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Abstract

Gauge invariance is a guiding principle for theoretical particle physics. We want to
analyze the consequences of this principle for gauge theories with a Brout-Englert-
Higgs effect. Requiring that the physics is not dependent on the redundant degrees of
freedom can be achieved with a manifestly gauge invariant formulation. A proper de-
scription of physical states can be obtained with composite operators with a Higgs field
insertion. The first goal of this work is to analyze the spectroscopical properties of these
gauge-invariant operators with lattice methods since these objects are nonperturbative.
The second is to obtain a prediction on these objects with the FMS mechanism and
confront them with the lattice results. This procedure has been realized for the bosonic
sector of the standard model, leading to results that resemble the phenomenology with
great accuracy.

In this work, two novel cases are analyzed. The first is a SU(2) Georgi-Glashow
model, which should allow for a massless composite vector state according to the
FMS prediction. The lattice simulations support the FMS result. In the second case,
the spectrum of a SU(2) Higgs theory coupled with vectorial fermions has been also
analyzed on the lattice. The lattice implementation resembles the standard model setup
with the addition of a Wilson mass term. The results support the FMS prediction also
in this case, allowing the hypothesis of a Higgs valence contribution in leptons.






Kurzzusammenfassung

Die Eichinvarianz ist ein Leitprinzip fiir die theoretische Teilchenphysik. Die Kon-
sequenzen dieses Prinzips sollen fiir Eichtheorien mit Brout-Englert-Higgs Mecha-
nismus untersucht werden. Die Forderung, dass die Physik nicht von redundanten
Freiheitsgraden abhidngt, kann durch eine manifest eichinvariante Formulierung er-
reicht werden. Eine solche Beschreibung von physikalischen Zustdnden kann durch
zusammengesetzte Operatoren mit Higgs-Feld Einsetzungen erreicht werden. Das erste
Ziel dieser Arbeit ist es, die spektroskopischen Eigenschaften solcher eichinvarianten
Operatoren mit Gittermethoden zu analysieren, da diese Objekte von nichtstorungsthe-
oretischer Natur sind. Das zweite Ziel besteht darin, eine Vorhersage fiir diese Objekte
mit dem FMS-Mechanismus zu erhalten und diese mit den Gitterergebnissen zu ver-
gleichen. Dieses Prozedere wurde bereits im bosonischen Sektor des Standardmodells
durchgefiihrt, was zu einer detaillierten Ubereinstimmung in der Phanomenologie
tihrt.

In dieser Arbeit werden nun zwei Fille analysiert. Der erste ist das SU(2) Georgi-
Glashow Modell. Dieses besitzt ein masseloses zusammengesetztes Vektorteilchen
gemafd der FMS Vorhersage. Die durchgefiihrten Gitteruntersuchungen unterstiitzen
die FMS Resultate. Im zweiten Fall wird das Spektrum einer SU(2)-Higgs-Theorie mit
vektoriellen Fermionen mit Hilfe von Gittersimulationen untersucht. Die Gitterimple-
mentierung dhnelt der Struktur des Standardmodells wobei zusétzliche Wilson Massen-
terme mit berticksichtigt werden miissen. Die Ergebnisse sttitzen die FMS-Vorhersagen
auch in diesem Fall und erlauben die Hypothese eines Higgs-Valenzbeitrages in
Leptonen.
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1. Introduction

Gauge theories are the cornerstone principle of the modern theoretical foundation of
particle physics[1-3].

The first example of a quantum field theory with a gauge symmetry is quantum
electrodynamics (QED) [4, 5]. The gauge group that characterizes the theory is U(1)em,
which is an abelian group. Its striking predictive properties led to many spectacular
confirmations, starting from the calculation of the Lamb shift [6, 7].

A systematic set of rules for computing observables in QED via perturbation theory
was found by Feynman, Schwinger, and Tomonaga [4, 5], which paved the road for all
modern calculations, and many other predictions. All these results set local symmetries
as the founding principle for a fundamental theory. In 1954 non abelian gauge theories
were proposed by Yang and Mills [8]. A generalization of quantized gauge theories to
non abelian groups has been achieved owing to the work of Feynman, Fadeev, Popov
and deWitt. At first instance it was an exercise for the quantization of gravity, but later
it was revealed to be the mathematical description of all elementary particles.

The weak interactions have been studied extensively in many experiments. A first
theoretical approach has been realized with the non-renormalizable four-fermion Fermi
interaction. The renormalizable model that fully describes these interactions is the
Weinberg-Glashow-Salam (WGS) model [9]. Results obtained at the SppS and LEP
colliders led to the discovery of the masses of the vector gauge weak mediators, and to
many experimental precision tests of the theory. The WGS model has a SU(2); x U(1)y
symmetry. In principle, a mass for the mediators of the gauge symmetry seems
impossible, since it would violate the symmetry, but the WGS model is also equipped
with a scalar doublet, giving rise to a Brout Englert Higgs (BEH) mechanism [10-12].

The BEH effect consists in the addition of a scalar field that is coupled to the weak
mediators, and that in a precise phase lends some of its degrees of freedom to allow
for longitudinal polarizations of the vector bosons. The discovery at LHC of a scalar
particle in the mass range predicted by the theory in 2012 [13, 14], is the coronation of
the theory, making theoretical understanding of the Higgs mechanism more important
than ever.

Owing to the theoretical developments found for the weak interactions, a description
for strong nuclear forces was made possible with the development of quantum chro-
modynamics (QCD) [15]. It was found that the partons, the components of the proton
discovered in deep inelastic scattering experiments, are the quarks, the fundamental
constituents of the QCD theory. These transform under the fundamental representation
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of SU(3)c. The index C refers to the property that is represented by the additional
quantum number that quarks and gluons possess, called the color. The observable
particles that are obtained through their combination are singlets under the color
symmetry, and are called hadrons. QCD has two really important properties. The
first is asymptotic freedom [16, 17], which results in the property of the fundamental
constituents of the theory to be essentially free at high energies. The other is called
confinement, and refers to the property of the quarks to never be observable as physical
particles, but only as components of physical bound states.

The resulting theory, which combines the electroweak theory of Weinberg-Glashow-
Salam and the quantum chromodynamics is called the Standard Model (SM). It is the
theory which is capable of describing all physical phenomena observed in modern
colliders, except for gravity. At the current state, only some anomalous decays of the
B and K meson seem to point at possible direct indications of the shortcomings of
the theory at the colliders energy [18]. Also, the description of dark energy and dark
matter is not included in the theory. Nonetheless, the phenomenological success of
the Standard Model is an indication that, up to very high energy scales, the principles
of relativity combined with the mathematical formalism of quantum mechanics can
describe reality efficiently. But there are many indications that point to the fact that the
Standard Model is not the definitive answer concerning high energy particles theory.

A problem of the Standard Model is called triviality, which is related to the renor-
malization group flow of theories with a scalar particle. The electroweak sector without
a scalar field would be an asymptotically free theory, similarly to the QCD case. But
scalar field theories perturbatively have a Landau pole in the ultraviolet, so they can
only be without interactions, or trivial. This result also seems to be supported by non
perturbative methods. In recent works, new renormalization group trajectories which
circumvent the triviality problem, and that are not accessible with perturbation theory,
have been found [19—21].

Another problem of the Standard Model is the seemingly arbitrary separation of
scales that arise in the different parameters that describe nature. In particular, the
difference between the scale of electroweak interactions, and the natural cutoff for the
theory, which is usually considered to be the Planck scale. This is called the hierarchy
problem. From a perturbative point of view, the scalar mass renormalization term is
sensible to the cutoff of the theory, which is then represented by the gravitational force.
This results in the bare mass parameter having corrections of the order of the ratio
of the intensities of the weak and gravitational forces. The need for such small and
precise determination of the bare parameter of the model is also known as fine tuning.
Actually, more recent results on the physical Higgs propagator seem to suggest a lot
less severe dependence on the couplings [22].

There have been many attempts of extending the Standard Model, in order to include
gravity interactions, or to solve other conceptual problems just mentioned. One of



these beyond the Standard Model (BSM) theories, are the grand unified theories (GUT)
[23]. The main idea is that, since both quarks and leptons have fractions of the same
electrical charge, there must be a bigger gauge group that transforms both under the
same representation in a multiplet. In this way, the issue regarding the different scales
of the Standard Model, is solved, since there is a common unification scale. The first
proposed GUT group was SU(5), which could break spontaneously to the group of the
Standard Model SU(3)¢c x SU(2)r x U(1)y. There are many reasons why the theory
has been abandoned, one of them is that it gave a decay rate for the proton which is
very different from the experimental observations.

Various modifications of the Higgs sector of the SM have been proposed to address
the issue of triviality. It can be circumvented, if the Higgs is a composite particle made
of fermions states, since these do not suffer from the triviality problem. One of these
is called technicolor [24]. In the technicolor framework there is an additional gauge
group. The main idea is that the mass for the vector bosons is obtained by interactions
with this bigger group. After the Higgs discovery, modifications of early technicolor
theories have been proposed, that allow for a dynamical generation of a scalar as a
condensate.

Also, many BSM theories propose new highly massive particles which have never
been observed at colliders, since they couple very weakly at energies we can access
with current apparatus, and thus are potential candidates for dark matter.

The modern interpretation of the the Standard Model is the one that treats it as an
effective theory of an ultraviolet completion capable of describing gravity at a quantum
level. In this sense both the triviality and the hierarchy problem become less severe.
In the first case the ultraviolet completion of the Standard Model is not needed to
describe low energy physics, since the description of reality at higher energies will be
very different from the one we observe at the currently accessible energy scales. The
second remains then a mostly aesthetical question. We will then assume the Lorentz
symmetry and the gauge groups as guiding principles in the following. Even though it
can be argued that at higher energy scales these symmetries will not be realized, due
to the different mechanisms that can be involved in the physics of the Planck scale,
these principles will still remain in the effective field theory of the Standard Model.

In this work, we want to point out a potential shortcoming of the spontaneous
symmetry breaking treatment of gauge theories with a Higgs. This issue is of major
interest in the context of the electroweak sector of the Standard Model. The main
problem comes from the fact that the gauge variant elementary fields in the Lagrangian
are used, in perturbation theory, as asymptotic states to identify the physical Higgs
and the gauge bosons. But in principle, this issue can also be applied to any beyond
the Standard Model theory that comprises a Higgs sector. It must first be pointed out
that, since the physical states in this framework are gauge variant, the entire symmetry
breaking procedure is then computed in a suitable fixed gauge. But in principle
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physical results should be independent of the gauge in which they are calculated.

This can be formulated in a coherent way owing to the result of Elitzur, which proves
the impossibility of realizing the spontaneous symmetry breaking procedure for a
local symmetry [25]. Also, in the case of the Standard Model weak sector, it was shown
by Osterwalder and Seiler, as well as Fradkin and Shenker that no gauge invariant
order parameter for the BEH phase transition exists [26—28]. This result implies that
the QCD-like and BEH phases are indistinguishable, and their occurrence in a fixed
gauge is an artifact.

The perturbative treatment can then potentially lead to nonphysical results. The
gauge invariance of the theory is taken into account in the usual formulation of QCD,
with the mechanism of confinement. But in the usual electroweak sector perturbative
treatment this does not happen. The BRST singlets are capable of describing phe-
nomenology, but they are not singlets of the full gauge group. Nonetheless results
obtained using this approach led to many spectacular discoveries. Even though this
observation being remarkable, in this work we want to point out that there can be in
principle other contributions to the usual amplitudes calculated in perturbation theory.
These contributions are not accessible by the current available experimental setups, but
can potentially matter for the future colliders. Not taking them into account can then
fake new physics effects.

Then a question naturally arises:

Why is perturbation theory so successful for the electroweak sector of the Standard Model?
And also, should we expect then that the spontaneous symmetry breaking treatment of the

Higgs sector lead to correct results in perturbation theory for all theories beyond the Standard
Model?

The solution can only be achieved with a reformulation of the Higgs sector in terms of
gauge invariant operators. One of the realizations of this idea is also known as Frohlich-
Morchio-Strocchi (FMS) mechanism [29, 30]. Alternatively, for particular models, the
equations of motion of the gauge invariant degrees of freedom have been investigated
[31], leading to nonlocal descriptions. However, the FMS mechanism is the framework
of choice that drives the investigations in this manuscript. It is possible, using it, to
understand why the usual procedure for the electroweak sector is so successful. More
importantly, it will provide general rules to obtain results in gauge theories with Higgs
sectors.

The starting principle of the FMS description is the gauge invariance of the observ-
able physical particle states. This is analogous to what happens in the treatment of
other non abelian gauge theories with confinement. The observable states, the hadrons,
are gauge invariant combinations of the elementary constituents of the theory. The
proposal in the original FMS work, is to treat the physical states in the electroweak
theory with gauge invariant composite states with the required quantum numbers to
describe phenomenology. This results in the addition of a Higgs field component to
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the elementary operators of the Lagrangian. The composite operators obtained in such
a way are essentially nonperturbative objects. In principle, one can use lattice, or other
nonperturbative methods to analyze them.

The FMS mechanism also provides a method to obtain perturbative results on the
composite operators, that exploits properties of the theories that have a BEH effect.
The n-point functions of the physical composite states can still be evaluated in a fixed
gauge, since they do not depend on the gauge choice. In suitable gauges, this leads to
an expansion in powers of the Higgs vacuum expectation value, that multiply n-point
functions of elementary fields. The latter can be evaluated with perturbative techniques,
and the ones that are multiplied by the greatest power of the vacuum expectation value
will provide a good first approximation of the composite physical n-point correlation
functions.

It will be shown that the usual classification of the states according to the gauge
multiplets of SU(2);, is preserved in the gauge invariant formulation we are going
to detail. The case of the Standard Model is special, in that it is an exact mapping
to the remaining custodial symmetry of the Higgs sector. The custodial symmetry
is an additional global symmetry that acts in the scalar sector. In the FMS setting,
the physical states which contain a scalar field valence component, can be described
as multiplets with the quantum number associated with this symmetry. This can be
seen as an explanation for the success of perturbation theory in the Standard Model.
For other gauge theories and Higgs representations, the broken gauge group and the
custodial group are not the same. This can potentially lead to an inconsistency of
the usual standard perturbation theory, and would prove the results obtained with it
potentially unphysical.

Nonperturbative techniques have been used for the bosonic sector of the Standard
Model [32, 33], confirming the predicted results. Also, a toy model of a GUT with a
SU(3) gauge group has been studied, to check whether the inconsistencies predicted by
the FMS mechanism are present in the physical spectrum calculated nonperturbatively.
The FMS resulted in being successful also in this case [34].

