few comments: first of all, it is made evident that only the difference of the
self energies for charged and pseudoscalar unphysical Higgs fields has to be computed. Next
we note that at A2 order there are two contributions, one resulting from reducible diagrams
and proportional to the square of the one-loop coontributions, the other coming from two-loop
diagrams. It is therefore common to present the results of a perturbative evaluation of the p
parameter in a different form,

1
S T 1) _ v _ 52 (w2 _ ) 3
1= h(EX 2¢>i) h (2X 2¢i)+0(h). (7.16)

A similar analysis for the Ward Identity in Eq. 7.5 (relevant for the Z — bb vertex) is
slightly simplified if we choose as renormalization condition for the b propagator a unit residue
at the mass pole (at m; = 0 in the present approximation): the tree level terms cancel in
both sides of the equation, and it is immediate to show that the quantum corrections of the
vertices at zero exchanged momentum are related by

igv O

<Zﬂb6>quantum = _2—687 <Xbl—)> Hk:O (717)
W

where k is the momentum entering the y, Z line.
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7.3 The Yukawa model

The computation of the p parameter and the Z — bb vertex have been reduced, through
Eq. 7.15 and 7.17, to the evaluation of correlations of scalar fields. Now it comes the final step,
in the heavy top limit these fields are described by the following Yukawa lagrangian, resulting
by dropping the gauge couplings and fields from the SM lagrangian, in the renormalizable,
background field gauge fixed form:

L = —QrPQr —trPtr — brdbr — (9,®)' (9,P)
I 7 (<I>Tq>) - {QLi)tR +Ei>*QL}
0, — (g) ‘I’:<L(1?'++' ) (7.18)
L 72 ZX)

with the usual form for the potential V'
V (x) = pz + a2 . (7.19)

The Ward Identities we have discussed before are now derived by supplementing this
lagrangian with the coupling of the external W, Z fields to the conserved classical currents,

— ig 1 3 2 7em ig + + —yrr—
Ac_—?(gju—sju)-E(JHWHJJHWH), (7.20)
resulting from the different symmetry generators

e baryon U(1)

TP = tyt + byub (7.21)

weak hypercharge U(1)

A 1_ 4_ 1- 2-

JY = St + SRR + gbL'VubL - gbR’YubR - %0, +09,9*® (7.22)
e T3 generator of SU(2)

T3 =tryute — bryubr + (610,67 — 67 0u0") + (250, D0 — P9, D)) (7.23)

Combining in the usual way the currents J3 and JY one gets the e.m. current Jem
jom = 25 = +0,6” — ¢~ 9,0t
Jim = 30t = glmb + (¢pT0up”™ — ¢ Ouop™) (7.24)

e T generators of SU(2)

A _ 1 )

Ji = byt s (HOu9™ — 90uH) + % (x0ud™ — ¢~ 0,ux)

o _ 1 )

JE= huwte+ 5 (HO0™ — gtou) - % (x0u6" — ¢ 0ux) . (7.25)
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In other words, the classical Ward Identities reduce to the conservation of these Noether
currents; in particular, as the electromagnetic current is exactly conserved, we have that only
the renormalization of current J? is important.

Note that Eq. 7.18 is written without specifying the phase of the theory (this is the
meaning of the H' notation): when considering the symmetry breaking a subtlety arises and
the conclusions of the previous section, that is, the Ward Identities relating the effective Z
and y vertices, are to be translated in this language by stating that the current coupled to
the Z field is still

T8 = F1rts — buube + (670, — 7 0,6%) +i (H,x — x,H) (7.26)
but the conserved current is

ij = JE +wdux , (7.27)
meaning that, as operators

9y, = —ivOy + motion equations (7.28)

and the insertion of the current jﬂ is put in relation with the insertion of operator d,x.
Analogously one has that

TE=JE+ %&;ﬁi (7.29)
are the charged conserved currents.

We stress that this is an information coming from the full model, in the non-linear back-
ground field formulation, which allowed to derive the Ward Identities.

In summary, by considering the SM quantized in the background field gauge, we have
shown that the same Ward Identities, in the complete theory and in the so-called gaugeless
theory, relate the quantities most sensitive to m; to correlations of scalar fields, which can be
studied in a pure Yukawa model.



Chapter 8

Heavy Top effects in the Gaugeless
Limit

We are now in position to describe in detail the computations needed to obtain the O (Gimf)
corrections. We start by defining the renormalized model.

8.1 Renormalized model

We work in dimensional regularization using the NDR scheme for the 5 matrix. We have
seen in considering the computation of QCD corrections to the b — s+ process that up to two
loops it is possible to avoid any resulting regularization ambiguity.

The following renormalization constants are introduced, to cancel poles and perform ad-
ditional subtractions in order to impose suitable conditions, without breaking the classical
symmetries

QL — 2°Q1 p? — (u* —op?) 2!

tr — ZX’tg A= A\Z;> .
9t — ZgGu v— Z;m (v —ov) 5
o — 7,0

where the redefinitions of v, Zy, u? contain also Zg for reasons of opportunity. Indeed, one
has

¢r ¢r
( Hiix | v | = Z;ﬂ Hiix | v=bv | = Z;/zfp : (8.2)
V2 V2 V2 V2

The renormalized lagrangian for the Yukawa model is therefore

L = —Z1QLPQL — Zripdtr — brPbr — Z4 (0,8) (9,®)
— 9174 (Z1.Zr 7)) {QL‘i)tR + f(i)*QL}

(,ﬁ - (m?) TP — A2, (<I>T c1>)2 (8.3)
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where for each Z constant we mean Z = 1+ hdZ. No wave function renormalization is
needed for the bg, which completely decouples in this reduced model.

Apart the subtraction of poles, the counterterms arising from these redefinitions are set
according to the following renormalization conditions:

Tadpole cancellation T + iv®

2
5%4—2/\5—”—/\%] ~0.
v v

Higgs mass at its classical value mpg = 2\v>

Iy

+1 [ 6% = 30PA0Z) + 6\wdv| =0 (8.5)

p?=—m?

Higgs Propagator residue set to 1. In order to preserve the explicit invariance of the
action only one of the residues of the Higgs fields can be fixed; choosing the physical
one, the condition is

—i6Z,=0. (8.6)

2__ 2
=—my

Masses of y, #* . In this restricted model we forget masses proportional to the gauge

couplings, when compared to the m;, my, so we set to zero the masses of the unphysical
degrees of freedom.

I g+

+1 [ 607 — v2A6Zy + 2)wdv| =0 ; (8.7)

p?=0

it is crucial that the two self energies are equal at p> = 0. As one may expect this
condition coalesces with the one on the tadpole and no new constraint arises.

Bottom propagator . In this model it is easy to see that no mass is generated for the b
quark, so the only condition we impose is on the residue

m, = Spp”
Stvoz, = 0 (8.8)

Top Mass . The perturbative expansion generates a non zero axial term for the top self
energy, which can be set to zero at the physical pole: given the expression

Iy = By p + Lapys + imy X (8.9)

one can impose

Y4 + % (621, —6Z5) =0 . (8.10)

— 2
p2——mt
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We fix the mass at the tree level value with the condition

{p [zv + % (521, +625)

5
+imy [%_ﬁ}}’ =0, (8.11)
my Pp=imy

where dm; is only a shortcut for

1 1)
Smy = 62y + 5 (021 + 25 + 02,) - 7“ : (8.12)
it follows that
1 ov
Xy + Xs) — <5Zg + —5Z¢> +—=0. (8.13)
p2=—m2 2 v

Decay constant G, . The value of the p decay constant cannot be of course obtained by
this model: we may use an indirect argument, noting that contributions to the process
p — e v, arise from corrections on the line of the ¢* exchanged: these corrections,
together with the mass and wave-functions renormalizations, give rise to a non zero
residue which can be incorporated in the definition of the physical coupling.

In short, if
Mys (p?) = g (0) = ip*ye (8.14)

is the ¢t self energy after mass renormalization, then the propagator has the residue

) ; (8.15)
p?=0

again terms proportional to the gauge coupling g have been omitted.

1
Ryt = — |14+ 2+
6 Z¢< 6

The resulting correction on G, is given by

1 loop __ A~tree
GN p — GH (1 —|— Ed)j:

- 5Z¢> (8.16)
p?=0

Now the tree level relation between G, and the other couplings is

G, 1
- 1
V2 202 (8.17)

so we can proceed by fixing also the residue of the ¢* propagator to 1 and setting to zero the
correction to v, thus preserving the relation 8.17.

It is to be stressed that the only physical inputs are my, G, mpy. The other conditions
like the ones on the propagator residues are just conventional, to simplify the expression of
amplitudes.
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Figure 8.1: Legenda for fields in Feynman Diagrams

Figure 8.2: Higgs “tadpole” diagrams

8.1.1 The renormalization constants

Here we list the one-loop computations needed to set up the renormalization framework up

to two-loops.
The abbreviation

1
A:g—7E+log4ﬂ'

(8.18)

is used, where ¢ = (4 — d) /2, and the fields are addressed according to the legenda in

Fig. 8.1.
Tadpole (Fig. 8.2)

T A
— =i{3my——
v (4r)

where N, is the number of colors.