1.1. Motivation and Background

All the Higgs theories analyzed on the lattice prior to this work are both merely bosonic
and with a mass gap. A complete realization of the Standard Model, and a complete
validation of the gauge invariant procedure to describe a phenomenologically viable
theory, would require at least one massless vector particle, and a full set of fermion
states. The goal of the work described in this manuscript is to give a lattice realization
of these two cases.

The cases that are being described in this manuscript are of vital importance to the
investigation of gauge theories coupled with a Higgs particle. The FMS mechanism
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has been used to describe the electroweak sector of the SM with great success. Also the
spectroscopy of a SU(3) theory coupled with a fundamental scalar worked, but in both
cases there were no massless states in the spectrum. Then the question arises whether
it is possible to obtain a composite vector bound state operator which is massless. This
would provide a physical photon state in a GUT setup in an unprecedented way.

The second question is if the FMS construction can also be validated for fermion
states. In principle, this would result in a rethinking of the fermion states as composite
objects, with a valence Higgs component. The phenomenological implications of this
model are numerous, and potentially viable for discoveries in the near future, thanks
to the new lepton collider facilities that have been proposed.

The first case can be explored in the SU(2) gauge theory coupled with a single
Higgs in the adjoint representation. Analytical calculations with the FMS mechanism
point to the existence of a composite vector operator with a vanishing mass [35]. A
nonperturbative treatment is needed in order to prove this hypothesis, and lattice
methods have been chosen for this goal. A positive result would result in a novel
procedure to obtain a U(1) emergent symmetry at low energies for a beyond the
Standard Model theory of a GUT type. But a realization of a theory with a massless
state on the lattice is not trivial, since a truly massless state can only exist in an infinite
volume. For scalar massless states we expect still then a nonzero mass in a finite
volume. For vector states the behaviour is different, and will be explained thoroughly
in this work.

The second question we answer in this work regards the fermion gauge invariant
formulation. In principle, this is of enormous interest for phenomenology, since any
left handed state in the Standard Model is not an SU(2); singlet, and thus not an
asymptotic observable state. A reformulation of the fermion observables has to be
done, which will be associated with a composite bound state with fermionic quantum
numbers. These new gauge invariant states cannot be analyzed straightforwardly on the
lattice, as it has been done for the vector and scalar channel of gauge theories. The main
obstacle is given by the fact that it is not possible to realize parity violation on the lattice
[36]. In this work, we will depict a non chiral fermion lattice implementation, which
is based on vectorial Wilson-Dirac fermions. A spectroscopic analysis for the bound
states, in a quenched setting, has been done in order to analyze the spectrum. The FMS
prediction gives a compatible mass between the bound state and the elementary mass
in a suitable fixed gauge.

1.2. Outline

In chapter 2 we provide the details of the FMS framework for a gauge invariant
formulation of theories with a BEH effect. In particular, we focus on the Standard
Model case, both the bosonic and fermionic part, and the SU(2) gauge theory coupled



1.2. Outline

with a Higgs in the adjoint representation. In this chapter we first illustrate the
procedure with the elementary fields. Then the gauge invariant formulation is shown
which is the main goal of this investigation. This formulation requires to treat physical
observables as composite operators. The method chosen to analyze them is lattice field
theory.

In chapter 3 we explain in detail all lattice techniques that are used in the following.
It is first shown how to implement a scalar gauge theory on the lattice. Since one
of the main goals of the investigation is to obtain masses of gauge invariant bound
states, standard spectroscopical lattice methods are discussed. Fermions on the lattice
require a special treatment. The method chosen to treat them in this work is the Wilson-
Dirac approach. Further, the analysis is treated within the quenched approximation.
Chapter 4 details a SU(2) gauge theory with an adjoint Higgs. The peculiarities of the
lattice implementation are discussed, since the presence of a massless state requires a
reinvention of the interpolators and the techniques with respect to the ones used in
the case with a mass gap. The operator basis chosen and the obtained results are then
presented in detail.

Chapter 5 describes the implementation of vectorial fermions on the lattice, due
to the impossibility of the realization of a chiral implementation of fermion gauged
theory with a Yukawa term on the lattice. Here the physical spectrum will be described
as composite bound states with a Higgs valence contribution. Also a gauge fixed
description of the gauge variant elementary propagator will be presented, and it
will be fundamental to prove the FMS relations. The implementation of the extended
Wilson-Yukawa operator is detailed. Spectroscopical results are then illustrated and
discussed.

In chapter 6 the results are summarized, and put into perspective for future investi-
gation about this topic.






2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

In this chapter we illustrate some notions about gauge theories in which the BEH effect
is present. For our purposes, the focus will be on general unitary gauge theories.

This section serves as a basic introduction to the concepts needed for the spectrum
formulation of SU(N) theories in the language of spontaneous symmetry breaking.
The issue of the full gauge invariance of observables under the full gauge group is
presented here as well. The reformulation of physical particles with gauge invariant
operators is then used as a solution for the problem. For a review of the methods and
the implications of this formulation see [37]. For the most recent analytical results on
the scalar and vector channel in Higgs theories one can consult [38].

The chapter will first outline how the usual perturbative approach with the spon-
taneous symmetry breaking is realized. But the main focus of this section will then
be a gauge invariant reformulation of the theory. This will result in the introduction
of composite operators for the observable particles. Then we will also introduce a
calculation tool for the composite operators when a BEH effect is present, the FMS
mechanism. It will first be presented for general gauge theories, then we will give
a description for the SU(2) Higgs theory. A focus of the work is then thoroughly
detailed, the fermions description as composite bound states with Higgs components.
This will serve in order to analyze the electroweak sector in this new perspective, and
then discuss the implications of the reformulation for the whole Standard Model. Then
the second important case is explained, the Higgs in the adjoint representation. The
section is concluded with an overview of the description of BSM theories in the FMS
framework.

2.1. Perturbative treatment SU(N) Higgs theories

We first detail the case of a quantum field theory with a SU(N) gauge group with
a scalar particle in the fundamental representation. The general knowledge about
these theories is that, based on the shape of the scalar potential, there are two possible
realizations of the theory. The first is called the symmetric one, which has a behaviour
which is similar to QCD, with N? — 1 massless gauge bosons. In this work we are
interested in the other phase, which allows for the so called Brout-Englert-Higgs (BEH)
effect. In this phase the scalar field can obtain a non zero vacuum expectation value
(vev), in a suitable fixed gauge. Some of the degrees of freedom of the Higgs field are
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absorbed in the longitudinal polarization of the coupled gauge bosons, resulting then
in the appearance of mass terms for these.

A prototype Langrangian for a SU(N) gauge theory with a fundamental scalar and
no fermions, which can allow the BEH effect, is written as

L=~ Wi, W' 12 (Dyg) (D) — V(9'9). )

We use in this section the Minkowski spacetime. The gauge fields are indicated by W},
while the scalar is ¢. The field strength tensor used in the Lagrangian reads

Wi, = 9, Wi — 9, W)} — g f" WIWE, (2.2)

and the covariant derivative
Dy = 0y +igW;T". (2.3)

We can observe in the above equations the generators of the Lie algebra for SU(N)
indicated by T;, the relative structure constants ¢, and the coupling constant g. The
gauge transformations that leave the action invariant act as

$(x) = U(x)g(x), | (2.4)
W, — U(x) W, (x)U (x) — é(aVU(x)Jr)U(x). (2.5)

Here we wrote the transformation for the matrix valued gauge fields, defined by the
expansion W, = W;T". The scalar field analyzed in this section is in the fundamental
representation. We are interested in a potential which allows the BEH effect. We choose
then a potential with the mexican hat shape, parametrized as
2
V(e'g) = A (¢"(x)gp(x) - £2) . (26)
The parameters A and f regulate the form of the potential. For a positive value of f2
we have a classical minimum for ¢T¢ = f2. At the quantum level the expectation value
of the scalar field without gauge fixing vanishes. This is expected due to the Elitzur
theorem [25], which states the impossibility of spontaneous breaking of local gauge
symmetries. This theory can be analyzed in particular gauges which allow the split

o=y, (27)

Here 1 is a vector in CN satisfying n'n = 1. The validity of this assumption, in
particular regarding the choice of the direction is crucial in our discussion. If this is

10
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verified and well posed, we can then identify the Higgs expectation value modulo in a
tixed gauge
(#) == (28)
with the parameter f of the Lagrangian, v = f. In this first analysis we do not include
fermions, and the additional effects of a U(1) symmetry. The SU(2) case will be analyzed
thoroughly afterwards. In order to solve the functional integral one must get rid of
the gauge redundancy by fixing the gauge. In order to perform the split, we want
to impose the Feynman-"t Hooft gauge condition, given by o"Wj + %(j)iTﬁnl = 0.
It must be noted that, since the vector 7 is constant, this gauge fixes a direction for
the vacuum expectation value. Using other gauges, like Landau gauge, would have
provided a vanishing vev®.
We choose to use the class of covariant Rz gauges, defined by adding the gauge
fixing therm
L = 1 IH W1 ,gZJC TT26. T4, ?
8 = "oz i +lﬁ(ni i — @i Timg)| - (2.9)
In this case, we imposed for simplicity that the parameter { of the 't Hooft gauge is
the same as the ¢ parameter for the Rz gauges, avoiding mixing of Goldstone bosons
and gauge fields at tree level. This relation is not assured in higher loops calculations,
but for the case we need to present it still works. By applying the Fadeev-Popov
procedure one then obtain the ghost term in the Lagrangian

2
Eghost == (aHDZb B Cg_\/; ZT]bk((Pjnk + nj(l)k)) c. (2.10)

We are interested in the elementary spectrum. It must be noted that in these gauges
the Goldstone bosons obtain a mass term proportional to ¢. It can be shown, through
the BRST procedure, that these additional unphysical degrees of freedom that depend
on ¢, do not appear in the physical spectrum. We focus on the spectrum given by
physical degrees of freedom. We can obtain it then by reinserting the scalar field after it
has been split like in (2.7). The physical state masses are then obtained in the expansion
of the kinetic term of the scalar field

2.2
(Dug)"(D'9) = 99" + gTvni*T,-jT};{nkwgwaﬂ Yo (2.11)

'On the other hand, the unitary gauge can be obtained by performing the limit { — o [3, 39].
By applying this limit, the masses of the unphysical degrees of freedom go to infinity, and then are
decoupled from the dynamics of the theory. Its name derives then from the removal of the elements that
violate the unitarity. But even if the decoupling appears evident at tree level, one must be careful in
sending parameters to infinity at loop level. The renormalizability of the theory is not evident anymore.
Since we want to focus on non-perturbative phenomena, and in general non tree level physics, we will
not use it.
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2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

where the terms excluded here do not contribute to the masses of the physical states.
A mass matrix appears for the gauge bosons

2.2

M = ‘%n*T“ T]kn (2.12)

With the convenient choice n; = §; 5 the mass matrix is

M = gv ¢ —diag(0,...,0, 1,...,1,%(N—1)). (2.13)
The number of massless gauge bosons left is the same as the dimension of the group
SU(N — 1), namely N(N — 2). There are then 2(N — 1) massive bosons with mass gv/2,
and one more with mass gv+/(N — 1) /2N. The breaking pattern that results from the
coupling with a scalar in the fundamental representation is SU(N) — SU(N — 1). The
procedure we described is commonly regarded as spontaneous symmetry breaking of
a gauge symmetry. The mass term for the scalar singlet is obtained by expanding the
potential in equation (2.6).

Putting all the terms together we obtain

1
L= — Wi Wi+ (0,9")(9"9) (2.14)
gZUZ 1' aTb ayarb u
+55- i T T Wy W —2Av* Re[n'g]?
2‘: 2

Im[pT"n]? —|—§gzvzn*T”T]kn g?ch
—ZWAvRe[n 9l(¢" @) — M9 9)* + Eg%00" Re[n] T{ T o]’
—l—\/_gzvlm[ ni TETh @ WIWS + 29 W, W + 2 Re[(3,9T) W"9)]

—2—6(8P‘W“) C”E)”Dﬁbcb.
In the first line we have the kinetic terms for the gauge bosons and the residual
Higgs field. In the second there are the mass terms for the physical states. In particular,
we can recognize the mass terms for the gauge bosons. In the third line there are the
mass terms for the nonphysical additional states that appear in a fixed gague. We see
then the mass terms for the Goldstone bosons, and the ghosts. We can observe how
both terms depend on the gauge fixing parameter ¢. The fourth and fifth line contain
interaction terms. The last line contains terms which are used for the gauge fixing.
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2.2. Gauge invariant formulation and FMS mechanism

2.2. Gauge invariant formulation and FMS mechanism

The scalar state and the gauge field are BRST singlets, and thus observable in perturba-
tion theory. But it is evident that even these are not singlets under the full gauge group,
but rather transform under a non-trivial representation of it. This problem was already
known in the context of non-Abelian gauge theories. Another important result in this
direction is given by Elitzur’s theorem [25], which states that local gauge symmetries
cannot be spontaneously broken. The symmetry breaking is actually obtained only
by imposing gauge fixing. In this way gauge dependent correlation functions become
nonvanishing. As a consequence, a correct treatment of these theories would require
that the observable physical states must be singlets under the full gauge group. For
non abelian gauge theories, these singlet states have to be composite operators. This is
a procedure which is commonly accepted in the QCD case, where a nonperturbative
treatment is essential, and the physical singlet states are called hadrons.

The idea to reformulate the spectrum of the theory in terms of gauge invariant
composite operators comes from a seminal paper by Frohlich, Morchio and Strocchi
[29, 30, 40, 41]. The idea of readdressing the non abelian gauge theories with BEH effect
in a similar fashion to theories with confinement, was also stated by G. "T Hooft [42].
The main goals of the investigation described have a starting point and a foundation
in these seminal ideas. In this part we now focus on readdressing the physics of these
theories, by reformulating the observables in terms of gauge invariant operators.

In Landau gauge, or in any covariant Ry gauge, without fixing the global Higgs
direction like in 't Hooft gauge, the expectation value of the Higgs vanishes

(¢) =0. (2.15)

In this gauge choice then no mass term for gauge bosons appears in the Lagrangian,
which leaves the matter of the mass generations for the gauge bosons open. In principle
it is evident that perturbation theory is not capable of describing the dynamics of the
theory fully. It is not evident at all how the mechanism of generation of gauge boson
masses works in such gauges. This becomes then a nonperturbative question.

But the Standard Model has been an extremely predictive theory using the paradigm
of spontaneous symmetry breaking. This leads to the main questions. The first is why
the Standard Model has such predictive power , even by using non physical operators
[39, 43—45]. The second, is whether perturbation theory applied in the context of
spontaneous symmetry breaking will be always equally predictive.

To address this questions, it is necessary to readdress the operators used to describe
physical observables. In this section, we provide examples of operators with the same
quantum numbers as the observable physical states. The theory can be reformulated
with the physical observables described by gauge invariant operators. For the scalar
channel we can construct one as

Op+(x) = (') (x) . (2.16)
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2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

This operator is then the representation of the physical Higgs state. It is then possible
to access its spectral properties from the connected 2 point function. But this would
require a nonperturbative method to describe it, since it is a composite bound state.
The FMS mechanism is the technique that allows to obtain analytical results about
the composite object, relating it to perturbation theory techniques. To have a better
understanding of the mechanism, we provide the FMS expansion of the two point
function of the object just shown. It consists on expanding the Higgs field as in eq.
(2.7), and then ordering the contributions by powers of the Higgs vev.

(Op- (x)0p: () = cv* +40? (Re |nfgi] (x) Re [ng;| () (217)
+20 ({(g9)(x) Re |nfgj] (1)) +(x & )
+{(gfe) () (919 ¥)) -

This is basically a rewriting of the composite operator, thus the expression on the
right hand side is gauge invariant. The individual terms are not. We can already get
information about how the FMS mechanism works by analyzing the terms on the
right hand side. The first one is a constant, which we indicated with c. The second
one is more interesting from a dynamic point of view. It is formally the correlator of
the Higgs field in the direction of the vev. It is also the dynamical component that is
quantitatively more important, since it is the one which is multiplied by the biggest
power of the Higgs vev. The other contributions are products of three and four fields,
but they are quantitatively less relevant.

To estimate the contribution, it is possible to expand in the various couplings. If
they are small enough it will be possible to use perturbation theory techniques. The
expansion at the lowest order in the couplings reads as

(Op+ (x)Opt (y)) = v* 4 402 <Re [n;r(pi(x) Re [n;-rqoj} (y)> (2.18)

l
+ <Re [nl‘-‘(pi} (x) Re [n;qoj] (y)>f1 +0(g%A) .

It is then instructive to analyze the spectral properties of the right hand side. There is
a pole at the usual mass of the residual Higgs, due to the first dynamical term. Then a
discontinuity from 2 times the Higgs mass is obtained. We are then capable of getting
a first estimate about the properties of the bound state scalar operator, namely a tree
level approximation of the position of its pole, and of its decay dynamics. Alternatively,
one can keep all the terms in the coupling expansion, neglecting the terms multiplied
by smaller powers of the vev

(Og+ (x)0p+ () = 402 (Re nf 1] (x) Re [nlg;] (1)) +O(v) = 47Dy (x —y) + O(v).
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2.2. Gauge invariant formulation and FMS mechanism

In this case, the full propagator of the elementary scalar is reproduced at the highest
order in the vev. There are many remarks that can be made at this point. The first
is that it must be noted how there is a strong dependence of the effectiveness of the
FMS procedure, depending on the parameter of the theory. We are assuming in this
expansion, that the fluctuating field ¢ is smaller than v. Lattice exploration of this
hypothesis seems to support it [46]. The other regards the choice of the gauge. It
appears that the method shown can only be applied with a gauge that allows the
development of a vev, namely where < ¢ > 0. The expansion, with a vanishing vev,
would become trivial and has only one term.

A gauge invariant vector state can be constructed similarly, with the insertion of a
Higgs component in a composite operator. It must be taken into account, that there is
a custodial SU(2) left even in the broken phase for the SU(2) group, while for SU(N)
with N > 2 there is only a U(1). The SU(2) case will be analyzed in the next section.

We note now, concerning the treatment of Higgs theories, how the custodial symme-
try can modify the values of the Higgs vev (¢). The theory is thus invariant under a
simultaneous custodial transformation and a global gauge transformation that leaves
the vev unchanged. In this case, the theory is invariant under a diagonal subgroup,
which contains partly the gauge symmetry. Hence the diagonal group is not observable,
due to its gauge content.

With a U(1) custodial symmetry group, a single vector state can be written and
expanded as

02
Oy, (%) = ¢'(X)Dyg(x) = =5 (n Wy (x)m) + O(p). (2.19)

We can apply the expansion of the two point function

t vig? /4 t
(04, (¥)OL (1)) = T (W (' Wu(y)n) + O(). (2:20)
By setting the vev direction in the last component with n; = §; y we obtain then
(0, y0% )y = BV (vt ywet 1)) 4 0(g). (a2
1y.m 1y v v))= SN 14 v Yy ?)- :

There is a pole at the usual mass of the elementary gauge boson.
We can also construct non singlet U(1) vector states. An example for the group SU(3)
is given by the operator

0;41_ = 7 (DY¢) (D, D ¢)° . (2.22)

These ones have masses bigger than the singlet. These can be potential ground states
of a different channel with different U(1) quantum numbers. It can be obtained in an
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2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

FMS expansion as
Oi, = — %% n" (WVn)? (D, W"n)* + O(¢) (2.23)

We can observe a contradiction between the elementary description of the theory and
the physical gauge invariant formulation. In order to prove these predictions, a SU(3)
theory has been simulated on the lattice. The results support the analytical relations
we depicted in this section [34]. This still leaves open the question on the predictive
power of the Standard Model in its spontaneous symmetry breaking interpretation.

2.3. SU(2) gauge theory coupled with a fundamental
scalar

The SU(2) gauge theory is special, and it is mostly due to the custodial group. As we
have seen in the previous section, by using gauge invariant operators, it is not possible
to classify states by the quantum numbers associated with the gauge group. It results
then, that due to the Higgs insertion in those operators, the custodial symmetry of
the Higgs group still allows for a classification of the states as representations of a
symmetry group.

This will then result in a particular case of the general procedure presented in the
previous section. The main point is that the custodial group is the same as the original
gauge group. We now give more details about this interpretation, since it will be of
much interest for the Standard Model, which we will discuss in greater detail in the
next section.

We briefly detail the theory and how it is treated in usual perturbation theory.
We describe the theory with the Lagrangian (2.1), but with the scalar fields in the
fundamental representation of SU(2), so complex vectors with two components. The
generators of the group are then T% = ¢?/2, where ¢ indicates the Pauli matrices, with
structure constants given by the Levi-Civita symbol €?. Also in this case in order to
have results we need to do the split, but this can be done only in a gauge fixed setting,
that assures (¢) # 0. An example of this is obtained with the 't Hooft gauge condition
MW +i ng(piT{;nj = 0. After introducing the gauge fixing term (2.9) and ghost term
(2.10), we can use the split (2.7) to analyze the mass spectrum.

It's important to discuss the custodial symmetry of the Higgs sector. We first have to
analyze the Higgs doublet, by rewriting it as

o (#100) +iga(x) .
o= () T (224

where the fields ¢;(x) are all real. Analyzing the Higgs sector alone, consisting only of
the kinetic term and the potential, in terms of the four real component of the complex
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2.3. SU(2) gauge theory coupled with a fundamental scalar

doublet, a global O(4) symmetry is manifest. The O(4) symmetry can be decomposed
into SU(2) x SU(2). When the Higgs field is gauged, then the decomposition can be
written as SU(2) gauge X SU(2)cust. After the spontaneous symmetry breaking procedure
is applied, the SU(2)ys¢ is still intact for the scalar field. This is due to the pseudoreality
of the fundamental representation of the SU(2) group. To make the invariance more
explicit, we can write the Higgs field in a matrix form

X() = () o) = (05 o) (229

The Higgs written in this way can be split as
X(x) = va+ x(x) (2.26)

where « is a SU(2) matrix representing the direction of the vacuum, while yx is the
remaining fluctuation field, with (x) = 0. It can be observed how this object transforms
under the gauge group on the left X — U(x)X, while it transforms under the custodial
group on the right X — Xc'. It can then be used for constructing composite operators
which are gauge invariant, but have an open custodial index.

The mass term for the scalar is obtained by examining the potential after the split,
providing then the mass squared m? = Av?. The mass term of the gauge bosons is
again obtained by the expansion of the kinetic term of the scalar field. A mass matrix

is again obtained as
2.2

M = gTanrT“ Tbn (2.27)

Given the properties of the SU(2) group, the mass matrix is always diagonal. In
this particular case T*T? is proportional to 6 and n'n = 1. This gives a mass of
my = gv/2 to all three gauge bosons W*.

2.3.1. Gauge invariant spectrum

The physical spectrum is obtained by the two point functions of the physical (gauge
invariant) operators. In this section we discuss the J* = 07,1~ cases.
We can start by constructing a singlet scalar operator

Op+ (x) = ¢" (x)(x) (2:28)

Its expansion works as described in section 2.2. By applying the FMS construction we
obtain the same result. It is thus expected to have a single pole at my+ = m, = v/Av. In
the SU(2) — 1 only one residual massive state is obtained, and this corresponds to the
custodial scalar singlet in the FMS mapping. The results obtained in the SU(N) case
are still valid here then.
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2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

For the vector channel we construct a gauge invariant object in the following way

O :tr<Tﬁ X! D, X ) (2.29)
# VdetX detX

It is important to notice how the insertion of the generator and the trace operation is
a projection over the direction of the SU(2).yst group. Barred indices denote indices of
the global symmetry group. This operator is then called the custodial triplet. It can be
mapped directly to the three vector gauge bosons obtained in perturbation theory. We
can show this by its FMS expansion

Ol-, = —i%Wﬁ tr(TﬁochT”oc) + O(9) (2.30)

It can then be shown that the 2 point function is then

2,2
(01, ()08 () = &= (Wi(x)Wiy) ) + O(g) (231)

The constants we introduced are defined as ¢ = tr (af T? «T7). So the pole masses are
at the same position as the elementary ones, and also in the same multiplicity.

2.3.2. Fermion sector

The method outlined in this section is viable also for the fermion sector of a gauge
theory. We will focus here on a case similar to the SU(2) case, without additional
electromagnetic interaction, and with one lepton flavor. We will present then a single
lepton generation case, described by the Lagrangian

L=- jIWﬁvW””” + %tr [(DFXV(D”X)} - % (tr (X*X) - vz)z + gDyt + xfidxf
- ;yf (X? (XJrlPL)f + (IPLX)fX}{) : (2.32)

This is an extension of the bosonic case, with the addition of two species of Weyl
fermions. The first is ', which transforms under the fundamental representation of
SU(2), while X}{ consists of two singlets of SU(2), which are Weyl ungauged fermions.
A covariant derivative is used to ensure the gauge invariance of the Lagrangian for the
! kinetic term. In the second line the Yukawa terms are present.

The two components of the " fermion cannot generate a flavor structure, since those
are subject to the gauge group, like it happens for the quark, which are representations
of the SU(3). group, for every single flavor.
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2.3. SU(2) gauge theory coupled with a fundamental scalar

Name Spin SU(2). SU(2)g¢ | Operator LO FMS expansion
Higgs 0 0 0 tr XTX TI'(I])
Gauge bosons 1 1 0 tr v"X'D, X Wi
L
: v

Left-handed fermions : : 0 YE = Xtyl | gt = (eL>

- - 1 1 R R vk
Right-handed fermions | 5 0 5 X xR = (eR)

Table 2.1.: The physical states of a SU(2) Higgs theory with a fermion sector are summarized. The
quantum numbers of the states are shown, along with their physical operators and their
leading order FMS expansion.

If Yukawa interactions are switched off, three symmetries are present in the La-
grangian. The first is the local SU(2). The second is a global symmetry that acts on
the X?, that we call SU(2)gy. The third is the global custodial symmetry SU(2).. By
switching on the Yukawa interactions with degenerate Yukawa couplings, the custodial
and the right handed symmetry group get reduced to a single symmetry group that
mix them, that we call SU(2),. It act as X? — df X? on the fermion and as X — Xd
for the Higgs in matrix form.

The masses for the fermion fields are obtained in a gauge with (¢) # 0, by perform-
ing the split (2.7) and substituting it in the Yukawa terms. This operation provides the
masses

ke

v (2.33)

But as discussed earlier, operators with open gauge indices cannot provide a reliable
description of physical observable particles. We can introduce a gauge invariant
operator that has the same quantum numbers as ¥*, with ¥, = X'¢;. This one is
a singlet under the gauge group, but it is in the fundamental representation of the
custodial group.

Then one can perform the FMS expansion

mf:

L_ oyt L_ (O L_ v (yF

obtaining thus a mapping to the elementary components at the highest order in v.
We analyze then the two point function

v? _
(¥ (0¥a)) = 5 (W;(DFL W) +O). (2:35)
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2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

We obtain again that the structure of the propagator of the bound state operator
expands at the highest order to the ordinary one. We thus can identify the physical
doublet with the gauge invariant combination (¥, )(j}), with the mass my. One then

obtains a complete description of a SU(2) gauge theory coupled to the fermions. We
summarize the states of the system in the table 2.1. The lattice implementation of this
theory will be the focus of chapter 5.

2.4. Standard model interpretation with FMS

In this section we focus on applying the results obtained in the SU(2) Higgs theory
to the whole Standard Model. It must first be noted how a rethinking of physical
particles in the electroweak sector has to be done. Based on our results, the physical
Higgs should be interpreted as composite Higgs-Higgs state, while the three weak
gauge bosons are obtained from the custodial triplet object. We observed that there
is a mapping of the gauge multiplets to custodial multiplets with the same quantum
numbers, due to the special structure of the SU(2) Higgs theory.

But in general, non-singlets of SU(2), are used in all sections of the Standard Model,
since the left handed fermions of the Standard Model are all gauged under SU(2);,
and transform under the fundamental representation. One of the main points of this
work, is that the same rethinking done for the bosonic part of the elecroweak sector
is necessary also for all the left handed fermions. We then expect to use operators of
the form of ¥, for indicating the new physical gauge invariant composite fermion
operators, as described in subsection 2.3.2. This has to be done both for the leptons,
and the quarks.

Once we acknowledged this, there is still the need of simulating the Higgs sector
together with QED. The electromagnetic sector has an enormous relevance in modern
physics. The physical states are defined by their electrical charge, since the group
U(1)em is intact. But all charged states are not invariant under the gauge group. This is
not an issue for an abelian gauge group. In fact gauge invariance in QED can always
be obtained by using a photon dressing for the charged particles.

We should also mention the Gribov-Singer ambiguity of these models [47, 48].
We assume that it is going to be qualitatively irrelevant for our problems, even if
some issues regarding the creation of a non Abelian local charge can be traced to
it [49-51]. We will not discuss this here further. But it should be noted how the
ambiguity distinguishes the non abelian case, and makes it necessary to apply the FMS
construction, in contrast to the QED case.