Figure 8.3: Higgs or x self energy
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Figure 8.5: Bottom self energy

Higgs self energy (Fig. 8.3)

) A g? m?
My (p?) = i(p*+my) |- (12-27V3) — 25N, [A+1—log—LL || +
" (p) (p H) (47)> ( ) (47)> 872
. A 2 2
+oim e <A+27—3W\/§—15log%> +0 (p* +m})
(8.20)
X, ¢* self energy (Fig. 8.3, 8.4)
. A g2 m2
1I 2) = ip? |- -2t N [A=-log—Z ||+
V) = l (nf  (4n)? 5
m2 m?
+ im% |3 A+1—log—Z)+0—=L||+0(p?*) .
" [ ) < i ) (m%z )
A g? 1 2
My = ip?|— -2 N |A+=—log—L ]|+
e l (4m)?’  (an) ( 2 B
A m2 m? 2
+ im% 13— [A+1-log—Z ) +0 | =L ]| +0(p? 8.21
Hl@m)z( /ﬂ) (iz () (&2
where terms proportional to T'/v have bee omitted.
b self energy (Fig. 8.5)
m, = xYppPr,
2 11 3 1, m?
20 = I ALY - Clog 22
L P20 (477)2 [2 - 4 2 o8 ©? (8.22)



8.2 ONE LOOP ORDER 88

H, X
//>\\\ //—\\
/ / N
[ \ 5 \

Figure 8.6: Top self energy

t self energy (Fig. 8.6)

I, = Zyp +_2Am5 + imXs ,

Yy P = (49;2)2 _ZA + % + ilogr - Zlog TIZ—E] ,
2 T 2
YA P = (4‘2)2 _—iA — % + i log %1 ,
PP P = (4‘(::2)2 _—% + %log ;n—%ﬂ (8.23)
The renormalization constants are then

ot = [ dan b
0Zr = (49;2)2 _—Z—A—i—logzl—ﬂ )
% = (5:2)2 —g + Zlog r} . (8.24)

The dv constant is set equal to zero: it follows that the counterterm dm;/m; defines also
the finite vertex counterterms, in accordance with Eq. 8.3 and Eq. 8.12.

8.2 One loop order

The expression for the ¢*, y self energies in Eq. 8.21 together with Eq. 7.15 allows to obtain
the p parameter at one loop order

Ne gt
=1+6p1 =1+ —F— 8.25
p p1 2 (an)? (8.25)
where N, = 3 is the number of colors. The tree level relations
2 G 1
g = v2m —E = __ (8.26)

v V2 o 202
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Figure 8.7: One loop bb vertex

can be used to write the result in terms of the physical inputs,

2
G, m;

872/2

The computation of the single Feynman diagram contributing to the xbb vertex, in Fig. 8.7
allows to obtain

p=1+N, (8.27)

_ 1 . 92

bby = — (—ifl) 8.28

(cbb) = - (=iK") Ty (8.28)
and using Eq. 7.17 one obtains the quantum contribution to the amplitude
2
- 9 9 L

Z = —= . 2
< be>quantum 2¢ (47‘(‘)2 7# (8 9)

Before expressing also this result in terms of physical inputs, let us consider the two-loop
contributions.

8.3 Two-loop order: Z — bb

The Feynman diagrams contributing to the <XbZ;> are listed in Fig. 8.8. The results are
normalized to the one loop calculation, and an overall factor

it g?
v (4

go = (8.30)
is understood, where ¢ is the momentum entering the x vertex.
Only two mass scales are present, m; and my, and apart an overall scale factor and the
renormalization logarithms they appear only in the combination

2
m
r=—k. (8.31)
My
The “technology” for the computation of this diagrams is well known, and we have ob-
tained analytical results for arbitrary values of the ratio r; for compactness, the results graph
by graph will be reported in the asymptotic small r limit, and when appropriate in the large

r limit, but the full analytical results will be also discussed in the following.
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Figure 8.8: Two loop contributions to the xbb vertex

Non divergent diagrams

We recall that the results are normalized to gg:

Diagrams 1 —4,7

2
9t 1.3 ]
- — +21
Z (472 {16 Tger
2
Gt { 1]
= It N |2
N 7ES e
¢ [271 2 1 1.,
e e TR R
2 T 1 72 1
"o <4§:>2 "6 T 13~ glosrtglog’r+O(rlogr)
g7 T
g7 = (471)2 Z4-ﬂ—|—§logr—|—0(rlog7‘) (8.32)

Divergent diagrams

It is convenient to impose some of the renormalization conditions diagram by diagram: in
particular, the mass renormalization of the ¢ fields entering the diagram 5. We list also the
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counterterm for the ¢ self energy entering graph 6.

Diagram 5 The result after mass subtraction only is

2
mass subtracted 9t N, 1 1 ]
% (47)2 [ 2 "7 qplesr T Orlosr))+
A 9i 1 mi
+ |- - N.[A+= —log—L ) -6Z 8.33
(4m?  (4m)? ( 2 B ; (8:33)

% — 7k +1og 4m. The wave function renormalization dZ4 coming from

the condition on the Higgs propagator residue does not cancel the second line in Eq. 8.33
completely: it leaves a finite result which will cancel against the redefinition of G/,.

where as usual A =

Diagram 6 Here we show separately the graph and the counterterm induced by mass and
wave function renormalization.

2 2 2
unsubtracted 9t 1 1 m 1 my
= J |2 42 AR 21 8.34
(4@2[ TR P T (8.34)
The counterterm results from the insertion of the following self energy correction
R L YN mi
C = _—— = — log —
4 90 TR
7 m?
R t
3 3
+ imy [g ~ 1 log 7‘} ; (8.35)
when inserted in the one loop graph the counterterm results
2 2
counterterm 9t 1 13 3 my
= - =2 — — =1 —2log —| . 8.36
96 (4r)? L vE + g 1087 og 2 (8.36)
The total result is therefore
2 2
g |9 1
= -+ ——=1 . 8.37
9= r)? [8+24 5 ogrl (8.37)

Other finite counterterms

The counterterms for the ¢ and ¢* self energies have been sufficient to obtain a finite result:
it only remains to include finite counterterms resulting from the Yukawa couplings. Having
fixed v to zero, as a consequence of the definition of G, the counterterms for the vertices
(xtt) ,{¢Tbt),... are connected to the mass counterterm of the ¢: each of these vertices is
multiplied by the factor

5mt} : (8.38)

1
1+5Zg+—(5ZL+(5ZR+5Z¢)] = |:1+—
2 my
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hence one has a contribution, proportional to the one loop result, of the form

omy g? [ 9 9 }
f=3— = " |—— + -1 . .
ge =3 - (47r)2 3 + 1 og(r) (8.39)

8.3.1 Cumulative result

It is convenient to define the dimensionless expansion parameter

G,m?

T =—= 8.40

and write the (x bb) in the form
L

(xbb) = %T (8.41)
where

T=-2z (1 + :ET(Z)) . (8.42)
In the small r, (myg > m;) limit we have

2 2
L2 _ 311 4 247 + 282log r + 901og” r ’ (8.43)
144
while in the large r limit
_ .2
L@ _ 2 -7 (8.44)

3

To understand the meaning of the 7 parameter, note that the Z — bb amplitude can be
written as follows

- e
A (Zu - bb) = Asc (gv’}’u + ga’Yu'YS)
4
Gy = 1-— 3 24T
9o = 147. (8.45)

We recall that s = sin 6y is not in our renormalization scheme a physical input and it is
eliminated through the relation' in Eq. 6.11

Qem 1 9

152 should not be confused with the definition of

Miy

4
i (5.46)

.2
sinpjy =1 —
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The decay width is therefore given by

“c Gu 3 2 2
= — M v+ 19a , 4

where contributions proportional to my /My, have been dropped. They will be reinserted
when dealing with numerical results and physical observables. Here it was interesting to
show the dependence on the p parameter, coming from the renormalization conditions. This
dependence is conventionally called oblique, as it is common to all the physical observable as
a consequence of the theoretical framework, in opposition to the non oblique corrections, like
T itself.

' (Z — bb)

We require now the full two-loop heavy t expression for the p parameter.

8.4 Two loop order: p

Let us recall that defining the renormalized model in Sec. 7.2.1 we have fixed G, by adsorbing
in the physical value the self energy contribution from ¢*: we have used the relation

Gﬁhys — GB,arC (1 + E((;i)) ) (849)
Explicitly, in the formula in Eq. 7.14
1 1 1)) 2 2
op=1+2() (20 -20) + (=20 - 33) + (2@ -=2) (8.50)

the prefactor in the first term was adsorbed in the definition of G;: and dp results calcu-
lable in terms of finite measurable quantities?.

The two loop graphs needed to compute the difference of self energies of the unphysical
Higgs fields at two loop level are listed in Fig. 8.9, and the individual contributions are
addressed as follows

5p# = EX — E¢ (851)

where # numbers the graph, starting from 2 because the number 1 was used for the one-
loop result. Again the detailed results are given in the small r limit, but the full analytical
formulas have been used in the numerical evaluation.

Diagram 2 There is no contribution to ¢ self energy, while the x self energy gives

2\’
Spy = ¢ N,
r2 <<4w>2>

2We include in the definition of ¥ ¢ the subtraction of counterterms, both infinite and finite parts, as in the
case of the Z — bb process

1 o7 1
4+ 4 (logr + log? 7‘)] (8.52)

2 6 2
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Figure 8.9: Two loop graphs for the computation of p parameter

Diagram 3 In the difference of the self energies the square pole cancels

2\ 2 2 2

9i 2 7 1 1. 54 3 (1 mj
N |2 X 4 Zhogr — Slog2r — 2 [ = — v —1 :

<(47T)2> [16 g TglosT g g g TE T8

5 pgare

(8.53)
The t self energy counterterm gives the contribution
2\ 2 2
. 9t T3 (1 my
§pSount: — Nel=+=|——vg—1 8.54
& <<47T>2> C [8 2 (26 T (554
and the sum is finite as expected
2\ 2 2
9 39 7 1 1. 5
dp3 = Ne|———+=1 — =1 8.55
p3 <(4ﬂ)2> CLG 7 Tglogr—glog'r (8.55)
Diagram 4

g\ (3
- N2+ Z 41 .
N <(47r)2> <2 + G + 0gr> (8.56)
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Diagram 5

@ \ (7
ops = <(47r)2> N, (E—Hogr) (8.57)

Finite counterterms As in the case of the Z — bb process, we have to include finite vertex
counterterms, in analogy with Eq. 8.39

20m
dpe = Lop1
my

7 3.3
2(4‘2:)2 (_§ + 1 log T) op1

@ \( 3.3
<(47r)2> <—§+110g7‘) . (8.58)

The two loop contribution is therefore

6
2@ -5 =3 6p,
n=2

2\ 2 2 2
49 4+ 4 41 1
_ gt2 N, 944n° 45 ogr—|—60gr' (8.59)
(4m) 16
We already know that
(1) (1) Ne g7
EX - E(bi = 5p1 = 7 (47T)2 s (860)
and combining the results we obtain
6
5p = hépy +h* |6pT + 5,4
n=2
_ Ne gt |, a (49 + 4N + 47% + 541og 7 + 6log? 7)
2 (4r)? 8 (4m)? ‘
49 + 4N, + 472 + 541 log?
v 9+ + 4w +45 ogr + 6log r] . (8.61)

This result confirms a preceding computation [36], performed in the mgy = 0 limit.
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8.5 Summary of the results

We have already discussed in the previous chapter that it is common to present the p param-
eter as

1 G, m?

1= 2 _ by

p 1=—-N. (1 +xp ) x = 823 (8.62)
recalling the definition of 7

T=—2z (1 + :ET(2)) , (8.63)

the asymptotic expansions of the two loop contributions p(2), 7@ are
(i) for r = (my/mp)? < 1

49 27 3
p? = Z+7T2+?10gr+§log2r+

+§ (2 — 1272 + 12log r — 27 log? r) n

2

+Z_8 (1613 — 2407% — 1500 log r — 720log?r ) + O (r*)

(8.64)

1
L2 ¥l [311 + 2472 + 2821og r + 90log? r+

—4r (40 + 672 + 151log r + 181og? 7’) +

2

3
+ﬁ (24209 — 60007% — 45420 log r — 18000 log? r )

+0(r?)

where some sub-asymptotic contributions are included in order to improve the convergence
to the exact formula.

(ii) for r > 1

0 = 19wt AT o (18

N r
(8.65)
27T — 72 An log r
2 — ==
T 3 + NG +O< . > .

The 7 — oo limit of eq. (8.66) confirms the result given in ref. [36].

These asymptotic expressions are not sufficient for an accurate evaluation of the second-
order coefficients p(2) and 7 for my ~ my.

In Tab. 8.5 the numerical values of p(2) and 7 as functions of my /my are therefore
given.

The exact numerical results are compared with the asymptotic expansions in Fig. 8.10:
one can see that already for my > 2m; the asymptotic expansion is fairly accurate.
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mafmy | PP | 7@ mafmy | PP | 7@ mafme | pD | 7@
0.1 |-1.82 | 4.67 1.1 | -7.30 | 1.38 2.1 | -9.66 | 1.37
0.2 -2.70 | 3.90 1.2 -7.62 | 1.32 2.2 -9.81 | 1.42
0.3 | -3.46 | 3.30 1.3 | -7.91 | 1.27 2.3 | -9.96 | 1.47
0.4 -4.13 | 2.83 1.4 -8.19 | 1.24 2.4 -10.1 | 1.53
0.5 | -4.72 | 2.46 1.5 |-8441.23 25 |-10.2 | 1.60
0.6 -5.25 | 2.16 1.6 -8.68 | 1.23 2.6 -10.4 | 1.66
0.7 -5.74 | 1.92 1.7 -8.90 | 1.24 2.7 -10.5 | 1.73
0.8 |-6.18 | 1.73 1.8 [-9.11]1.26 2.8 |-10.6 | 1.80
0.9 |-6.58 | 1.59 1.9 [-9.30 | 1.2 2.9 |-10.7 | 1.87
1.0 | -6.95 | 1.47 2.0 |-9.48 | 1.33 3.0 |-10.8 | 1.95

Table 8.1: Values of p(2) and 72 as functions of my /my

These results have been confirmed by other authors [96, 106]; they have also been able
to fully exploit algebraic identities of the Lis functions in order to obtain compact analytical
results?.

All in all, the corrections to the one-loop computation are small, a fact that justifies a
posteriori the perturbative expansion, even for rather large values of the g; coupling. Indeed,
for m; ~ 180GeV one has g; ~ 1.0, and the typical expansion parameter
= g_t2 - G“_m% (8.66)

47 7'('\/5 '

has the value of oy ~ 0.08.

The good convergence of the perturbative expansion is shown in Fig. (8.11), where the
first and second order expressions for % — 1 and 7 are compared, for different values of my
in the my; = 150-250 GeV interval: the most affected quantity is the p parameter, and even
for m; = 250 GeV one has less than a 10% correction of the one-loop contributions.

Qi

8.5.1 Physical observables

Let us consider the influence of these heavy top effects on the various LEP observables.
Observe first that we could also have defined the p and 7 parameter from the Z — T
and Z — bb width: reinserting the phase space factors, one has

G, M3
+,-) — pMz (2 2
PZ—wtw) = rg 7 (g2v +974)
(8.67)
- G, M3 4m? m? m?
T'(Z =b) = p=H"2Z 122 2 2 14+92—-b ] _gg2,—4
(Z — bb) P2 M2 (gbB +9bA) + M2 JoA M2
guv = 1-—4s* ; gua =1
(8.68)
4 5
gv = 1—g5s"+7 ; gpa =147

3
3In [106] an explicit check of the Ward-Takahashi identities used by us has been given
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where

5 1 < dra )
PR Y [ — I 8.69
> VG M (8.69)

Formulas are greatly simplified by the possibility of writing the heavy top corrections as
a redefinition of the Weinberg angle, through the relation in Eq. 8.69, and of the axial and
vector couplings of the Z field with the b field. The results can then be included in the so
called “improved Born” approximation for the LEP observables, together with part of the
QCD and “pure QED” effects.

For instance, considering the effect on the ete™ — pu™p~ forward backward asymmetry

uw _ OF— 0B

— 8.70
FB OF +0B ( )
where
1(0) do

opB) = 2T /0(_1) d (cos6) 0’ (8.71)

in this limit it can be simply written as
390y 9na
App = — (8.72)

(g2 + gﬁA)z

and depends on p through the effective Weinberg angle s.

But to illustrate the effect of this two-loop computation on the electroweak precision
observables currently measured at LEP, it is necessary to include also the other relevant
corrections: in Figs. 8.12,8.13,8.14 we report the Standard Model predictions for the Z leptonic
width, ' (Z — ete™), the forward-backward ete™ — pTp~ asymmetry at the Z pole, A% 5
(both affected by p only) and the total Z width, I'; (affected by p and 7).

The graphs are obtained using the ZFITTER code [71]; the dashed lines include the m}
effects irreducible, that is, coming from the two-loop computations, for different values of the
Higgs mass.

Superimposed is the band of experimental values:

Pt = 2497.4 + 3.8MeV
r, = 83.96+0.18MeV (8.73)
Al = 0.0170 £+ 0.0016 .

To judge the importance of the two-loop effect, the dot-dashed curve at my = 2TeV
can be compared with the one-loop result, at the same value of the Higgs mass, given by
the full line and resulting by setting to zero the second-order coefficients p(®) and 7(2). The
mpy = 2TeV has been chosen because the effect is larger, but unless the top mass is pushed
at unreasonably large values, the effect is at most of per mille.
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8.5.2 Validity of the gaugeless approximation

Is the gaugeless approximation sensible, for the real world? We have seen that for m; in the
150 — 200GeV range, the corresponding range of g; ~ 5.74 x 1073 m;/GeV is 0.86 — 1.15,
while the gauge couplings are g = e¢/sinfy ~ 0.64, ¢’ = e/cosfy =~ 0.34; alternatively,
recall that in the two-loop computations we have systematically neglected My, M, when
compared with m;, a procedure which cannot be justified on numerical grounds.

It is useful to consider one of the original computations at one loop of the heavy top
corrections to the Z — bb, performed in [41] without the My, < m; approximation, in the
renormalizable t’Hooft-Feynman gauge. It is possible to separate the contribution of the
graphs with the exchange of W+ and the ¢* fields and the result is that even for m; > 2Myy,
the “leading” m? contribution is only a factor of two greater than the subleading one.

This means that while the large m; limit is sufficient for an order of magnitude estimate,
the actual accuracy in LEP experiments requires the inclusion of the one-loop subleading
contributions.

At the two loop level no complete computation exists, but other authors [107] have at-
tempted to estimate the subleading contributions by working in a reduced SM model, limiting

themselves to an SU(2) gauge group?. They find that the leading O (Gﬁm?) and the sub-

leading O (Gim?Mg) corrections are of the same order of magnitude, and of the same sign.

Similar results have been obtained in [112], estimating in a particular process (neutrino scat-
tering on a leptonic target) the subleading terms, which are again found to be even larger than
the “leading” ones. This results are a clear indication that at the moment the two-loop heavy
top effects can be considered as a partial estimation of the theoretical error of the one-loop
approximation, and that whenever the two loop heavy-top effects become observable, they
will require a much greater theoretical effort to be compared with experiments.

4in other words, QED effects are not present
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Figure 8.10: Asymptotic expansions and exact results for p® and 7(2)
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Chapter 9

Conclusions and perspectives

We have presented in this thesis the computation of some radiative corrections to weak decays
in the context of the Standard Model. We believe that the processes we have studied, the
b — sy and the Z — bb decays, shall receive further attention in the future, thanks to their
sensitivity to New Physics.