Simulations of the SU(2) Higgs theory coupled to the U(1) group have been already
done [52—-56], but never in the context of testing FMS. In principle, the same mixing
between the third weak gauge boson and the hypercharge boson can be achieved in
the FMS framework.
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2.5. Higgs field in the adjoint representation

The inclusion of the full flavor structure causes no further problem in the FMS
treatment. But the scale separations of the whole Standard Model make realistic lattice
simulations impossible.

Quantum chromodynamics has an unbroken symmetry, which is SU(3).. The be-
haviour of this theory shows what happens in a non abelian gauge theory in the
symmetric phase. Only gauge invariant states are present in the physical spectrum,
the hadrons, while the elementary components only contribute in amplitudes, but are
never asymptotic states. We will noto discuss the added complexities that arise in a
gauge invariant formulation of QCD, given that with the interpretation of the left-
handed quark as a composite operators, we still expect an expansion to the elementary
quark state as the biggest contribution.

An analysis of the consequences of the FMS can also be done for dynamical observ-
ables, like decay rates and cross sections. But a systematic evaluation of the FMS effects
on dynamic observables is hard to achieve, due to its mostly nonperturbative nature.
For the evaluation of cross sections that involve bound states, like what happens in
QCD with hadrons, a knowledge of the form factors and the pdfs is required, in order
to get reliable Monte Carlo simulations. Nonetheless, a first effort in that direction has
been done [57]. A preliminary study on the potential consequences of the substructure
of the proton was conducted also with respect to actual datasets from CMS [58].

2.5. Higgs field in the adjoint representation

We illustrate a theory of major interest in this work. When formulating a gauge theory
coupled to a scalar field, there has also been considered the possibility of a scalar
that transforms in the adjoint representation. The theory can be described by the
Lagrangian

L= —%AfwA’”“’ +tr [(Du®)(D'®)] — V(@) .

Here we introduced the Higgs in the adjoint representation ®. It transforms under
a gauge transformation as ® — U(x)®U(x). It can be expanded in the generators

of the algebra as ®?t*. The covariant derivative acts as D¥® = 9#¢$ + ig[A¥, @|. The
potential can then be written as

V(D) = —u® tr [CID}Z +ytr [CIDB’} +% tr [CIDZ]z + A tr [@] . (2.36)

We will choose «y = 0. This will provide a Z; custodial symmetry.

The SU(N) case with N > 2 leads to many difficulties. The most important one, is
that there are multiple breaking patterns in these cases, due to the presence of more
than one Cartan operator in the adjoint representation. This has potentially unknown
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2. Higgs theories and FMS mechanism

consequences, especially in the gauge invariant formulation. A lattice exploration of a
SU(3) theory with an adjoint scalar is currently under investigation.

We focus on the SU(2) case. We can then set A to zero without loss of generality,
since, the quantity tr[®?] ? is equivalent to tr [®%], since tr[®?] is the only non trivial
Caisimir. Also, the Z, symmetry is not relevant in this case, due to the pseudo reality
property.

We are interested in the realization of the BEH effect in this theory. We won’t focus
on the details of the gauge fixing, since they are analogous to the ones described in the
fundamental case, but on the physical particles and their masses.

The only breaking pattern possible in the group is SU(2) — U(1). Given that we are
in a fixed gauge with a non vanishing vacuum expectation value, we can then perform
a split

P(x) = (D) +0(x) = wdy + o(x) (2.37)

The field after the split can be reinserted into the Lagrangian. This leads to a mass
matrix for the gauge bosons analogously to the fundamental case

(M3)™ = ~2(gw)? tr ([T, Bo] [T, Do} ) - (2:38)

We have then a massless gauge boson in the direction of the vacuum, and two massive
gauge boson in the broken coset of SU(2) with mass My = gw. For the scalar a mass

term is obtained with mass mpy = VAw.

2.5.1. Gauge invariant spectrum

The observations made for the fundamental case regarding the impossibility of sponta-
neous breaking of a local symmetry are valid also within other representations. Thus
the necessity for a gauge invariant formulation of observables in the theory with an
adjoint scalar.

We can construct a gauge invariant scalar operator as

Op+(x) = tr [®?] (x) . (2.39)

We use the approach dictated by the FMS mechanism to obtain predictions for the
spectrum. The expansion of the operator yields
)
Op+(x) = — +wH(x) + O(w") , (2.40)

where we obtained the Higgs field H(x) = 2tr(®oo(x)). At highest order in the
expansion of the correlator, the leading term with nontrivial dynamics is the elementary
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2.5. Higgs field in the adjoint representation

Higgs field propagator. From this result we assess that the expected pole mass for the
scalar operator is mpy.

The situation is less trivial in the vector channel. A gauge invariant operator can be
written as

d
ol = a—; tr [®FM] . (2.41)
Its FMS expansion reads
Of = —w tr [®yA"](x) + O(w"), (2.42)
where 3
Al = Al +g=5[A8, A", (2.43)

the field-strength tensor with one index transversely contracted and

H
Al = (55‘—8 a”)AV,

82

the transverse part of the gauge field. We can perform another expansion in the
coupling constants, obtaining at tree level

O = —w tr [PoA" ] (x) + O(w’, g% A7) . (2.44)

It is evident how this expansion provides then, at leading order, a projection to
the unbroken U(1) group. The two point function would then provide a massless
pole for this state. One can then expect a massless vector composite boson in the
spectrum. This possibility can have important implications in GUT model building.
The state constructed in this way can play the role of a photon in such scenarios. A
non perturbative validation of this hypothesis is explored in chapter 4.

In an expansion of the two point function of (2.41), one can analyze the subleading
term in the coupling constant, with the biggest power of the vev. One obtains then a
non vanishing term multiplied by g?w?, which has the form

19,90

CH(x,y) = 4 o5 o5 [(AN(0) AL (1) (AS(x) A5 (1) — (AY(0)AT(y)) (AS(X) A5()) + (1 & 2)]
(2.45)

We set ®) = T3 for this calculation. We can interpret this term in a composite picture,

with the gauge bosons as elementary constituents. A mass of twice the mass of the

elementary gauge boson is then predicted in this channel, using a gauge invariant

operator. It must be taken into account how the derivative can alter the shape of the

propagator, and how the constituent picture is only an approximation of the full-

fledged computation of the correlators. In any case, a non perturbative estimation, via

lattice methods for instance, could help to validate this result.
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2.6. BSM theories with a BEH effect

All the procedures we detailed in this chapter can be applied to various candidate
BSM theories which have an extended Higgs sector. For those theories, spontaneous
symmetry breaking is required to obtain the gauge groups of the Standard Model at
low energies. But it should be kept in mind that the SSB procedure has many theo-
retical shortcomings, particularly in respect to the gauge variance of its fundamental
constituents, as discussed in this chapter. We want to discuss potential implications of
the FMS mechanism for some classes of BSM theories.

The adjoint Higgs case has particular relevance for its fundamental contribution
in the Georgi-Glashow model of the SU(5) great unification theory [23]. Using this
representation of the Higgs particle leads to the desired breaking pattern, which then
results in principle in the Standard Model spectrum. For the SU(5) case, coupled with
two Higgs in the needed representations, it allow to obtain as little group the gauge
group of the Standard Model SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1).

The perturbative treatment of such a theory is obtained by realizing the spontaneous
symmetry breaking with two scalar fields, one in the adjoint representation X, and the
other in the fundamental representation ¢. The custodial group is then U(1), and if
the potential is symmetric under ¥ — —3%, then the custodial group is enhanced to
Zy x U(1). The adjoint scalar allows the breaking to the Standard Model group, while
the fundamental scalar breaks to SU(3): X U(1)e.

In addition to the Standard Model particles, many other states are predicted, but at a
mass scale of the order w, which is the vacuum expectation value of the adjoint scalar,
and it is set to be far bigger than v, which is of the order of the electroweak scale. It
needs a certain amount of fine tuning in order to set the masses of the unobserved
additional states at the GUT scale.

In the FMS treatment, the spectrum is different from the elementary formulation. In
the scalar channel, two fields with mass of order of the electroweak scale are expected,
for instance, if a Z; symmetry of the adjoint Higgs is not enforced.

For the vector channel the situation is more involved. In the Cartan direction it
is possible to obtain massless vectors. But the number of those it would be actually
be different from the one required in the phenomenology. The main issue, is that
when analyzing the FMS expansion in a fixed gauge, the correlators on the right
hand side are invariant under the symmetry of the little group. If the little group
comprises a U(1) symmetry, then the state will not be charged under the symmetry.
This construction would not allow the formation of charged massive vector bosons,
like W*. This prediction has still to be tested on the lattice fully, and the results
from chapter 4 are not conclusive on the matter. Only a nonperturbative thorough
investigation can give a strong hint concerning this matter.

It would be of outstanding importance to realize a nonperturbative description of
a massless vector boson, obtained with the BEH effect on a larger symmetry group.
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2.6. BSM theories with a BEH effect

In this regard, the results of chapter 4 are fundamental for the exploration of BSM
theories from a first principles realization.

Another possibility is the two Higgs doublet model (2HDM) [59]. This has been
explored in the context of the FMS mechanism [60], resulting in a still viable solution,
with no modification with respect to the spectrum of the elementary states.

For technicolor theories [61], in which the Higgs is replaced by a bound state of
fermions which are representations of a technicolor group, the FMS interpretation is
more subtle.

In the full technicolor theory, the electroweak sector is replaced by a set of fermions
with two gauge interactions, and one is the usual weak one. In the analysis of the
gauge invariant spectrum, one would have to obtain as the lightest state a vector triplet,
and a then a slightly heavier scalar, to resemble the phenomenological situation. At
the current moment, the usual spectrum of theories with only fermions and gauge
interactions, have a pseudoscalar or a scalar as lightest state [61, 62]. As we discussed
a physical triplet can only be obtained if there is a global symmetry that allows triplet
representations.

For the minimal walking technicolor [61], where the technicolor sector consists of two

colors of two flavors of adjoint quarks, one can build a vector operator as tr (t?jgl)iDygbj> .

We can insert one of the two gauge field in the covariant derivative, to construct the
operator. Both gauge fields should exhibit a pole at the expected elementary gauge
boson mass, with the further state being a scalar. In general it is expected that the two
operators mix. The scalar state can either be a gauge-boson-ball, or a usual meson
operator. The other states are expected at much higher energies. In any case, also here
a nonperturbative exploration of the theory is needed.

There are other possibilities for beyond Standard Model theories that can be analyzed
in the context of the FMS mechanism, but have never been analyzed in detail, like
supersymmetry.

Lastly, the FMS should be intended as a general approach for theories with local
symmetries, hence it has implications also for quantum theories of gravity. In this case,
the local symmetry is the invariance under diffeomorphism. A preliminary effort in
this direction has been done [63].
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3. Lattice Field Theory

In this chapter we will detail the lattice techniques employed in the main part of the
investigation. It should not be intended as an introduction to the topic, but more as a
discussion over the topics which are relevant for our purposes.

Lattice field theory is a discretization of the usual quantum field theory, which can
also be called continuum field theory in this context. The infinite degree of freedoms
in the continuum spacetime are mapped to a finite number of degrees of freedoms on
a lattice. The lattice introduces a regularization naturally through the lattice spacing. It
is then our method of choice for solving the nonperturbative questions of chapters 4
and 5.

There are two main problems in our investigations that can not be straightforwardly
solved when implemented on the lattice. The first is related to the introduction of a
massless field. In principle, a massless state can be realized only in a infinite volume.
The other problem is related to the lattice implementation of fermions. Parity violation
cannot be implemented on the lattice, as stated in the Nielsen-Ninomiya theorem [64].
Hence, it is impossible to recreate the standard model fermionic setup with electroweak
symmetry on the lattice.

In the following we detail the procedure to describe a bosonic gauge theory on
the lattice, and how to extract masses of its constituent fields. Then the Wilson-
Dirac formulation of fermionic gauge theories is discussed, followed by some details
regarding the quenched approximation. This section will serve as a general background
for the main investigations depicted later. The details on the setups and the techniques
shown here follow closely [62, 65, 66].

3.1. Lattice scalar gauge theory

We want to discretize the Lagrangian for the SU(N) gauge theory indicated in (2.1).
We will focus on the N = 2 case. It will be the case of major interest, especially for
chapter 5.

Scalar field theory is implemented almost straightforwardly on the lattice, even
if the presence of gauge fields requires more attention. The main difference, is that
it is necessary to change the degrees of freedom, using the links U, (x) to describe
them. A discretized action for gauge theories coupled with a scalar in the fundamental
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3. Lattice Field Theory

representation is realized as

S=a*)’ —g Y ReTr[Upw(x)] + @' (x)¢(x) (3.1)
XEA u<v
+4
+A(p(x)p(x) = 1)* —x 21 ¢" () Uy (x)p(x + )
]/[:

There are many elements that have been introduced in this formula which should be
discussed. First, it must be noted how the action is realized as a finite sum of elements
indicated by x, and comprised in the set A = {x; = 0,1,...,L —1|i = 1,2,3,4},
where the integer L is the length of the lattice. The set A is then the set of all the
points of a cubic lattice. In front of the sum with the dynamical fields there is the
quantity a, which is the lattice spacing. In lattice field theory, the praxis is to make all
dimensioned variables dimensionless, by extracting factors of the lattice spacing. For
instance ¢;;; = a¢, since the spacing has the dimension of the inverse of energy. In
this chapter we will not use a subscript to indicate the lattice fields, but it should be
accounted that the lattice fields are dimensionless.

Given these conventions, we describe the elements introduced in the Lagrangian.
The first term is known as the Wilson action, which is constructed from the plaquette
variable Uy, (x). The plaquette is obtained from the link variables U, (x) as

Uy (x) = Uy () Uy (x + 1)Uy (x +0) U, (x)T (3.2)

It can be shown that the plaquette is a discretization of the field strength tensor by
taking the naive continuum limit 2 — 0. The link variables are related to the continuum
gauge field by U, (x) = exp(iaA,(x)"T?), where T? are the generators of SU(2). So, it
can be observed that, while the continuum gauge fields are elements of the algebra
su(2), the links are elements of the gauge group SU(2). The gauge transformations for
the scalar field and the link are

(x) = g(x)p(x) 5 Un(x) = g(x)Un(2)g(x)". (33)

Given their construction, one can also verify the relation U_,(x) = U, (x — f1)*. The
scalar field and the gauge links obey periodic boundary conditions

p(x+fL) = ¢(x) ; Uy(x+AL) =Uy(x) , Vx,p,v. (3.4)

The three parameters in the action (3.1) are 8, which is the inverse gauge coupling,
A, which is the self interaction coupling parameter of the Higgs, and x which is known
as the hopping parameter, and it can be related to the inverse of the bare mass. We can
write the relation to the continuum parameters as

1—2/_\_
K

22 =

4 A
,B:?,a 8,)\22 (35)
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3.2. Generation of configurations

These relations has been obtained by rescaling the scalar field with a factor 1/+/x and
the gauge field by 1/./B. This makes the the lattice action dimensionless.
We have then the following partition function

7= / DU, ¢leSIUA], (3.6)

where we introduced the following measure

4
DILL ] - (Hnduym) (Hchp(x)) | 69)

X ]4:1

It is the product of a Haar measure, which is used for the integration over a compact
continuous group [62, 65], and the measure over the scalar field, which is an integration
over C2 at every point. These measures are both gauge invariant, thus the theory is
tully gauge invariant.