For what concerns the b — sv decay, we have seen that the prediction of the inclusive
decay is in good agreement with the experiment, and that this may be regarded not only as a
success of the Standard Model but also of perturbative QCD itself: the dramatic enhancement
of the rate resulting from the resummation of QCD logarithms is something which is difficult
to miss.

The study of the O (mf) corrections to the Z — bb decay did not result, on the contrary,
in a dramatic effect. We have seen that the corrections to the one loop expressions are
relatively small, improving our confidence in the phenomenological analysis of the LEP data.
Our opinion is that these corrections are not sufficient to account for the bulk of the two loop
effects: presently they can be regarded as an estimate of the error implied by the perturbative
expansion.

To conclude the work it seems interesting to us to give an example of a phenomenological
analysis based on these two independent processes.

9.1 An example: bounds on two Higgs doublets models

We have seen in Chapter 2 how the presence of an extended Higgs sector may affect the
prediction for the b — sv decay rate, in dependence of the mass of the extra charged Higgs
particle, My+. It can be easily grasped, on the basis of the discussion in Chapter 6, that the
same extended Higgs sector contributes also to the Z — bb process.

We have already discussed how this contributions are parameterized by two other quanti-
ties, Mg+ and tan 3: a comparison between theory and experiments allows to exclude portions
of these parameter space.

The limits coming from the b — sy process can be defined observing that in Model II the
contribution from the extra doublet enhances the rate, for smaller values of My+. We define
excluded values of Mg+, tan 8 the ones for which the inequality

theo.
error

BR™(B — X,v) — 2 x ( ) > BR®® (B — X,v) + 2 x ( xp- ) (9.1)

error
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Figure 9.1: Lower limits for the mass of the charged Higgs boson

holds. This relation gives a lower limit on Mg+, displayed by solid lines in Fig. 9.1, varying
my around the central CDF value.

We refer to [109] (and references therein) for detailed formulas on the bound from the
Z — bb process: in the same figure the dashed lines display the resulting bound for the
central CDF m; mass.

For completeness the lower bound coming from the b — ¢, [42, 98] is displayed with a
dotted line. It is obtained by the simple formula

MHi

t < 0.54 .
an 3 GeV

(9.2)

We can appreciate that in the analysis of this extended model the two processes are
complementary, and they already exclude large portions of the plane. As larger values of
tan 3 are preferred, in order to explain the large splitting in the (¢, b) multiplet, one can see
that the b — s7v process gives the most important constraint.

9.2 Future work

In the study of the b — sy process, presently theoretical and experimental accuracies are
comparable. We can expect in the near future an improvement of the statistics of the CLEO
experiment, and therefore the b — sy decay shall require a complete next-to-leading compu-
tation. We have seen that such a computation is mandatory if one is willing to obtain sensible
answers to the question whether the effect comes in its entirety from the Standard Model or
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not. The techniques we have applied to this computation are in our opinion well suited to
simplify the required three loop computations.

Once a complete three loop evaluation of the QCD corrections will be available, it will
be necessary also to re-consider the determination of the Effective Hamiltonian, obtained by
the matching procedure at the higher evolution scale, as described in Chapter 3. In order to
exploit the higher precision in the evolution coefficients, it will be necessary to extend up to
two loops the matching, not only for the Standard Model but for all the extensions one is
interested to compare, including the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model.

For what concerns the Z — bb process, and more generally the corrections to the observ-
ables measured at LEP, we have mentioned some works where different parts of the two loop
effects have been computed. A complete evaluation of the electroweak corrections does not
exist, and we cannot say, at the present level of experimental accuracy, that such an effort is
mandatory.

We can just say that a complete analysis of LEP observables at the “per mille” level of
accuracy shall require the full inclusion of two loop electroweak corrections. We hope that
the techniques discussed in this thesis may result of help in this task.
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Appendix A

Notations

In this thesis both the pseudo-Euclidean (E) notation and the Minkowsky (M) notations have
been used, so it is useful to give here a translation table.

A.0.1 Metrics

The metric tensor is given by
Minkowsky: a-b=n""a,b, Euclidean: a-b = 6 ,a,b, (A1)

where n* = (—1,+1,+1,4+1) ., so that a-b=n"a,b, =a- b— aopbg. The transcription in
the PE notation is given in the following table

MO ;B M _ o
€T ' = —Zx4 80 — 284
tMi = oF oM = oF A2
For a vector field in E notation the fourth component is purely imaginary
AMO — _GAF AMi = AF
A =iAf AM = AF (A.3)
Gl =iGE GY = GF
hence for instance
GnGM =al,Gh, . (A.4)
Fourier Transform
We adopt the following conventions for Fourier transforms of fields
d4k Z /e
— PuT A5
o) = [ e ot0) (A.5)

as an example

u(p-)yuv(p4) A" (k) (A.6)
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with & = py +p_ incoming in the vertex is the amplitude for pair creation in electrodynamics,
written in momentum space. Using this convention the expression for the four momentum is

9 .
.o (0 .
P (E, D) (Zat’ N)

0 0 =
v o 2 _(_Z A.
g oz, < ot’ V) (A7)
hence one has the correspondence
pH = —iot ot = ip* (A_g)

Spinors and Gamma Matrices
The correspondence for spinors in the two notations is as follows
oM =P PM = ity = §F = gty (A.9)

where gamma matrices, defined by

YuYo + YoV = 277;11/ (AlO)
_ s 01 2.3 - _i BmV m P nO A1l
¥ = =Y = A0 = ety Y (A.11)
I obey the following correspondences
MO = iy M =qF
W' = +inf W =~F (A.12)

W=7 =

For the computation of squared amplitudes it will be useful also

W=7 === "= (A.13)
Y0750 = Y (A.14)
while for chiral theories the expressions of left and right projectors are
1
Prr =5 (1F %) (A.15)
so that one has two component Weyl spinors
R =R Rys = —R
- - A.16
5L =—L Ls = +L (4.16)
obtained from a 4-component spinor via projection
R=Pry L=Pry (A.17)
note that one has
Yy = LR+ RL ¢y, = Ly, L+ Ry, R . (A.18)
Unpolarized density matrices, and Dirac equations are given by
S pin e PYE(P) = (=i +m) (i +m)u(P) =0 A19)

Zspin UO!(P)@,B(P) = (_ZP - m) (l,P - m)U(P) =0.

160123 =1 guupaeuuaﬁ = -2 (77/?775 - 77577?)
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A.0.2 Lagrangian and Generating functional

The measure in the Generating Functional for Green functions is different in the two metrics:
the correspondence is

e_sE _ eiSI\/I
—/ (d4w)EﬁE = z/ (d4w)MﬁM
£t =M (A.20)

The generating functional for Green functions is given by

2" =exp|-SP+ fduT-¢|  Z[M =exp [iSM +i[dn] o] . (A.21)
The generating functional of connected functions is given by

Wi =mz)®  wM=1mz[". (A.22)
Defining the “classical field” ¢, functional of J, as

po )7 = WE g )M = LT (A.23)

one obtains by Legendre transform the generators of 1PI Green functions

Up)? =W+ fded -6,  TlpM =W M — [daT - ¢. . (A.24)

A.0.3 QED in Minkowsky notation
The lagrangian is given by
1 . -
Lypp = —5 FuF" =0 (1" Dy +m) ¢ (A.25)
where
Fn=0,A,-0,A, D,=0,—ieQA, (A.26)

note that the electric charge Q of the electron is —1.

Charge conjugation
The Dirac equation is given by

(9 — ieQAL) ¥ +m] =0 (A.27)
taking the adjoint and transposing one has, equivalently

= (0 +ieQAM) + m| ¢ =0 (A.28)
the charge conjugation operator C, equipped with the property

C 9 C=—v (A.29)

allows to define the charge conjugated spinor ¢ = C~ 19T obeying the Dirac equation with
the reversed sign for the charge

(0, + 1eQA,) 7 +m] ¢ =0 . (A.30)
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It is possible to choose C' with the following properties:

ct = of=-c=0""
cct = Cclo=1
c? = 1. (A.31)

Some useful relations are

C'yC = 7
CvsC™t = g

e = ()
ovpet = () (A.32)

A.0.4 SU(N) gauge theory in Minkowsky notation

The pure gauge lagrangian is given by

1
M a auv
Lyquge = 1 GG H (A.33)
where

GY, = 0, A% — 0, A% + gf ™ A% AL, (A.34)
and a =1,---, N? — 1. labels the generators, while the fermionic part is given by:

£fermion = - Z (QZZ/}MLDMT;Z)Z + mﬂ;ﬂﬁz) (A35)

i=1

where D), ¢ is the covariant derivative.

Dy, = 0y —igl Ay, (A.36)
and matrices T satisfy the algebra:

[T“,Tﬂ = j fabere . (A.37)
The field tensor G, can be expressed in terms of the commutator of covariant derivatives

Dy, Dy] = —igTuGy, (A.38)

fixing so the sign of the charge in A.34 on the basis of A.36.

gauge transformations
Some basical properties are

5“)14/0; = auw“ — gfabcwaZ 6“)6}?“/ = —gfabcwaZV

5uth = igu Ty 5ot = —igu T, (A.39)



NOTATIONS 112

Generators of the algebra

Fundamental representation:

T°T* = Cpl h C _ N1 (A.40)
=CF where Cp =— .

Adjoint representation:

Tl;lc = i fabe (A.41)

TT = Cal where Cq =N (A.42)
Minkowsky-Euclidean correspondence

1 _
iSM — / (dz)™ (-1 G GH — 3 (Y'D,, + m) w) — _gF (A.43)

where

8% = [ ()" (5 Guw G + ¥ (1D + m) ) (A.44)
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Dirac algebra in d dimensions

Some useful dirac algebra definitions and identities valid for a d dimensional space, mostly
taken from [1, 20, 30].

B.1 Clifford algebra

A complete basis of dirac algebra in d dimensions is provided by the completely antisymmetric
products of v matrices:

1
Vurrizoin = 1 2 (D Wi Vi -+ Vo = G Vor Vo -+ Vo (B.1)
P

where it has been introduced, following Avdeev [30] the antisymmetrization operator

m 1 s
g = — S (1 Sy - Smmon (B.2)

' mESmM

which is a projector
IIop = Gpm (B.3)
with the trace given by

gﬁ:(i)z%n(d—m—l—i). (B.4)
ti=1

In the limit d — 4 the transcription identities are as follows:

Vurpzepin = 0 n >4
Yprpopszps =~  —5
Vpipaps = TEprpapspT5Vp
1
g’Yul/p ® Ypvp = 7#75 ® 7#75 . (B5)

In d dimension some useful relations are then

VYV @ Vu VYo = Yuwp @ Vuwp + (3d —2) Yo ® Yy
Yu VoY @ VYo Yu = —Yuvp @ Yuvp + (3d —2) T @Yy - (B.6)
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The projection on the canonical basis of any product of gamma matrices can be obtained by
using recursive relations

Y Vpt,pzenpn = Tpiepn = Z (= 1) Ot Vit oos 1 a1 oot (B.7)
i

Vot pzepn v = Yy pin,v + Z (_1)n_2 5’//%"}//11---/%717Mi+1---7ﬂn (B'S)
i

. The following trace identity holds:

Tr (fy(m)fy(")) = nld"™"spmg, Tr (1)
n(n—1)
s, = (=1)7 =z . (B.9)
Some contraction identities:
-1
Yeapo.pn Tpr = (—1)n (d—”‘|‘1)%2mun
Yurpo.oppn Vprp2.pn =  Cn
n—1
e = so [[(d=4) ; (B.10)
i=0

the ¢, coefficient can been expressed as a series in € defining
cn = cn(0) +ecn(1) +e2¢,(2) + O(£%) .

They are also useful the following commutation identities:

s pzsiins Wl = 2% p2ppin,y T €VED
['Yu1,u27---7unv T o= 2% 2o v n odd
(B.11)
and the reduction identities:
M = ()" (d—2n) 5™
n—1
Yy = s @n—d) [[(—d)y,  n>2
i=1
= (—1)"‘1772"% (B.12)
1
(n) n - - 2 _(d_ 2 _ 2 _ (n)~(n)
™ = ETT (2 = (= 2n)%) 8 + ((d = 20)" — d) 7| 1™y
Ay ) =g ) (B.13)
Forn = ml mmg’n)(_l)l " d—n (B.14)
mn = M!SpSmin 2 I ] . .

In Eq. B.12 summation over repeated indices is understood.
Again the f coefficients can be expanded in series of ¢

fm,n - fm,n(o) + Efm,n(l) + 0(52) )
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and obey the consistency condition

S (T (1) = 3 22 fo fk (B.15)

n=0 """

Let us report a note of Avdeev about the use of Fierz transformations: first of all, the following
relation holds

1 s
(m) g (m) _ Snemn ((n) o ()
Y™ @y () nz::o i fi (v @y™) (B.16)

which, together with Eq. B.15 and the consequences

fOnzl and anzn!Sn( Z ) (Bl?)

imposes the condition

(Tr (1)) = i < ‘li ) =27, (B.18)

=0

It follows that Fierz transformations (B.16) are inconsistent with the usual choice Tr (1) =4 !
On the other hand, as the values of f,,, follow from purely combinatorial relations in
Eq. B.14, contraction identities remain valid.
We have used in the computation reduction identities of the following form

Y™ @y,4™ = A @4 4 (d—n+ 1) 4D @ 407D (B.19)

Yy @™y, = A @ 4 n(d—nt 1)y @40 (B.20)

Y Y™ @ 4™y, = (=1)" (’y(”+1) 7™ —n(d—n+1)7" Ve ’y("_l)) (B.21)
The relations in Eq. B.19 are fundamental and allow to reduce recursively any product of the
form

Vs -+ VY Vo Vo ® Vmty - VotV Vi) -+ Viaaom (B.22)

where m € S, is a permutation of indexes.



Appendix C

Standard Model

In this appendix the notations for the Standard Model are set, in Minkowskian space, using
N notation (see App. A).

C.1 Generalities

The electro-weak model is based on a SU(2)c ¢ x U (1)y symmetry: the conserved hypercharge
Y is associated with the U(1) sector.

C.1.1 Matter fields

The matter fields are organized in SU(2) doublets with left chirality, and right singlets: we
resume in the following the quantum numbers and the composition of doublets.

Leptons
1%
u=bam (1) Ri=t0-mwe  lefenmrt (O

Assignments of weak hypercharge:

1

Q=13+ §Y YL,=-L)YR =—-2R; (CQ)

Quarks
1 a4 th = % (1—15) q
Ly = BY (1+5) q (C.3)
! qu = % (1 —15)q4b

where

g €u, ¢t q €d,s,b. (C.4)

Weak hypercharge assignments:

1 4 2
YLy=3Ly YRy=gR, YRy =-

: (C.5)
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The mass eigenstates do not coincide with the states that diagonalize the weak interaction
matrix: the relation is given by the well known Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix

L;: % (14‘75) < ZZL/ ) d,:Vudd“‘VusS"i'Vubb

L, =3 (1415) < SC, ) 8" = Vead + Vess + Vb (C.6)
t

L;:%(H—%)(b,) b = Vigd + Viss + Vipb

where the primed fields are eigenstates of W.I., while the non primed are mass eigenstates.
The notation Vy1q; will be used for the elements of V', and V| , for the ones of vt

C.1.2 Gauge field content

Four gauge fields are associated to the local version of the SU(2)xU (1) symmetry: three Wﬁ 23
associated with SU(2) rotations, one B, with the remaining U(1) (hypercharge) symmetry.
The respective charges are g and ¢/, and the covariant derivative is given by

- Y
D, =10, —igW, - T — z'g'BM? (C.7)
while the classical lagrangian is
£SU(2)><U(1) = £gauge + Eleptons + £quarks + EHiggs + EYukawa (08)

and the Higgs and Yukawa terms will provide the mean to introduce masses in an invariant
manner.
The pure gauge lagrangian is then

1o = 1
Loange = =5 Wy - W' — 2 By B (C.9)
where
W = 0, W, — 8, W, 4+ gW, x W, (C.10)

C.1.3 Matter fields lagrangian

The lepton lagrangian is
ﬁlepton = - Z Z—/l’Y ‘DL, — Z Rl’y ‘DR (012)
1267/1/77' 1267/1/77'
while hadrons are incorporated in

£quark = - Z E;T’Y : DL;T — Z RqT’Y : DRqT — Z qu’}/ : Dqu (013)

qr=u,c,t qr=u,c,t q,=d,s,b
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C.1.4 Higgs fields

The Higgs field is defined as a doublet of complex fields transforming under the fundamental
representation of SU(2) with assigned hypercharge +1.

¢+
P = < 5, ) YO = (C.14)

The form of the Higgs lagrangian is fixed by the gauge symmetry, while the couplings in
the potential part are chosen in order to allow a spontaneous symmetry breaking.

2
Liiggs = —DODD — 12010 — A (¢T<1>) . (C.15)

The interaction of the Higgs field with matter fields is then of Yukawa type:

ﬁYuImwa = ﬁYukawa—quarks + EYukawa—leptons (016)
£Yukawa—leptons = - Glil . (I)Rl + h.c.
£Yukawa—quarks = - GTT a L;T : <1>qu + h.c.
9149 17 T
G "L - ®Ry + h.c. (C.17)

where the conjugated doublet ® is given by:

—¢

and the Yukawa couplings are proportional to the ratio of the quark mass to the massive
gauge field mass

P = ( % ) YO =—0 (C.18)

G = —9 !
Gi'j v G — a9 pis (C.19)
U= Va1V 1= Vo MO

C.1.5 Symmetry breaking

Choosing a negative sign for the mass term, pu? < 0, the Higgs field acquires an expectation
value: we may choose the phases in order to have it in the form:

o 0
v=(garew )+ (40 o
(i):<%(ijix)>+<%gv> (C.21)
where
oo |2 2Mw (C.22)
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Thus we obtain for the lepton lagrangian

g 7. 9 7
E%;ukawa = — my <1 + mH) I+ Z2mw myxlvysl
g . _
— my (9T Rl + 1¢™ Ly, C.23
o (7 ¢~ L) (C.23)
Analogously for the mass lagrangian of the quarks and their coupling to H, (), y:
ﬁYuImwa—quarks = ﬁmass,H + £<I> + Ex ; (024)
H — quarks lagrangian:
Coasaat == (14 i) 3 mda: (C.25)
quarks

®(+=) — quarks lagrangian:

J
g M (yosi gt g t7 -
om0 Vi)
g m _— . .
T (VL6 + Vigitps™ ] ) (C.26)

X — quarks lagrangian:

Lo= —

.9 _ _ .
Exzzmx > (mqi%'%QL_quQT’VE)QT) ; (C.27)

quarks

Weinberg angle

The gauge covariant interaction of Higgs and gauge fields gives rise to mass terms for the
latter: one gauge field remains massless, corresponding to the unbroken U (1) electromagnetic
symmetry. To put in evidence this symmetry breaking pattern it is convenient to define
“rotated” fields