The evaluation of this partition function is the main aim of a lattice investigation of
quantum field theory. In order to perform this task, Monte Carlo techniques are used.

3.2. Generation of configurations

We can obtain information about the physics of a field theory by evaluating the vacuum
expectation value of a gauge-invariant observable. This can be calculated with the
formula

() = 5 [ DIt gl U0, g). 68)

This result can be achieved by Monte Carlo techniques, as anticipated. The idea is to
approximate the integral over the whole space of configurations, to an average over a
subset of N sample configurations U(,), ¢(,) of maximum probability, i.e., the config-
urations that minimize the action. When doing this, we note that the configurations
in an Euclidean field theory are distributed according to the probability distribution
density

2P(U,9) = ze SO DU, g], 69)

which is also called Gibbs density.
In principle, the value of the observable is then obtained in the limit of the sample
size going to infinity

N
n=1

N—o0 "=
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3. Lattice Field Theory

But in actual computations it is desirable to have a finite sample that approximates
the observable value. To have a reliable estimation, configurations with the highest
probability are chosen.

A fundamental task in the simulations of lattice field theory is then to obtain a
reliable algorithm that generates configurations in the maximum probability regions,
so that the expected values of the observables can be calculated. Markov-chain Monte
Carlo methods are used for this purpose. The idea of Markov-chain is to build a
stochastic sequence that generates a new element with a probability distribution that
depends only on the last element. This amounts to finding the transition probability
T(U’, ¢'|U, ¢) which governs the generation of the new configurations U’, ¢’ given the
actual configuration U, ¢. This transition probability has also to fulfill the detailed
balance condition

T(U'|¢'|U,@)P(U,¢) = T(U,p[U'9")P(U',¢"). (3.11)

One of the most used algorithms that satisfy this condition is the metropolis one
[67], which is characterized by the transition probability

T(U,¢'|U,¢$) = min[1,exp(—AS)]. (3.12)

Here we used AS = S[U’, ¢'] — S[U, ¢]. This algorithm is assured to reach the equi-
librium in the region of maximum probability, owing to the fixed point theorem
[66].

For the action (3.1) the variation in the action for the proposed update to U’ is

ASy = S[UL, 9] — S[U,¢] = — £ Retr

(U, (x ) Y. Cuv(x ] (3.13)
VFER

— 2«Re [4>*<x><u,a<x> — U (2))gp(x+ )]

Here we used the staple quantity, defined as

Cov(x) = Uy (x + ) Uy (x + 0) U (x) + Uy (x + 1 — 0) U (x — 0) UL (x — 0)  (3.14)

For the update of the scalar field we have
ASp =S[U,¢') = S[U,¢] = A [(¢/ ()¢ (x) = 1)2 = (p(x) "9 (x) = 1)?]
+4
+9/(3)79'(x) — 9()9(x) ~ 26 _Re [(9'(x) ~ 9(x) U(x)px + )]
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3.2. Generation of configurations

Multi-hit metropolis can then be used, to further update the link, with respect to the
scalar field. This results in doing more update attempt on the links, and doing a single
one for the scalar fields.

The proposed fields are obtained using random number generators. The widths of
the proposals can be tuned by doing a systematic test of the acceptance rate, or by
using an adaptive algorithm. Once it is possible to generate configurations that are in
the maximum probability region, one says that the configurations are thermalized. For
the actual evaluation of the observables, one also wants that the configurations are not
correlated. To do so, some decorrelation steps are introduced in the generation of the
configurations, to have statistically independent values of the observables.

3.2.1. Gauge fixing

One of the major goals of this work is to prove whether the FMS mechanism provides
a correct mapping to the on-shell results on the gauge invariant operators, by using
the gauge variant elementary correlators in a fixed gauge. It is then necessary to apply
a gauge fixing procedure to the configurations generated with the methods described
in the previous section. We discuss here the SU(2) theory with both the cases of the
Higgs in the fundamental and in the adjoint representation.

We want to impose locally the Landau gauge condition d,A# = 0. On the lattice,
this can be achieved by minimizing the functional

F (U] = —a*)_Retr[g(x)K¢[U](x)], (3.16)
where we defined
4
KlU)(x) = X (U ()" + Ulx = )Tg(r = ") (3-17)
=

for every U, (x) using a gauge transformation g(x). One has then to find the gauge
transformation to be applied to the link in order to obtain the minimum of the
functional. In principle, 1 it is possible to have more than one local minimum, due to
the Gribov-Singer ambiguity. Hence, one tries to look for the global minimum. This
procedure is also called minimal Landau gauge [68-70].

There are several algorhithms that allows obtaining the minimum of the functional
[71]. In order to have an idea of how they work, we introduce, for the SU(2) group,
the quantity

oK) = SOKU]
\/det[(x) Ky [U]

. (3.18)
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3. Lattice Field Theory

This one gives a local solution to the optimization problem. The Los Alamos algorithm
consists in applying this quantity as a gauge transformation. It can also be shown that
two consecutive applications of the quantity (3.18) give zero variation to the functional.

The method used for the configurations in this work is called stochastic overrelax-
ation. It works by doing the update

we[K](x)]> g(x), with probability p (3.19)
we[K](x)  g(x), with probability 1—p 319

where p € (0,1). This number has to be tuned in order to achieve the minimum in the
smallest amount of iterations. This has been done with an adaptive algorithm.

In order to achieve a 't Hooft-Landau gauge condition, it is also necessary to fix the
global direction of the scalar field. In the SU(2) case one can find a SU(2) transformation
to apply to the vector in order to achieve this goal.

For the SU(2) theory coupled to an adjoint scalar, one can use the O(3) writing of
the adjoint field. Then one has to apply two O(3) rotations to the adjoint field, the first
to put the first component to zero, and the last one points into the third direction as
desired. In both cases one has to calculate the spatial average for every configuration

§= Lo, (5.20)

then obtain the transformations needed, and apply them to the scalar and the gauge
tield. In this way we realize the so-called minimal 't Hooft Landau gauge.

3.3. Spectroscopy

The masses of the physical gauge invariant states can be extracted from two point
functions. It is necessary to construct lattice quantities that reduce to the continuum
operators, called interpolators. Those are the lattice realizations of the continuum
operators that have an overlap with the physical states.

We can observe how the energy levels are obtained from the two point function of a
generic interpolator O by expanding the correlator over a basis of energy eigenstates

< O(HO'(t') >=Y_(0|O|n) (n|O"|0) e~ Enlt=t) — pp=Eo(t=t)(1 4 O(e~BE(=1)y)

(3.21)
Here Ej indicates the energy of the ground state, and AE is the difference in energy

between the ground state and the first excited state. We assumed here that there is a
non zero overlap with the ground state for the operator, i. e. (0|O|n = 0) # 0.
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3.3. Spectroscopy

We are interested in the case where we can define a spatial momentum p, so that we
can Fourier transform the interpolator

—iax-p

O(p,t) = \/% Y _O(x,t)e , (3.22)

where a sum over the spatial components x = (x1, x2, x3) is done, while the spatial
momenta p form a discrete set defined by the boundary condition f(n + AN) = f(n).
The set can be written as

27 L L
= {P = (prp2, P pa) [ Pu=—Thu, ku=—3 +1,~-.,§} . (323)
We then define at every time slice t a set of operators with definite spatial momentum

p through the spatial Fourier transform. One can analyze the correlator of the operator
in the momentum space using these operators

(0(p, 10" (0, #)) = 7567 (p — @) Le P (0(x 10" (3, ) )
&

— Ap—a(t—t)E(p) (1 + O(ef(tft/)aAE)> (5(3)(p —q).

(3-24)

The momentum-space delta is obtained due to the translational invariance. We have in
the exponential the relativistic dispersion relation E(p) = \/m? + p?, with the physical
mass m. It follows that E(0) = m. Given this result, the ground state mass can be
extracted via zero momentum projection by

<O(0 t)O+ 0 t > L3 Z< X, t O+ YI )> A/e—a(t—t/)m(l _|_O(e_(t_t,)tlAE)) .

(3-25)

In doing this operation, we have assumed that the operator O has an overlap with the
ground state, which has mass m. In general this can not be the case.
We define the zero momentum projected operator as

O(t) = \/%;O(x t (3.26)
then, we define the time slice averaged correlation function as
—Ll tZ: < O+t+t)> (3.27)
c
= ((0(t) = (O(E))) (O (t+ ) = O (t+ 1)) ), (3.28)
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3. Lattice Field Theory

where we used the connected correlation function, where the vacuum contributions
(O(t)) are removed. This is usually done for operators with the quantum numbers
of the vacuum, hence scalar operators. In this case, the vacuum contribution can be
relevant and add statistical noise.

In order to obtain a better overlap with the ground state, but also to analyze the
excited states of the system, it is preferable to use a set of interpolators that share the
same quantum numbers, and consider their cross correlation matrix

1 Li—1

Cij(t) = i Y (Oi(H)Oj(t+1t)) . (3-29)
E =0

It is then possible to show that eigenvalues Ai(t) of the cross correlation matrix, which
are also known as the principal correlators, have the biggest overlap with the physical
states [72-74]

Aelt) oce™ Ve (14 O(em ) ) (3-30)

where AEj is the distance between the k-th energy level and the next energy level.
This procedure is called variational analysis. It is now evident how this method can
in principle disentangle the different energy levels, given that the interpolator basis
chosen has enough overlap with them. It can also be used a generalized eigenvalue
problem. In our case it is used the normalization given by the correlation matrix at the
zero time slice

C(t)v=A(+)C(0)v. (3.31)

We expect that the eigenvalues (3.30) have the same exponential behavior, but with
smaller amplitudes.

We can extract the energies from the principal correlators with the so called effective
energies, defined as

aE(t+ 1) = ln% : (3.32)

2

Given the periodic boundary conditions of our lattice setting, the physical prop-
agation in t starting from time 0, and the one in L — ¢ in the opposite direction, is
the same. Thus, the exponential behavior is expected in the first half of the lattice
t=0,...,L/2 — 1. In the other half, we expect Ay o e” E(L; — t). The sum of the two
contributions gives then a cosh ansatz for the correlators. One must also take into
account the contribution from high energy states, which can then be parametrized as
cosh addition. One of the fit functions that will be used the most in this work is the
sum of two cosh functions as

Ar(t) = A](cl) cosh (aElgl)(t - L/2)> + A](cz) cosh (aEIEZ)(t — L/2)> . (3-33)
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3.4. Wilson-Dirac fermions

We have then the hypothesis of at least one excited states appreciable, for every
principal correlator, which can also be only a lattice artifact. The masses will then be
extracted from these fit assumptions, given that the operators have zero momentum.

3.4. Wilson-Dirac fermions

The implementation of fermions on the lattice is not straightforward due to the
fermion doubling problem. The Wilson-Dirac implementation solves this problem by
adding another operator which does not allow chiral symmetry.

The naive implementation of fermions on the lattice can be obtained by using the
following Lagrangian

Lely, ¥, U] = <Z Yu Cplet ) — (e — ) +m¢'(x)> . (334)

2a

This one is a straighforward discretization of the Dirac operator coupled to a gauge
field. Since it is a bilinear in i and ¢, we can rewrite it in the form

Se[p, g, Ul =a* Y Y 9(x)aaD(x[Y)apar®(¥)pp (3.35)

xyeNabu,p

where we then introduced the naive discretized Dirac operator as

L Uy — U (Db
D(xly)txﬁ,ab = 2(’)’}1)&[3 AL Ay 2 A +m§a55ab§x,y- (3-36)
u=1

We can write its Fourier transform, with trival gauge fields U, (x) = 1 as

D(plg) = é(p — q)D(p) (3-37)
. 4
D(p) = ml + é Y yusin(pua) . (3-38)
u=1

Analyzing the inverted propagator, with zero mass, gives a set of unphysical poles,
where sin(pyua) = 0, at the positions

p=(n/a,0,0,0), (0,7/a,0,0), ...,(t/a,7/a,w/a,/a). (3.39)

These unwanted poles are called doublers.
Wilson fermions get rid of them by the addition of an extra term. In momentum
space the Wilson-Dirac free operator reads

. 4 4
D(p) = ml + é Z:l’yy sin(ppa) + IL% Z:l(l —cos(pua)). (3.40)
j= j=
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3. Lattice Field Theory

The extra term, called also Wilson term vanishes for components with pu =0, while for
every component with 77/a it provides an extra contribution 2/a. This results then in a
mass term for the doublers, with mass m + 2I/a, where [ is the number of components
equal to 7/a. It appears then that in the continuum limit 4 — 0 the doublers become
heavy and decouple. Thus only the physical pole in D(p)~! remains.

In position space, one obtains the Wilson term by inverse Fourier transform, so that
we can write the full Wilson-Dirac operator

+4

4 1
D(x|y)apab = (m + E) Oaplabdsy — o Y (1= ) apUp (%) apOrspy s (3-41)
u==1

where we have defined v, = —7,,.

3.5. Quenched approximation

In general, given that we have an observable A which is a product of operators, we
estimate it with

1 _ . _
(A4) = ((A)p)g = [ DlUle=SclIDly, le=S PPl Aly, §,u].  (3.42)
Given then an observable of the form

Or = ¢Typ, (3-43)
where I' is a combination of gamma matrices, we can write its correlator as

(Or(¥)0r(y)) = | Dlue el detD] tr[TD (xly)] (3.44)
The Grassmann integration has been performed to obtain the determinant. In principle
one can then do a Monte Carlo simulation with a probability density proportional to
exp(—Sg[U]) det[D] to evaluate this quantity.

But the inclusion of the full fermion dynamics via the determinant is very compu-
tationally costly. In the QCD context, in the context of the first applications of lattice
simulations with Monte Carlo methods, the quenched approximation was used to address
the computational hardship.