Wi’ = Zycosbw + A, sin Oy
B, = A,cosbw — Z,sinby (C.28)
A, = BycosOw + W;’ sin Oy
Z, = Wi’ cos by — B, sin Oy (C.29)

The covariant derivative turns into the following
Dy =10, — ig(W,T"+W2T?)
Y
- 1 (g/E cos Oy + ¢T3 sin GW) A,
; 3 /Y .
— i| gT”cosOw — g - sin Ow | Zu (C.30)
The condition that the field A, is associated with the photon imposes that

Y Y
9'5 cos Oy + gT> sinfyy = e (T3 + 5) =eQ (C.31)
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e = g cosfy = gsin Oy (C.32)

hence the relations

g_/ = tan Oy e= ﬂ .

g /9/2 + 92
We may then define charge lowering and raising operators of the weak isospin (and hence of
the electric charge, according to Eq. C.31

(C.33)

T =7 +47?% | (C.34)

We may individuate the charged components of the gauge fields:

Wi = % (W, = iw?) (C.35)
and the covariant derivative can be simply written as:

D, = 18, — % (WiTH + W, T7 ) = ieQA, — ieQ'Z, (C.36)
where the neutral charge matrix Q' is introduced

1

Y
Q' =T3cot Oy — —tanby = ————
2 sin Oy cos Oy

(T3 — sin HEVQ) . (C.37)

C.1.6 Field transformations

It is useful to reformulate transformation laws in terms of rotated fields: to this end let us set

+_ 1 (02
w \//5 (w! Fiw )3 . ) N (C.38)
wyg = W' cos By + w? sin OBy, wyz = w* cos by — W sin Oy,
It follows for the transformation of gauge fields
0A, = Ouwa —ie (u)_I/V/jr — w+WM_)
0Z, = Ouwgz —igcosby (w—VV;r — w+Wu_)
51/1/5E = auwi Fie (wiA“ — wAW;t) F ig cos Oy (wiZH — wZW;t) (C.39)
while for the Higgs it results
19 e
0H = = (w_¢y — _
5 (W-¢y —wi9-) +twzx ST
g e
ox = = (w- _) - H
X 5 (W-04 +wio-) wz (H +v) Sin 20
0y = j:i—gw (H—i—’u)—gw j:ie(w + ! w)(b (C.40)
+ = 2j: 2ﬂ:X A tan29WZ + .
and finally for any doublet or singlet of matter fields
SV = % (WHTH +w™T7) +ieQua + ieQ'wyz | ¥ (C.41)
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C.1.7 The complete Lagrangian

The gauge lagrangian may be expressed as follows

1 — v 1 vV 1 14
Lgauge = —§W,;;W . ZWjVW?W = 4 BwB" (C.42)
where
Wi = (0w igW) Wi — (0, % ig) Wi
Wi, = 0 — W —ig (WiW, —Wiwy) (C.43)

that is, evidencing the subgroup U(1) of electromagnetism

1 1

Loouge = — ZF’“’F“" - ZZ‘“’Z‘“'
+ g (0.W5 — 0,W3) wikw,
+ ; 2(Wiw, = Wrw,h ) wiw,
- 5} (0 — igW ) Wi — (8, — igW) WJ]Q (C.44)
where
F = 0,A, — 0,4, Zyy = 0,2, — 0,2, . (C.45)

The hadronic lagrangian is, in full form

£quark = - Z (j’)“u (a“ — ’L'EQA‘LL — Z'GQ/ZH) q
quarks
+ %(Vﬂuﬂﬂww VAW ) (C.46)

Separating the Higgs lagrangian in kinetic and potential parts, Lriggs = THiggs — VHiggs We
have

THiggs: ,u,¢ +iz W3¢ +Z_ ,ugb +Z_W ¢o>

(2 7
x (aﬂw St - iL Byt — z'—W+“¢O>
2 V2
( 0% — g Wist +i 2B +z’\ifw+¢—)
(8“@50 + ng?’“qSo Z—B“qﬁo —1

X

\/_W “¢+) (C.47)

that is, putting in evidence the charged gauge fields
/
- .9 - .9 -
THiggs = — (8;&5 + Z§W3¢ + ZEB“qb )

/
x (aﬂw - igW?’“(bJr - i%B“¢+)



C.1 GENERALITIES 122

- (a o — idwig + i p ¢*>
H¥ o 2 1o 2 K o

X

(8“¢o + igW3“¢o - i%B“QSo)
+ AW (900,07 — 67 Out +ig Bued”) + e

1
= SOWHW, (6707 +600s) - (C.48)

It is convenient to define the covariant derivative in the subgroup U(1) x U(1):

A~

Y
D, = 10, —igW3T® - ig' 5 By
= 0, —ieQA, —ieQ'Z,

ro_ 1 3 a2
QR = prr— (T — sinjy Q) . (C.49)
An useful relation is the following
v v gq
3 (gW,i)’ - g’Bu) = 5%% =mgzZ, (C.50)
Setting
v H +1x v
o=5+—F7= —= C.51
RV AN RN (C51)
A A * 1 /
DS — (DuS) = iv2 (aux + 5%%}1) (C.52)

one is able to rewrite the kinetic Higgs lagrangian in the form
Titiggs = — (Dud™) D'o™ — (DuS) DS
ez (o 199 o)
+ amw W, (0" +ig'B") ¢~ +h.c.

+ z’%Wj (596~ — ¢~ 0"S +ig' B*S¢™) + h.c.

1 _ o _
— 59212[/;12[/ “(opToT + S*S) — gmwWIWFH

_ 1
— mypWiWw - Em%Z“Z“ . (C.53)
Noting that
2
A= 19 (::—‘f/) p?=—im% (C.54)
it is possible to rewrite the potential part as follows
Lo o 1 mi \? 2 2
1 mg 2 2 1 mg 2 _
- =9 (—) (H?+x%)" - Sgmw (—) Ho"¢
32 mw 2 mw

1 1
_ §92¢+¢_ (H2 +X2) . gg2 (¢+¢—)2 (055)
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C.2 Quantization

A perturbative evaluation of matrix elements requires to break the gauge invariance and
introduce a gauge fixing. In this section we want to discuss a few technical points that result
of great practical advantage.

C.2.1 Non linear gauge fixing

After the symmetry breaking, the interaction between gauge fields and non-physical Higgs
fields gives rise to spurious terms in the quadratic part of the lagrangian: it is possible a gauge
choice which explicitly eliminates this coupling, avoiding so mixed propagators between gauge
and Higgs fields. The gauge-fixing is given by:
1 2
I I w© i 3 +u . +
Lo =5 L (9,4m)7 - 2 (O +mzx)? ¢ } O — igW )W + igmwe™ | (C.56)
Putting together gauge fixing and Higgs lagrangian one has
c Ly = Oy A! L (g,zmy2 — 1
Higgs +Log. = = 5 (0uA") - o 02" = ¢ [(
— (Duo") Dot — (DuS) DS — Jmix® — gmiyot ¢

1 /
- §ﬂmZZuZﬂH

2
9, — z’gwj)WW]

+ (99 mw W, 246 +hc>
(&
+ ZTWJ (Sotp™ — ¢~ 0*S +ig'B*S¢™) + h.c.
— §g2WJW—“ (¢F¢™ +5*S) — gmwW, W HH
— mypWiwH - %mQZZMZ” (C.57)

We may collect terms in the total lagrangian containing only gauge fields

£gauge total = ZF,uuFuV - % (a,uA'u)2
1 1 s 1,
— ZZHVZ'LLV - % (8;“2“) - §mZZ“Z“

+ig (0.W5 — 0,W3) W=

- %92 (Wiw, = wyw ) whew =

_ %‘(au —igW2) W — (8, —igW2) W;f
% (@ — igW W[ — i Wi w (C.58)
and terms coupling gauge and Higgs fields

Loouge-triggs = — (Dust) DH6* — (DuS) DS — Im® — emiygto™
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1gg p 7 —h
— §?mZZuZ H _ngWH W—+FH

/
n (%mWW:Z“gb_ + h.c.)
+ i%wj (SoF¢™ — ¢~ 0S +ig B*S¢™) + hec.
— SPWIWH (6T 4 5°8) (C.59)

of course the unitarity is reinforced introducing anti-commuting scalar fields: the ghosts.

C.2.2 Ghosts and Slavnov Invariance

It is convenient to rewrite the gauge fixing lagrangian in the form

Lys. —%ﬂ - 2—177F§ - %FJ_
Fo = 0,A"
Fz = 0,Z"+nmgzx
Fr o= (0, FigW}) W £ igmy o (C.60)

The properties of transformation under SU(2) x U(1) are
dwFa = DOwy —ied” (w—VV;r - w+Wu_)
d0F7 = DOwy — igcos Oy o (w—VV/jr — w*Wu_)
€ e S
- = P d
snogy 2 W Tt )}
oy = O (C% ¥ igWi’) wE FigW; (8“ T z‘ng’) w™
+ igws (8“ F igWsu) W;t F g2VV5E (W™ WHT —wtWHT)

wz> @i] (C.61)

— nmyg {wz (H +v)

9 + .
- = H +
Emyy [2w (H+v zx)+e<wA+tan20W

Following Becchi-Rouet-Stora we may define the gauge transformation with parameters w? =
X, W' = X'¢ where the compensating fields X*, X’ anticommute, so as the z—independent
parameter (. The BRS transform s is defined as the right derivative with respect to ¢ of a
gauge transformation parameterized in terms of fields X. In the basis defined by the same
rotation which diagonalizes the mass matrix of gauge fields one has

X:I::L Xl 'X2
V?( T )3 , , . (C.62)
Xp=XcosOw + X°sinby Xz = X°cosby — X'sinby

and this fields are introduced in the action with the following lagrangian
Ly. = + XusFy+ XysFy + X+5F+ + X sF_
XasFa= — 0"XaduXa+ied"Xa (X-Wi - X+t W)
XysFy, = — O“XZOHXZ - nmszZXZ +igcos Oy 0t Xy (X_WJ - X+Wu_)
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/
- ’I’}mz%XzXzH + nng (XzX_(I)+ + X2X+(I)_)
XEsFy = — (aﬂ + z’gW”g) X= (au T z‘gwj) X+ —em? XEXE
+ igXtx3 (aﬂ == z'gW“3) Wik - ¢ (Xi)ﬁwj - XiXin) WHE

— emwIXEXE(H +ix) — Eme (XiXA + XiXZ) i%s
2 tan 26y
(C.63)
where s is the BRS transformation.
In the following for completeness we report the effect of BRS transformation.
The explicit expression for gauge fields is
Ay = 0uXa —ie (XTWF - XTW,;)
sZ, = 0,Xz—igcosby (X_VV;r — X+WH_)
SWiE = 0,XF Fie (XFA, — XaWiE) ¥ igeosbw (X*2, - X W) (C.64)
while for Higgs fields
Zg x4 +ox—
H = = (X7 -X"0 X
s 5 ( )+ Wy X
9 (v-a+ +PH—
= (X XTd7) — Xz (H
= 5l * )~ gy Xz H A )
ot = Y x*H40) -2 Xii'(X X)cbi .
s 5 (H +v) S X ie A+tan29w z (C.65)
and lastly for the compensating (ghost) fields
sX'=4eikXix? sXP =0
sX'=¢F sXP = {Fp (C.66)
that is,
E— 1 v+ 1
sXE = Fie (Xa+ g Xz) X5 sX* = 1Py
sX 4 = —ieXtTX™ sX 4= l,FA (067)

sXyz = e X+tX— SXZZEFZ-

" tan Oy

It is easy to verify, thanks to the nilpotence of the BRS transformation (s> = 0), that the
variation of the Gauge Fixing Lagrangian is compensated by the variation of the Ghost terms.
The original gauge invariant lagrangian is also BRS invariant, hence at a classical level the
gauge fixing breaks the classical invariance but leaves a BRS invariance. In App. D we shall
see how it is possible, and in many cases convenient, a different choice of the gauge fixing
which enables to preserve also the classical invariance.

C.2.3 Feynman rules

It is now useful to report the Feynman rules for the electro-weak sector of the Standard
Model, for the given choice of gauge fixing. The modifications required by the Background
Field Gauge will be discussed in App. D.

The convention chosen in the following is that momenta and charges enter the vertex.
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Masses
W+ (Zu) mw (mz)
o* Veémw
X Vnmz
H mpy
(C.68)
Propagators
(=)
scalar field (®(—p)®(p)) = o
. - (—1)
fi field =
ermionic fie (1) Tt m
(_i) PuDv
vector field W= <VV5E (—p) W,F (p)> R {UW —(1-¢) m]
(—1) |: Pubv :|
tor field Z Z,(-p) Z, = — 7 n,, — (1 —n) =2
vector fie (Zu (=p) Zv (p)) 2 me [ ( ")p2+nm§
(_i) Pubv
vector field A <AN (—p) AV (p)> = m |:an — (]. — Oé) m}
(C.69)
Matter fields-gauge fields couplings
_ + g L
<’LLZ'WM d]> \/EVM’)/M
7 — _ 9 L
(diW, ;) VAR
W+ _ _9. L
(mwfe) NG
(Vg Auh) = —eQqvu
) e 1, 2 ., }
Z = - - |z S
(@ Zyu) siny cosy {27“ 3 St T
([dZ,d) = ——C {—1 Ly Lo }
’ B sinyy cosw 9 Th 37w T
(1z,0) = e1 [tan (2 Ry L) — cot L]
o 2 w fYM ,Yp, w ,Yp,
1
(mZuv) = e3 [tany + cotyy| yﬁ (C.70)

Matter fields-Higgs fields coupling

) m' mJ
<ﬂi(1)+dj> = %Vz] <m—PL - —PR>
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- —’Lg + mi mj
di® u;) = —=V. P, — —P
< U]> \/5 ij (mW L mw R)
5T — —ig
(@) 7
- —ig my
[P = —
< Vl> V2 mw
- 1g my
H = —=—
(Fuf) = Gk
— g m
(Ixt) = —§m—l’Ys
_ g My
) = +50,
(dxd) = —§m—d'ys (C.71)
Gauge fields self interactions
A _
<< ZZ )WJ (p4) W, (p—)> =
) e
? ( g cosy ) [(p-i- - p_)u Npo + 2Nuo (p+ +p—)p — 20y (p+ +p-),
1 _
+ (1 - g) (Wﬁpo - Uuap;r)]
(WWy WhWs) = ig (200 = Muynr = sy
<W3W3/W£WV_,> = Z‘(_92) [277uu’77u+u* = N+ My'v— — nuu*nu’ﬁ]
<A,LLAM’W:;WV_7> = i(_ez) [277uu’77u+u* = Nt Myrv— — 77;11/*77/1’1/+}
<ZuZH/W:;WV_,> = i(_g2 COS%/V) [277uu’77u+u* = Nt M- — 17“,/777“,,/4
<ANZ“/W;;WI;> i (—eg cosw) 20w Mo — Mt Mo — M=o+ ) (C.72)

Gauge fields-Higgs interactions

(® (py) Au® (p-)) =

(@ (p+) Zu® (p-))
(W, 2,27)
(ZuZy H)
(Wiw, )

(Wire™ ™) 1 ("))

ie (p— - p+)p
i .
= 5 (gcosw —g'sinw) (p-p+)

’

= i?mwnuu
S
g9

= —mZ ’
2 e Ty

= _ing"?uu’

= 5 (ol o)
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g
(W %) x(09) = 5 (v - 7))
1 .
<ZM (pZ) Hx> = 3 (g cosw +¢' sinw) pf
HH 1 .
<Z/J,ZI/<XX >> = —i (gcosw+glsmw)2nwj
HH 1
<W“+WV<X>< >> A
(A A 2T07) = —i2en,,
(AuZy®T07) = —ie? (cotw —tanw) M
1
(Z,Z,2T07) = —iezi(cotw —tanw)®
2
_ _ .g
(Wiwete™) = T,
eg
(Wi, HOT) = —n,,
.€g
<W;,|:AI/X¢$> = :FZ?T},UJ/
eqg’
(Wiz,HOT) = o,
eg
(WEZ,xo%) = i
(C.73)
Higgs fields self interactions
my
T = —_—
my
(HHH) = —iggmwrz
XX 1 2
(HHHH) = —zgngQ
1
(HHxx) = —igg'r’
3
Do) = —igg’r?
HH 1
PTO™ ) = —i=g?
1
(dTo"0T9™) = —i§g2 (C.74)

Ghost masses

Xa 0
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XZ . \/ﬁmz
X+ VEémy (C.75)
Ghost-Gauge interactions
<XA (pA)X$Wf> = :Fiepﬁ
<XZ (pZ)X¢W/jE> = :Figcoswpf
(XE@WEXE @) = +ig—p),
(XE@WIWIXE @) = —ig"nu
(XEXPWE@Y) = Figp;
+ w3731+ . 9
(XEXPWEWE) = g
(XEXFWEWF) = ig?
(XEXFWEWSE) = —ig?
(C.76)
Ghost-Higgs interactions
> 99’
<XzXzH> = —inmz?
(X,0EXF) = mng
> H . g 1
+ £\ _ J
<X <X )X = zﬁmw2 4
(XEDEX,) = —itmype
(XToEX,) = —itmwe (C.77)

tan 20y



Appendix D

The Background Field gauge

The background formulation of field theory is an useful tool, which allows to take full advan-
tage of local symmetries. The point is that one can separate the field in a “classical” (we will
see below in which sense) and a quantum part; to be definite one finds that for gauge theories
the original symmetry is implemented via two different transformations, and the “classical”
symmetry can be implemented regardless from the quantization method.

In the following we will summarize known results about this formulation and its imple-
mentation in the Standard Model (see for instance [110] and references therein).

D.1 Generalities

To be definite, let us consider the theory of a single scalar field ¢, described by some lagrangian
L (¢, 0u,¢). The Green functions of the theory can be obtained by the generating functional

Z[J] ="Vl = /ngexp [z / dxl + nga}

where W is the generator of connected Green functions. Let us consider instead the same
theory in presence of a fixed background field, that is,

eW[o ] = /D(bexp [i/dzﬁ (gb—i— qﬁd) + J(;S} (D.1)

Suppose then to choose J as a function of ¢, in such a manner that the condition

d C.
1" 0%, J] = —J (@)

is enforced. Explicitly one has then

oW 8 ly) oW

o6 () ) Y oeT (@) 07 (y)

=—J (qﬁd,w) (D-2)

The sense is clear in the zero loop ( A — 0 ) limit: in this case the expression for W is the
extremum of the integrand under the variation of ¢, that is

W [¢, 7] = eatry / del (¢ + ¢ + T(2)o(a)
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which means that a solution is given by
o = 0
SL [qbcl}
—
wo [¢, 7 (¢)] = / dzt (¢ (D.3)

Jo =

Now equation D.2 can be iterated

J = Jo+hJi+R2H+...