The fermion determinant describes mainly the fermionic vacuum, hence processes
where virtual pairs of quarks and antiquarks are involved. Then, putting the fermion
determinant to unity is equivalent to neglecting the effects given by interactions
with sea quarks. Also, one of the terms in the determinant expansion is a sum over
plaquettes, hence its neglection would only result in a redefinition of the bare coupling.
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3.6. Calculation of the propagator

The quenched approximation consists in the omission of the fermion determinant in
the calculation of the observables. One can then write the correlator as

<Or(x)or(y)>quenched = _% /D[u]e_SG[U} tr [FD_l(x|y)] . (345)

One can compute the configurations using Markov chain Monte Carlo, and evaluate
then the quark propagator on those configurations, by inverting the Dirac operator.
This procedure has been performed for spectroscopy of bound states, demonstrating a
good predictive power.

3.6. Calculation of the propagator

The inversion of the Dirac operator can be done algorithmically. In this section we
detail the idea behind a generic inversion algorithm, and then we provide a more
detailed description of the one that has been employed for our purposes.

We start by detailing the fermion sources we used. Given the size of the Dirac
operator, its calculation and storage would be wasteful. Instead we consider the
propagator from a single site yg, with fixed Dirac index &y and fixed gauge index ao,
to any other site of the lattice. This is only one column of the inverse Dirac operator

D~ (x]y0) pagpao = 3 D7 (x[Y) papaSy”" " (V) - (3.46)

Y00

Here we have the so called point sources

Sgorlxofﬂo (Y)a,a = (Y — Y0)OanoSaa - (3-47)

The expression has still to be evaluated for the product of the Dirac indices and the
dimension of the gauge group representation.

One has then to solve the equation DG = S, with G the unknown propagator vector.
In order to invert the operators equation, given the source, one can rewrite D as a sum
of a constant part and a nontrivial term D = 1 — Q, then by expanding in series, one
finds

G=(1-Q)'S=1+Q+Q*+...)S. (3.48)

Then the propagator is solved iteratively as
G =s,Gc" =5+QG". (3.49)

This method is called Jacobi iteration. It converges if the biggest eigenvalue of G is
smaller than 1. The idea behind the inversion in the Jacobi iterations is the same
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3. Lattice Field Theory

for even more complicated methods. But reaching the convergence of the algorithm
becomes a lot less trivial in these other cases.

In our calculations, we use a variant of the conjugate gradient (CG) method, called
Bi-CGStab method. The conjugate gradient method consists in minimizing a quadratic
functional

Q(x) = %xTAx —x'b. (3.50)
The solution of the minimization problem solves Ax —b = 0. The algorithm looks
for search direction vector p!) such that iteratively Q(x) + a;p®) is minimized as
a function of the parameter «;. This is done then by applying the iteration x("*1) =
x() 4+ a;p). The vectors pi*1) is chosen such that it is A-orthogonal to all the other p
vectors. Namely, it means that it is orthogonal to Ap()). The space generated by the
span of these vectors is called Krylov space.

But the CG method only works for positive definite symmetric matrices. Then for
general matrices, like the case of our interest, the Dirac operator, the Bi-Conjugate
Gradient (Bi-CGR) is needed. It is a generalization of the CG algorithm, that uses
two sequences of search directions and residual vectors, by solving also the conjugate
problem ATx* = b*. The sequences obey a bi-orthogonality relation. The particular
variant of the BiCG-Stab method we used is taken from [75]. It is shown in full detail
in appendix A.

38



4. SU(2) lattice gauge theory coupled
with an adjoint Higgs

The first lattice investigations of the gauge invariant spectrum of Higgs theories always
displayed a mass gap. This can be observed in the analysis of the bosonic spectra of
the SU(2) and SU(3) theories coupled with an Higgs in the fundamental representation
[34, 35, 76]. This result seems to suggest that the composite bound states are massive.
In this section we prove that this is not always the case.

The theory analyzed is a SU(2) one with an Higgs in the adjoint representation, as it
has been presented in section 2.5. The expected breaking pattern in a fixed gauge leads
to a U(1) little group. Perturbation theory points then to the presence of a massless
vector state. What is more interesting, is that also the FMS mechanism allows for a
massless vector state, but composite and gauge invariant.

Here we will detail how this FMS result is obtained through nonperturbative means.
We will focus on the lattice implementation of this model. After presenting the setup
and the simulation points chosen, we will focus on the interpolators. Both gauge
variant and gauge invariant vector degrees of freedom are explored, in order to prove
the FMS predictions. Lastly, spectroscopical results are presented.

This chapter follows [77].

4.1. Setup

The lattice implementation of the SU(2) theory coupled with an adjoint Higgs can be
obtained by simulating the following action [65]

S[@, U] =Sw (U] + ¥ (2 tr [@(x)D(x)] + A2 tr [D(x)D(x)] —1)°  (4.1)
4
~ 2k 21 tr [@(x) Uy (x) D(x + 1) uy(x)ﬂ) .
]/[:

Here we used the Wilson action, denoted by Sy [U], and the links U, (x). In the case
with the adjoint Higgs, one can make use of the expansion of the scalar over the
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4. SU(2) lattice gauge theory coupled with an adjoint Higgs

generators of the algebra ® = ) ®"T?, to rewrite the action as

S[®,u] = +Z

2 (@ (1) (x) + A (@ ()" (x) ~1)*)  (42)

=1

—ZKZ Z‘I’” x) Vi (x) @ (x + )
u=1lab=1

We also introduced the links in the adjoint representation

VI (x) = tr [T U, (x) TP Uy (x)'] (4.3)

that act on the Higgs in a similar way to the fundamental case.

In principle, the theory can be implemented quite straightforwardly on the lattice.
For our purposes, a multi-hit Metropolis Monte-Carlo algorithm has proven successful
for the configurations generation, like in [35, 78]. In an earlier stage of the work, an
Hybrid Monte Carlo (HMC) algorithm, based on the Hirep code [79], which has been
used for various lattice simulations also comprising a fundamental scalar, has been
adapted for the simulation of this theory. The version of the code we augmented with
an Higgs in the adjoint representation, had already implemented a scalar field in the
fundamental representation [80]. The general performances of the algorithm were quite
poor in comparison to the Metropolis algorithm. Thus, simulations were disbanded in
tavor of the Monte Carlo technique. As far as the author knows, there were no previous
attempts of a HMC simulation with an adjoint Higgs. By our experience, the critical
slowing down encountered can be the result of the particular dynamics of the theory
in the broken phase, which was the interesting one for our investigation goals.

We analyzed lattices of sizes L* = 8% 12% 16% 204, 244 32%. In this case, the scalar
fields were updated with a pseudo random flat distribution with support [—e¢, €],
while the gauge links used a SU(2) transformation close to the identity, through the
expansion G(x) = xo1 + ix;0;. A multi hit Metropolis has been performed in our work,
with five hits for the gauge fields.

The configurations are saved after a thermalization cycle of 1000 global updates. Then,
a configuration is saved once every 50 update cycles, in order to have a decorrelated
sample.

4.1.1. Phase diagram

Results on the phase diagram were already obtained in previous rougher simulations
more then 30 years ago [81-85]. In our work, we want, in a first instance, to take
advantage of the modern machine architectures and increased computational power to
substantiate the results obtained in those early works. In particular we want to find a
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4.1. Setup

order parameter for the transition between the unbroken (QCD-like) phase and the
broken phase with the BEH effect active.

When first exploring the phase diagram, similarly to what has been done in [34, 86],
by simulating for various values of the lattice parameters (8, k, A ), we still encountered
slowing downs but not as severe as the one seen in the HMC algorithm. This is
discussed more in detail in subsection 4.2.

Inspired by the previous results on the phase diagram in lattice Higgs theories, we
decided to perform a scan over values of x from 1/8, which would provide a tree level
massless scalar, to ¥ = 2, while keeping fixed values for p = 4 and A = 1. It is expected
that a QCD-like phase would apper for lower values of x, and a BEH phase for higher
values of it.

Our results validated this picture, with a phase transition around x ~ 0.5. In the
following sections, we will focus on values of x € [0.5,0.7], expecting to be closer to
the continuum limit in this region. For the spectroscopy, in section 4.5, we focused on
the two values x = 0.55,0.65.

The plaquette is used as a first approach to the phase diagram. As shown in figure
4.1, the high susceptibility around x = 0.5 is a good sign a of a rapid transition between
the two phases. But since there is no volume scaling for this phenomenon, we expect
then a cross-over or a very small critical region.

While we cannot determine if it is an authentic second-order transition, even if it
looks really close to one, we expect that this setup will serve our purposes. Nonetheless,
it is important that the correlation lengths are sufficiently large. Moreover, even if
there is no second-order phase transition, we expect that the low-energy observables
to be still reliable [87]. We can then see the theory only as an effective theory, since
we cannot push cutoff to zero, but this is also the case for the standard model Higgs
sector [37].

Further, we will show that the setup we used for large statistics simulations in this
investigation, with the parameter sets chosen with x = 0.55, 0.65, is indeed suitable for
out purposes. This is reported in section 4.5.

On the other hand, the behaviour of observables like the Polyakov loop norm didn’t
show a clear behaviour throughout a scan in the x values while keeping  and A fixed,
as discussed in 4.2.

We want to summarize now the simulation setups chosen in detail. In total 12 setups
have been used, all with =4, A = 1. Two values of ¥ = 0.55,0.65 have been simulated
for 6 different lattice volumes L* = 8*,12%,16%,20%,24*, 32,

For the calculation of gauge invariant observables we used: (1 —4) x 10° configu-
rations for the smaller volumes 8* and 12%, and (1 — 3) x 10* for the remnant larger
volumes. In the case of the gauge-fixed observables, discussed in 4.3, an order of mag-
nitude of 10° has been used. The difference in the amount of configurations between
gauge variant and gauge invariant degrees of freedom is due to two reasons. The
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Figure 4.1.: The plaquette as a function of « (left panel) for various volumes, as well as its derivative
with respect to x (right panel).

first reason is related to the high computational cost for the gauge fixing algorithm
at higher volumes. With respect to the cost of the generations of non gauge fixed
configurations, the increase with volume of the cost of the gauge fixing algorithm is
one or two orders of magnitude larger. The second one is due to the lower amount of
statistical noise for the gauge fixed observables. This is mostly due to the fact that the
interpolators used contain less fields than the gauge invariant ones. Also, in general
gauge invariant operators are calculated by averaging over a gauge orbit, thus resulting
in added statistical noise for lattice estimation. This has been observed in many cases
for lattice gauge fixed calculations [0, 88].

4.2. Thermalization properties

Before discussing the observables used for spectroscopy, we want to discuss the
thermalization issues we encountered in more detail.

The ones we observed in the simulations with the HMC algorithm were far more
severe. It was not possible to obtain thermalized observables of any kind for volumes
of 24* and x > 0.2. Different realizations of the Higgs field were implemented to solve
the issue. In particular, a decoupling of the radial and angular modes of the Higgs
has been simulated. Despite this attempt, performances did not change, every update
required an extensive amount of time, and acceptance was drastically low for all values
of x bigger than 0.2. This resulted in the impossibility of computing, in the BEH phase
which is the interestingone for our purposes, not only both the observables based on
the scalar field, but also local observables like the plaquette. We don’t know the exact
causes of this behaviour of the algorithm. In principle, there can be a physical reason
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Figure 4.2.: The norm of the Polyakov loop (left panel) and the Higgs vacuum expectation value (right
panel) for various volumes as a function of x for § = 4 and A = 1. For the Higgs vacuum
expectation value the statistical error has been enlarged by a factor of ten to demonstrate
that the observed effect is definitely not a statistical problem.

based on the shape of the potential, and then on the resulting change in the action for
a global update, which we observed to be big in all the relevant cases we studied.

We then switched to a local multihit Metropolis algorithm, as it has already been ap-
plied successfully in other Higgs bosonic theories [34, 78]. By doing so, we managed to
analyze successfully observables in the unbroken phase, which we found to be realized
for x 2 0.5. This region of parameters was inaccessible with the HMC algorithm.

But thermalization issues were also found in the local algorithm, in particular, for
values of x 2 0.7, as shown in figure 4.2. While the plaquette, as shown in figure 4.1,
behaves in a regular way throughout all the values of x analyzed, from 0.1 to 2.0, the
Polyakov loop and the vev do not. We argue that a possible cause can be the locality of
the plaquette variable.

It must be noted how the thermalization problems encountered in the two algorithms
analyzed have quite different nature and severity. To summarize, we encountered many
more difficulties when generating configurations with a global update, especially at
increasing values of «.

However, we analyzed the nature of the thermalization issues in the local algorhithm.
These can be better recognized in the plots in figure 4.2. In particular, by observing
the Monte-Carlo trajectories, we saw excursions to configurations which have vastly
different values of the Polyakov loop and the Higgs vev. In other cases, we observe that
the algorithm is stuck on certain values of these observables. Concerning the plaquette,
we note that the change between the two phases is discontinuous. We thus hypothized
that this can be a two-state system. In any case, the vacuum expectation value is
nonzero in both phases, as it can be assessed in figure 4.2. In general, we can expect
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4. SU(2) lattice gauge theory coupled with an adjoint Higgs

that the problem is more severe when the lattice is rougher, hence when it is farther
from the phase transition. We interpret this behaviour as a sign of thermalization
problems, since there is an excursion in the configurations generation. The resulting
random values of the observables confirm this picture. We thus decided to not analyze
extensively values of x 2 0.7, redirecting our attention to lower values of x for the
spectroscopic analysis. For the parameters we choose, x = 0.55, 0.65, we don’t observe
the problems described in this section, and the observables look thermalized.

4.3. Gauge fixed observables

For a global understanding of the system and its properties, we opted to check some
gauge variant observables in a gauge fixed setting. This is of great importance especially
given how the FMS mechanism works. It appears evident that the right hand side of an
FMS expansion can be checked only if the gauge dependent observables are computed.

Gauge fixing has been performed as described in 3.2.1, by first obtaining a minimal
Landau gauge fixing, then applying a global SU(2) transformation to satisfy the "t
Hooft condition, pointing the vev to a fixed Cartan direction. This is possible, because
in minimal Landau gauge on a finite lattice, the expectation value of the Higgs is
nonzero, while it would vanish in the infinite volume limit.

Given that the gauge is fixed, we focus now on the calculation of the gauge boson
propagators. In particular, we calculate them separately in the Cartan direction and
in the remainder direction, as done in [34]. Also, the ghost propagator is calculated,
allowing us to determine the running gauge coupling in the minimal miniMOM
scheme [89]. By doing so, we can verify whether we are in a weak coupling regime.
Lastly, the scalar field propagator is investigated. In this way, it is possible to verify the
existence of the Goldstone boson.

The results for the gauge boson propagator are shown in figure 4.3. For the fit shown
in the figure, a fit function has been used of the form

Z
ap)* + (am)?’

D(p) = ( (4-4)
based on the three level propagator shape, where p is the standard lattice momentum
pu = 2sin(27tn,, /L). The fit describes the data points very well, except for the lowest
two momenta. But observing the behaviour of these points, one can still notice strong
finite-volume effects. Those can be safely dismissed from the fits.