W = Wo+hWy+h2Wa +...
d
h(6) = Al 6, o] +O ) + ... (D.4)

The important result is that the functional W [qﬁd, J (qﬁd)} so obtained concides with the

generating functional I’ ((bd) of 1PI Green functions of classical fields. To see this, we have

the give a sense to the term “classical” we have been using until now: we will choose the
condition on ¢

J(¢") =0
which substitutes the classical motion equation
0S
— =0 D.5
= (D5)
with the perturbative form
oW
27 D.
5¢Cl 0 ( 6)

By now it is almost evident the thesis: in fact

e shifting the fields one has that
W e g] = w i) - [ g6

which means that one has the Legendre transform of W [J], that is T’

e The equation of motion implies

0
O ¢C1

r(¢?) =0

so the functional I' is an effective lagrangian containing the quantum fluctuations, which
allows to compute Green fucntions by a tree level expansion in terms of irreducible
quantum kernels.

What about gauge theories? One has the following relevant consequences:
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1. the gauge fixing needed to compute quantum fluctuations is largely arbitrary: by choos-
ing it invariant under gauge transformations of the classical fields one ensures that the
effective lagrangian I' is invariant under the same classical transformations.

2. As the amplitudes are built of irreducible functions derived by I'" and connected by clas-
sical lines, the gauge fixing needed to determine the classical propagator is completely
arbitrary, in the sense that any gauge dependence in it is canceled by the effect of Ward
Identities for the irreducible vertex parts.

Having laid down the basics, we will work now on our preferred model.

D.2 Compact Notation

We will follow the notation used by Van Damme in [24, 31]; let us first consider the gauge+higgs
sector:

1 a a
L= —GGh, ~ (D,®)" (D, @) — V (27)
Gy, = 0uGL—0,Gl+ f*GLGY
D% = 8,8+ G4 (1)

D.GY = 0,Gi+ GGy

()" = 17
{Ta’ Tb} — fabcTc
(D@)' = 8,0" —GioIT” (D.7)

where the index a will run over the Lie generators of the symmetry group, even for non-simple
groups as is the Standard Model case: all couplings are contained in the definitions for the
generators itself. The field ® will in general be a multiplet of complex fields. Simmetry
transformations are of the form

5GY = —9,A"+ fUNPGE
0® = AT® (D.8)

where in our notation A are real parameters.
We want now to perform the shift ® — & + &°!, G, — G+ Gf}. It is a matter of algebra
to show then that

Gy, — DGi— DG+ f*'°GhLG + Gos!
DGy = 9.Gy+ fUG) Gy
~ (D) (D,®) —~ — (D (v + ) DY (24 07
~G; | (D! (2 + 2)) 72 (2 + 2
~(®+ao%) TDg (2 + @Cl)]

+anch (24 09) o7t (9 4+ 9 (D.9)
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where we have put in evidence the quantum gauge fields.

Suppose now that the potential V' is of the Higgs form, thus giving rise to a symmetry
breaking: in this notation we may then write that the classical field acquires an expectation
value, thus giving rise to a shift

ol =% 4 ¢ .
This gives rise, thanks to the last term of D.9 to a mass matrix term for the gauge fields:
M,y = —&f (T“Tb T TbT“) c. (D.10)

The Goldstone theorem states that this mass matrix will have some zero eigenvalue, so at
least one ( as in the Standard Model ) gauge field will remain massless: this will enforce us
to introduce some gauge fixing to work in perturbation theory.

They appear in the quadratic part of the lagrangian also a set of terms involving gauge
and Higgs fields, which would lead to mixed propagators:

-Gy 0,07 - £'179,0] . (D.11)

The resulting complications in the Feynman rules can be avoided by choosing, following
t’Hooft as we did in App C, an appropriate non-linear form for the gauge fixing term:
1
2¢
as the classical field acquires a “vev” g, the resulting quadratic term combines with the one

in D.11 to form a total derivative. It is important to observe that this gauge fixing is invariant
under the so called type I transformations

2
Loy = —o Do + € (@170 — o170 (D.12)

3G, =AAG, 6G=ANGS —9,A

6@ = AT*® 5O = AT (D-13)

this results in the classical invariance for Green functions of classical fields: in fact the ac-
companying transformation of quantum variables amounts to a change of variable in the
functional integral.

Finally after the shift the mixing between non-physical Higgs and gauge fields disappears,
and the following quadratic lagrangian results for the gauge fields

1 a a 2 1 a 2 1 a b
Loguge = =7 (3uGe - 0,63) " — % (9u62)" - 5 GG Man (D.14)
while for the (quantum) Higgs fields one has
f L (@tra. _ Apagl?
Loniges = — (0,2) 9, @ — 56 [@ T% — i <1>] — Vs (e, ) (D.15)

and the last term results from the symmetry breaking potential.
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D.3 Application to Standard Model

Let us write down a transcription table to use the results of the preceding section in the
Standard Model.
The following correspondence holds:
T Y
GT" = —igW,, - 5 ig' B, — (D.16)
giving so f%¢ = ge® for {a,b,c} € {1,2,3}, and zero otherwise.
On the other hand it is easier to perform already at this stage the Weinberg’s rotation
which gives diagonal mass matrices, and the choice of charged states; so we use the following
“vector” of group generators:

{Ta} = {_%J+7 _%0_7 _ieQa _ite} (Dl?)

where o* are the raising/lowering operators in the SU(2) group, and @, Q' are defined as in
Sec. C.1.5.

We need then to write down the gauge fixing term in this notation: first note that the
“vev” has the form

E = v
NG
so it results that

v
Tte = Oﬁ T =0

(D.18)
- _ - / _ ie
(—ieQ)e =0 (—ieQ)e = gty €
Next let us write down the type I covariant derivatives for the gauge fields:
DIWE = 9WiE Fig (WiwWE - wiwiE)
= Wi Fie (ASWE - A, W)
F igcosw (Z;C}I/V,/jE — Z,,W/jcd)
cl ; clyr— —cl
DA, = 9uA, —ie (WiW, —WiwW,))
Dz, = 0.2, —igeosw (W, W, — wrIw)) (D.19)
We will need also the gauge fixing term, which is given by
R B e — ig N
£g.f. = —E‘DHWH +£<—%> (q) o ¢ — o' (I))
L ra - tamcl el 2
- 5 [DMA“ + & (—ie) (<1> Qo — @ Q@)]
I 140 , Al el A )12
~ 5% D52, + € (—ie) (2T Q0 — 0FQ'D) | . (D.20)
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To rewrite this expression in terms of component fields, we need the value of the following
terms

Olom e — om0 = % o7 (H —ix) — ¢ (H +v—ix)]
$1009 _ 10D — g gt
o'oY — oD = ® [(%  ein? ) (97671 — p~ig%)
S o

To write down the gauge fixing lagrangian in expanded form it is easier to consider sepa-
rately the different terms

Quadratic part

as expected, we have

1 , 2 1 1
ﬁg.f.2 = _E UOMWJ + ZfMWdi_‘ + 5 (auAu)2 + 5 (auZu + 51\4ZX)2 (D-22)
Trilinear in gauge fields
C _ W (0, W W, — 0,Wy W) = Wi (0,wr Wt — o, W)
gf.3g — f vVVy m vVVy I m v¥Vy o vy o
—% (0.2 (Wrewir —wirlwy) (D.23)

Quadrilinear in gauge fields

£g.f.4g — _%2 (WSCIWJ_WSWJCI) (WBCIW W3W—cl)

e + 92 CoSyw

% (W:—chu_ — WM_CIWJ) (WV—CIW:- _ W:—clwu—) (D.24)

Trilinear in Higgs field

Lg 30 =
ég <92'U> [ (¢+cl¢ + ¢ c1¢+) + iy (¢+¢ cl ¢—¢+C1):|
2cgsw (20i:W> X [(1 B 2Sin%v) (¢_¢+Cl B ¢+¢_d) 1 (HCIX B HXd)}

(D.25)
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Quadrilinear in Higgs field

Lgtan =
L <g)2 {¢+cl¢—c1 (H2 +X2) T othT (H2 +X2)C
_ (¢+cl¢— 4 ¢+¢—cl) (HHCI +XXCI) i (¢+cl¢— _ ¢—cl¢+) (chl _ HCIX)}
+§%2 [¢+c1¢— _ ¢—c1¢+]2
L8 (#)2 [(1—2sin) (6767 — 6767) +4 (de_HXd)r (D.26)

2 \ 2sinyy cosy

1

D.3.1 Modifications to Feynman Rules

By expanding this expression in terms of component fields we obtain, as already anticipated
e a quadratic correction to the gauge lagrangian which cancels the Higgs-gauge mixing

e a gauge dependent correction to the cubic and quartic coupling of gauge fields ( one or
two classical legs )

e a gauge dependent correction to the mass matrix of the would-be Goldstone bosons
¢*, X

e gauge independent corrections (proportional to the “vev” ) to the cubic interaction of
gauge fields and Higgs fields

e a gauge dependent correction to the interaction of Higgs fields, (one or two classical
legs)

In this Appendix we shall limit ourselves to the vertices relevant for the calculation Z — bb.
Then we need to reconsider only the vertices of the x° with 2,3 quantum Higgs fields.

Relevant y°-quantum vertices

cl lu’2 gu
H) = —2i\
<X X > A A 52 cosy \ 2 COSW>

= ——9 mz

) ZCOSW
(Xxgte7) = —2iA
_ _292 (%)2 (D.27)

It results that only the trilinear vertex H, y, x takes a gauge correction. For completeness we
list in the following the other relevant vertices, which are the same for quantum or classical
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fields
(xtt)
(xbb)

(to"b)

&75 =g Y5
V2 2mw
o gm
V2 2mw
ig m
19: P = ﬁﬁPL
g m
19t Pr = %ﬁ
LGt 1g my .
—_—— = idem for b

(D.28)
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