The fit values are then listed in table 4.1. In principle, the masses of the elementary
gauge boson in a fixed gauge are an important element in the analysis of the FMS
mechanism. We will discuss in more detail about this in section 4.5. We can observe
strong and qualitatively different volume dependencies of the masses for the two «
values. This behaviour can be explained in the context of the FMS mechanism. We
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Figure 4.3.: The gauge boson propagator (left panels) and the dressing function (right panels) for
x = 0.55 (top panels) and x = 0.65 (bottom panels) are shown, together with tree-level fits
for the 16* case in lattice units. Momenta are along an edge of the lattice. The masses used
to calculate the dressing functions are zero for the Cartan propagator. The fitted masses
am y are listed in Table 4.1 for the broken sector depicted in the right panels.

expect that this is due to the physical states possibility to cross decay thresholds as a
function of the volume. This is discussed in detail in section 4.5, and it can be observed
in figure 4.8.

We also perform a massless fit in the unbroken Cartan direction. It fits the data
points well, validating the hypothesis of a massless state in the unbroken sector.

We can observe the running gauge coupling behaviour in the miniMOM scheme
by using suitable combinations of the propagators. The values obtained are shown in
tigure 4.4. The results show a similar picture to what has been observed in [34]. For
large momenta we see an unification of the broken and unbroken sector, going to a
value for the gauge coupling « ~ 0.1. We can focus on the value of the momenta where
the split happens. It is generally larger than m 4, as could be expected. For the case
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L/a K am 4
32 | 0.55 | 0.338(1)
24 | 0.55 | 0.261(1)
16 | 0.55 | 0.207(2)
32 | 0.65 | 0.54(2)
24 | 0.65 | 0.623(3)
16 | 0.65 | 0.585(9)

Table 4.1.: The fit parameters for the fit form (4.4) of the gauge-fixed gauge boson propagator for

different lattice sizes L/a. For the 8* lattice no stable fit was possible. In figure 4.3 the values
for the 16* lattices have been used.
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Figure 4.4.: The running gauge coupling in the miniMOM scheme. The left panel shows the result
for x = 0.55 and the right panel for x = 0.65. Note that, the lowest momentum point is
very strongly affected by finite volume effects, and thus often outside the plotting range.
Momenta are along an edge of the lattice.

with x = 0.65, where the lattice is rougher, the split is at apgy;; ~ 1.6. For the finer
setup with x = 0.55 the split is at ap,,;; ~ 1.1. While the value at lowest momenta are
indeed affected by heavy finite volume effects, the remaining values for the broken
sector point to the typical situation for theories with the BEH effect [33]. The values of
the coupling never exceed 0.1. The momentum dependence appears more prominent
in the unbroken sector, but actually it never exceeds 0.12. We can then deduce that for
both settings the gauge couplings are weak.

Lastly, the Higgs dressing function for both parameters is shown in figure 4.5.
Analogously to the gauge boson propagator analysis we just detailed, also here it
is necessary to choose a renormalization scheme. However, the scalar case is more
involved, since there is an additional mass renormalization. The scheme choice has been
done analogously to [9o]. This choice appears to have almost no volume-dependence,
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Figure 4.5.: The renormalized Higgs dressing function, normalized to the tree-level propagator, in the
would-be pole scheme of [go]. The left panel shows the result for x = 0.55 and the right
panel for x = 0.65. Note that the lowest momentum point is very strongly affected by finite
volume effects, and thus often outside the plotting range. Momenta are along an edge of the
lattice.

and also to be a good approximation for the pole scheme in the case of an Euclidean
lattice.

The biggest problem is that the mass of the physical Higgs is currently not known.
The amount of statistical fluctuations in the scalar channel madk it impossible to
extract reliable values of the mass with our setup and amount of configurations. Thus
we have no value for the scalar pole mass, which is required in our renormalization
scheme. Nonetheless, for the Goldstone modes this is actually not an issue. In the "t
Hooft-Landau gauge, those modes are massless.

For the fluctuation mode, the mass can then only be chosen arbitrarily. We set the
normalized masses to 0.5 and 1.2 for the values x = 0.55 and x = 0.65, respectively. We
observe that the results obtained are stable for all the volumes simulated, except for
the fluctuation on the x = 0.65, which is more unstable. It is visible that the dressing
function for the fluctuation doesn’t deviate much from 1, hence providing a tree-level
shape for the propagator like 1/((ap)? + (am)?). Even more interesting, this result for
the Goldstone modes proves their compatibility with being actually massless. Also in
this case a strong volume dependence is observed at small momenta.

4.4. Gauge invariant spectroscopic observables

As mentioned in the previous section, the scalar channel is affected by an high level
of statistical noise. With the current amount of computational power available it was
not possible to obtain spectroscopic results. Hence, in this work we focus on the vector
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channel.

The spectroscopical methods described in section 3.3 will then be used to analyze the
observables we will describe in this section. Hence for the extrapolation of the effective
values of the energies, a generalized eigenvalue problem, with a basis consisting of the
operators we are going to describe, with different smearing levels, has been employed.

We now list the interpolators that have been used for the study of the J© = 1~
channel. The first interpolator we used, which is the ideal candidate to provide
information about the spectrum, is the simplest discretization of the operator (2.41),
namely

Im tr [P (x) Uj(x)]
2D ()]

B (x) = , (4.5)

where Uji(x) is the plaquette in the spatial directions indicated by the indices jk. The
index i of the interpolator (4.5), and the indices j, k of the relative plaquette are even
permutations of the spatial indices 1,2,3. We also consider other two interpolators
with the same quantum numbers

B (x) = 2tr [cp(x)ﬂ Bl (x),

B (x) = (2 B{_(x)B{_(x)> B (x).

The first operator is constructed with the insertion of a scalar operator constructed
from the elementary scalar field. The second also has a 0" operator inserted, but in
this case it is constructed by taking the trace of the product of two vector operators.
In both cases, the scalar insertion is multiplied with the simplest vector operator (4.5).
From a more physical perspective, these two operators represent scattering states. The
first is the scattering possibility with the Higgs, the second is the scattering with other
gauge bosons.

In order to ameliorate the signal, by smoothing the contributions from higher excited
energy states, a smearing procedure on the field is effectuated. In this way, the operators
created with the smeared fields can contribute to enlarge the spectroscopical base.

The smearing procedure we decided to apply in this case is the APE smearing.
We applied up to ng;, = 5 levels of smearing. The procedure is described by the
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replacement performed as

1
T
det RL") (x)

RV (x) = atlV(x)+—=

") = 3

when applied to the adjoint scalar field and the links. Here U(®) = R(®) and &)
describe the unsmeared fields. We have selected the value & = 0.55 for the tuning
parameter. This procedure is performed analogously as in the fundamental case [76].

In a first exploration of the spectroscopical properties of the theory, done by analyzing
the operator (4.5) in the zero momentum frame, we obtained no appreciable signal in
that channel, with every time sliced point of the correlator compatible with zero. The
main problem resides in the fact that, even in Euclidean space-time and on a finite
lattice, massless vector particles cannot have a finite mass. Then we concluded that
there is no signal if we analyze the correlator with zero momentum. In principle, it
would be necessary to have a nonzero longitudinal degree of freedom of the operator
to have a signal in this frame. Apparently then, even on a finite lattice, there is no
appreciable contribution. Thus, in order to study a massless vector frame, one is
required to work in a boosted frame’.

The vector operators we illustrated in (4.5)-(4.6) are then boosted to a frame which
is not at rest via

: _ ! , ipx
Oj(p,t) = N Re ; Oj(x, t)e'P™. (4.8)
Here O; indicates any of the vector operator discussed. It has been checked numerically

that the imaginary part of the Fourier transform is negligible. The momentum we
chose has the only nonzero component in the z-direction

Pz(nz) = (0/ 0, pz = zfﬂnz) . (4'9)

We then added in the new basis of boosted operators the three operators in (4.5)-(4.6)
with n, = 1, and also the operator (4.5) with n, = 2, amounting then to a total of 4

'In principle, it is also possible to use twisted boundary conditions for this goal [91]. One can read
in this context also [92, 93].
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Figure 4.6.: Examples of the correlator decomposition (4.10). We show the transverse correlator (left
panel) and longitudinal correlator (right panel) of the gauge-invariant vector state (4.5) in a
boosted frame on a 16* lattice. The computation shown in this figure has been performed at
x = 0.75. In addition the expected behavior for a massless vector particle is plotted (solid
lines).

operators in the basis. The last one has an evident overlap with the state with twice
the energy of the ground state, and with this base we are also capable of capturing the
physics of the scattering states, which is necessary for the analysis discussed in 4.5.

Once we have boosted the operators, we can then divide the correlators we construct
from them in a transverse component C; and a longitudinal component C; via the
definitions

-1 2
C, % 2 Z (O/(pz(n2),t') Ol (pz(nz), t + )" ,

L i’ =1 (4.10)
CH Z Z Pz nz), t)OB(Pz(”Z>rt+t/)+> ’

where a time slice averaging procedure is performed. The first analysis done for
the longitudinal correlator shows that it is compatible with zero within statistical
uncertainties, like it has been observed in the zero momentum projection case. See
also [94]. We show an example of this observation in figure 4.6, together with the
parallel correlator computed in the same setup. We already have a strong hint for the
presence of a massless vector state. In the following, we will always then work with
transverse correlators. Even for massive states, the longitudinal component will be at
most constant.

We now discuss the energy predictions for boosted operators on an Euclidean lattice.
This will be of fundamental importance in the following, since we will look mostly at
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Figure 4.7.: The plots show the effective energies obtained at x = 0.55 (left panel) and x = 0.65 (right
panel) at a volume of 12%. These have been obtained in a basis with four operators smeared
five times. Besides single-cosh fits to the data (dotted lines) also the expected behavior for a
massless particle (4.12) with one unit of kinetic energy is shown (dashed lines).

the energy levels provided by the correlators. For this, we employ the lattice dispersion
relation [62]

3
cosh(aE) = cosh(am) 4+ ) (1 — cos(ap;)) . (4.11)
i=1
One can check immediately that this formula reduces to the usual dispersion relation
E? = m? + p? in the naive continuum limit. For the analysis of the massless state, we
are interested in a particular case of (4.11). The dispersion relation for massless states
on the lattice with only a non zero momentum component p; in the third direction is

cosh(aE) =2 — cos(apy). (4.12)

We also can expect states with higher momenta. Due to the lattice formulation, these
should be integer multiples of the momentum p,.

Apart from the massless state, we also want to check whether there are massive
states present in the channel. We could expect a state at the elementary boson mass,
based on the usual perturbative treatment of Higgs theories, and one at twice the mass
of the elementary state. This last one comes from the constituent picture of the FMS
result discussed in 2.5.1. For these cases, we use equation (4.11) with the masses from
the table 4.1 for the lattice predictions, setting then m = m or m = 2m4.

Before discussing the global results we obtained, we show an example of the effective
energies we obtained together with the lattice predictions we just discussed. We can
observe the two lowest effective energies one obtains from the principal correlators for
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a particular setup in figure 4.7. The predictions we show are taken from equation (4.12).
We use the momentum values p, and 2p, for the functions, which are plotted along as
dashed lines. Also single cosh fits are plotted as dotted lines. We can observe that the
data points for the two eigenvalues are well described by the massless prediction. In
this case only a single cosh is necessary for fitting the data. In other cases a double
cosh fit is used due to the deviations caused by the higher energy levels at shorter
times. Also in these cases, we can observe a good fit for the larger times, from which
we can extract the energy levels. We have managed to obtain reliable predictions for
the two lowest eigenvalues in all cases. We haven’t managed to disentangle the higher
energy levels. These resulted to be too noisy, except for the lower two volumes where
it has been possible to get a rough estimate of the third energy level, which has been
described with equation (4.12) with momentum 3p, within the larger statistical errors.

4.5. Spectroscopic results

We now give some details about the predictions, before detailing the summary of our
findings.

The first state we predict in the vector channel is the massless one. It is expected to
provide energies which are integer multiples of the boosted momentum of the frame.
This should provide values at the plateau like aE(n,) ~ 27tn, /L. The ground state is
then given by n, = 1, and the excited states by other integer multiples of this.

Then, there are two massive predictions. The first comes from the elementary
perturbation theory computation, and it provides two degenerate massive states with
mass 1 4. The prediction obtained from the FMS mechanism is a state with mass 2m 4.
Given that we are in a boosted frame, the prediction for the effective energy is given
by the dispersion relation (4.11), to take into account the nonzero momentum. Then a
value of momentum E(1) is a lower bound for the possible predicted energy of massive
states.

One should also take into account the possibility for the massive states to decay into
three massless states. This can happen provided that the kinematic condition

3 + cosh(am) — cos ZTH < 2 —cos 6% (4.13)
is satisfied.

Concerning this relation, we will ignore the elementary mass dependence we en-
countered in the section 4.3, since the dependence of the kinetic term with respect to
the volume is much stronger. In any case, for both the values of ¥ we considered, there
is a crossing of the elastic region, which happens in two different volume values, since
the predicted elementary masses are different.
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Figure 4.8.: The plots show the volume-dependent low-lying spectrum for x = 0.55 (left) and « = 0.65
(right). Besides the simulation results also shown are the predictions for the three lowest-
lying massless states (dashed lines), the massive state from perturbation theory (cyan dotted
lines) and the FMS prediction for an additional massive state (magenta dotted lines). In the
latter cases masses am 4 = 0.25 and am 4 = 0.6, respectively, have been used, as reasonable
proxies to the masses in Table 4.1. For the massive predictions effects from avoided level
crossing have not been included in this plot.

Now we want to address the question of which states are actually observable,
based on the symmetries of the theory. In principle, due to the impossibility of
spontaneous breaking of a local symmetry [25], a state which transforms under a
nontrivial representation of the gauge group cannot be observed, as discussed in
chapter 2. Thus, we don’t expect to observe the energy level associated with the
elementary gauge boson. Also, in the FMS formalism, the states are described by
gauge invariant operators, and their spectrum is obtained in a fixed gauge, where the
global symmetry associated with the gauge symmetry is reduced to a residual one. In
this case the residual gauge group is U(1), hence the expected massless vector state
associated with this symmetry. However, there is also the question of whether it is
possible to have vector states which are charged under this residual U(1) group, which
would be an equivalent, in terms of their construction, of the charged W= bosons. Only
a nonperturbative analysis can actually validate this hypothesis. The FMS expansion is
still perturbation theory at its core, thus is not capable of capturing all the dynamical
properties of the theory. Then the question of whether the state with twice the mass
of the elementary boson, obtained in the constituent picture analysis of section 2.5, is
present, is of vital importance, also from a purely field theoretical point of view.

We now show the final results in figure 4.8, together with the expectations we just
discussed. The first two eigenvalues of the variational analysis have been determined
for all the 12 lattice setups we simulated, consisting of two values of x and 6 volumes.
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4. SU(2) lattice gauge theory coupled with an adjoint Higgs

Also, for the lowest two volumes, the third eigenvalue has been determined, but with
a higher relative uncertainty. It is then evident that the ground state is well described
by the dispersion relation (4.12) with n, = 1. This gives a robust support for the
hypothesis of a massless state in the vector channel. Thus, we confirm our prediction
about the gauge invariant realization of the state. The second eigenvalue is also very
well consistent with the dispersion relation (4.12) but with n, = 2, supporting even
more the massless state prediction, by showing the presence of a first excited state
which is still massless, with twice the kinetic energy. Also, the 4 data points concerning
the third eigenstates are compatible, though with a bigger uncertainty, with a massless
state with three units of the basic momentum index 7n,. This is another indication of
the massless state in the channel.

On the other hand, we see no sign of massive states in our investigation results.
The crossing point where the kinematic thresholds for the decay is reached can be
observed in figure 4.8, by looking at the green scattering state line with 3p,, and by
confronting it with the massive predictions. Even in the region where the decay is not
allowed, there is no data point which is compatible with either the elementary or the
composite massive state. Also, the energies can have a deformation effect which is due
to avoided level crossing, or in general the presence of additional unpredicted states.
Having made these observations, we conclude that no massive states are found in our
investigation.

There can be multiple reasons for the lack of massive states in this investigation.
The first and most prominent is the choice of the operator basis we made. In all our
operators, the simplest operator (4.5) is present. Other operators [38], which do not
contain the operator (4.5), will for sure be needed for a more thorough exploration
of the energy levels. For instance, these other operators would be analogous to the
ones used in [95]. We can also think about the presence of possible resonances which
are not accessible with the techniques used. But unfortunately, there is no equivalent
of the Liischer analysis [96] for massless particles, as far as the author knows, which
could have been used. The other reason is of a different nature, and it is only related
to the presence of lattice artifacts. These can be due to the discretization process, but
also finite volume effects, or simply lack of statistics. The latter would be true in the
case that, for instance, two states are mixed in a subtle way, and one is predominating
the other. In any case, ameliorating such lattice artifacts is a more straightforward
operation than the rethinking of the operator base. But it would still require important
computational resources to be achieved.

Even if the latter operations were to be performed, in order to find the massive states,
without giving any further result, this would provide many implications. In principle,
this would totally defy the standard perturbation theory prediction of two massive
degenerate states. On the other hand, also the constituent prediction from the FMS
would be invalidated. Then, model building done in the FMS picture would provide
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4.5. Spectroscopic results

no way to construct charged vector bosons, if a U(1) residual symmetry in the little
group in a fixed gauge is present. Only a twisted GUT theory would be capable of
allowing the charged gauge bosons. This discussion is outside the current state of the
art of FMS nonperturbative findings. Further and more refined simulations will be
able to resolve this important matter.
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5. Lepton compositeness on lattice

One of the biggest challenges when realizing nonperturbative tests of the FMS, is the
impossibility to reproduce the electroweak sector in its fermionic sector on the lattice.
The main problem is the gauge anomaly introduced by the lattice regularization when
simulating weak interactions with parity violation [36]. Despite numerous efforts, this
problem is still unresolved [97-101]. Hence, all of the previous non perturbative tests of
FMS mechanism that have been done in the past analyzed only bosonic Higgs theories.

In this section we show how to circumvent the hardships concerning chiral fermions,
without losing the physical properties we are interested in. The biggest difference that
characterizes our implementation is that the fermions are not chiral, but vectors of
Dirac fermions. This setup will nonetheless emulate the weak sector of the Standard
model with a single associated lepton flavor. But at the same time it can be simulated
on the lattice with standard techniques, without the hardships we mentioned.

The continuum theory for vectorial leptons is introduced in section 5.1. The lattice
setup associated with it, also known as Wilson-Yukawa model [102—-105] is then ex-
plained in 5.2. For the simulation of this model the quenched approximation discussed
in 3.5 is performed. We believe that, concerning our goals for the bound state fermion
operator spectrum, doing this will not affect the FMS prediction. We discuss the lattice
interpolators used for spectroscopy in section 5.3. The results obtained with such
operators will be listed and discussed in section 5.4.

The techniques and the results shown in this chapter are found also in [106].

5.1. Vectorial leptons

In section 2.3.2 the chiral version of the theory is presented in the light of the FMS
construction. Here we present a continuum theory that shares many properties with it,
but also an important modification to the fermionic fields. The introduction of vectorial
Dirac fermions, in contrast to Weyl fermions in the theory we are going to present, is
the main difference with respect to the fermion description in the weak sector of the
Standard Model. This modification is required to construct a lattice simulation that
could circumvent the problems related to the chiral nature of the theory. We keep all
the main features we are interested from the Standard Model setting, by imposing
a similar symmetry structure. However, this is analogous to an approach that has
been studied extensively in the past, namely the addition of a further generation of
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5. Lepton compositeness on lattice

spinors with opposite helicities, called mirror fermions. One can consult [103, 104] for
an earlier introduction to the topic.

The theory is a SU(2),, gauge theory coupled to a scalar field in the fundamental
representation, like the one explained in 2.3, with the addition of another Dirac fermion
p which is also gauge coupled. Two other flavors of Dirac fermions x r are present in
the theory, which are SU(2),, singlets. These fields are coupled to the Higgs field and
the fermion ¥ via Yukawa interactions. Since all the fermion species are now of the
Dirac type, the theory can be put straightforwardly into a lattice setup. On the other
hand, we can see how the gauged fermion ¢ can be seen as a non chiral equivalent
of a SU(2)w Weyl lepton doublet, and the two flavors of x¢ can be compared to the
right handed lepton and neutrino. Given this analogy, we will refer to the fields as
vectorial leptons, or just leptons, when there is no need to specify if we are referring to
the Standard Model leptons or the ones proposed here.

We can write the Lagrangian of this theory as

L=— iw;ijm + %tr [(Dx)(DX) | - % (tr(x*x) - 02>2

1

+ (iR —my) p + ;Xf (id —my,) x5 — ;yf ((¢X)fo +Xf(X+lP)f> oY
The similarity to the Lagrangian in section 2.3.2 is evident. The main difference is the
introduction of the tree-level Dirac masses my, 11y ,.. The discussion on the symmetries
we made in 2.3.2 remains mostly valid, with the exception of another flavor symmetry
breaking pattern, realized by setting m,, # m,,. To summarize the symmetries, there
is a gauge symmetry SU(2)y, a global SU(2), symmetry, if the Yukawa couplings y ¢
vanishes, and also a SU(2) flavor symmetry if my, = my, and the coupling y; vanish
again. The other explicit breaking patterns are the same as in the Standard Model. One
is obtained by having non vanishing Yukawa couplings, the other with a BEH effect in
a fixed gauge.

It can be verified that in the limit my = m,, = 0 an additional discrete chiral
symmetry

P — eig%lp, Xf= ei%%)(f, X = =X, (5.2)

appears, with 75 = i7%919293. In the following, we will not take into account for this
discrete symmetry, since we will set the the Dirac masses to a nonzero value. The
discrete chiral symmetry is them explicitly broken in our implementation. This is
because the additional masses do not interfere with the FMS predictions, and make
the theory discretization feasible.

As in the Standard Model case, the physical spectrum in the fermion channel is
again described by the gauge invariant bound state

¥ =Xy, (5.3)
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5.1. Vectorial leptons

since 1 is not a gauge singlet. We again constructed a SU(2). doublet. Moreover, the
two gauge singlets xr are also directly observable. What has been said about the
diagonal flavor symmetry with y # 0 in 2.3.2 is once again valid here. We can then
interpret the components ¥; and x; as two vectorial neutrino-like operators, in analogy
to the Standard Model left handed and right handed neutrino. Then, ¥, and x; are a
vectorial analogy of the left handed and right handed electron.

5.1.1. Elementary spectrum

We discuss the elementary spectrum, in the case that a BEH effect is present. We then
assume that the split in equation 2.7 is justified by an appropriate gauge fixing.

We begin by analyzing the tree level physics of the problem. This is quite different
from the Standard Model one in 2.3.2. Instead of obtaining Dirac mass terms from the
product of Weyl fermions with the Higgs vev, here a non-diagonal mass matrix for the
four Dirac fields arises. This is expected, since the number of degrees of freedom is
effectively doubled.

By using the vector notation for the four fermion species (1 ¢ x1 x2)', we have
the mass matrix

0 My 0
_ V2
M= %yl 0 My, 0 . (5-4)

\%yz 0 mX2

We can solve the associated eigenvalue problem, and obtain the four tree-level eigen-
masses

My, +m 1
M]jf = MTlpj:E\/(mxf —mlp)z—l—szsz,. (5.5)
Given the five parameters available, it is then possible to form values for the tree level
masses which can have multiple different scales. The nontrivial mixing is due to the
BEH effect and the Yukawa coupling for the Dirac fields. The mixing, with respect to
the eigenvalues of the tree level mass matrix, can be parametrized by a rotation in the
tield 1, x space, where there are two different rotation angles 0 f for the two different

flavors of ¢ and x;
g}r _ [ cos Of sinbr) (¢Pr
CJZ —sin6 cosbr) \xr/)’

1 (my — m?(f)z
— =, |1+ ——. .6
sin (265) J * 2y]2fv2 (56
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5. Lepton compositeness on lattice

Here we introduced the eigenvector fields @jf, which have associated eigenmasses Mjf.

Given the mainly computational purpose we have in mind, we will refer to a specific
subset of the parameter space, in order to make the scan of the phase diagram easier.
We then set my = my = m and yy = y. The parameter space dimensionality is then
reduced from five to two. Then there is an effective flavor symmetry SU(2)4¢, which
is unbroken, with this choice of parameters at tree level. We can then describe the
fermion fields as two degenerate doublets with masses

ME=m+ YL .
m \/§ (5.7)

In the case we just detailed, the mass eigenstates are obtained from the flavor eigenstates

by
1

{* = ﬁ(xi ). (5.8)

We can improve the predictions by going beyond the three level analysis. We must
keep in mind that while the relations my, = my, = m and y; = y are protected by the
SU(2) 4 symmetry, the relation my = my is not. This is due to the fact that the gauged
and ungauged fermion species couple in different ways with the gauge bosons and the
scalar. While the former have a direct gauge coupling, the latter couples directly only
to the Higgs particle via Yukawa couplings. Hence one can expect a splitting of the
mass terms when quantum corrections are taken into account.

The one loop correction of the mass parameters can be parametrized as

mfpl) =m(1+ cyyz + cwaw),
m)(cl) =m(1+cyy?), (5.9)

where we introduced the dimensionless constants ¢y and cy, which stem from the one
loop integrals. The first refers to internal fermion lines, while cy can have a scalar

or gauge internal line. Also, we have used in the parametrization the fine structure
2
constant for the weak coupling ay = £-.

Including the one loop correction for the mass terms, the eigenvalues of the fermion
mass matrix become

e m® -
ME=_% " 4 _\/<ml([11) _ mgcl)) + 2y202

2 2
c 1
=m (1 + oy + 7wﬁéw> + E\/C\ZNzx\szz + 20%y2. (5.10)

In this calculation, the one loop corrections to the Yukawa coupling have been neglected.
This is due to the fact that these are more strongly suppressed for small gauge
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5.1. Vectorial leptons

couplings. We expect them to be of order ya and y°. It is expected that also the tree
level mixing (5.8) is modified by the quantum corrections. The mixing angle 0 that
characterizes the relation between the two mass eigenvalues {* with respect to the
flavour eigenstates ¢, x by {* = ¢pcos 6 + xsinf and {~ = x cos 0 — P sin § is obtained
from the one loop parameters via

1 c2y0d m?
sin(20) + 2y202 (5.11)

The relation, which in the tree level case gives the maximal split for the degenerate
case my = My, is altered. We expect 6 to be close to zero in the case that y is small,
at fixed ap, causing no mixing between my and m,, since ¢ and x are close to be
eigenstates in this case. As we will see, this will be the case in some of our simulations
in section 5.4. For the case of large y we don’t have a precise prediction, and a nonzero
f can be expected.

5.1.2. FMS prediction

The application of the FMS mechanism is qualitatively unaltered in respect to the
Standard Model case discussed in 2.3.2. The bosonic sector provides essentially the
same results. We will look in more detail the hybrid field Y. By applying the FMS
mechanism we obtain the relation

_xty= 2 ("
Y =Xy \/§<¢2>+O(17).

We see that, again, we map the ¥ bound state to the gauge-dependent elementary
fermion . Thus, we expect that ¥ is not a mass eigenstate at leading order in the FMS
expansion. This is because 1 is a linear superposition of the mass eigenstates {*. We
then expect two poles at M* for the correlator of ¥, analogously to what happens
for ¢ in a fixed gauge. Then a gauge invariant mass eigenstate is constructed from a
linear combination of ¥ and the gauge singlet x, by applying a suitable rotation of the
fields, like in the elementary case. A FMS expansion for the full correlation matrix of
the gauge invariant singlets, which include terms like (¥) and (x¥), is required to
study the rotation. If one treats the FMS expanded terms perurbatively, one obtain as
a prediction that the mixing of ¥ and yx is the same as the one of ¢y and x in a fixed
gauge, at the leading order in v.

One can obtain this result by applying on-shell renormalization conditions for both
the correlators of elementary and composite operators, like it has been done in [22].
One can observe how the poles and their residue of the gauge-invariant correlators are
the same as correlators of elementary operators, obtained as leading terms in the FMS
expansion.
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5. Lepton compositeness on lattice

Anyway, it has to be kept in mind how this is a perturbative statement. A nonpertur-
bative bound state can still have some dynamics that is not captured by this calculation.
However, we expect that in a weak couplings regime, with a large enough value of v,
the relations still hold.

5.2. Lattice Wilson-Yukawa setup

We want now to focus on the lattice implementation of the theory in 5.1. * The fermion
sector of it can be rewritten as an operator which acts on the 4 component vector of
the Dirac fields as [65]

@ 00 (N) =0 0 (5w po) (1), (512)

with

D;ﬁ."" = (id —my)d; — g V" ALTH,

ng}c, = laéff/ — mxléflélf/ — mx2§f2(52f/,

Dq}X = —y1Xi1015 — y2 (X )aidy,

D} = (D).
This a block diagonal operator, where the interactions with the Higgs field in the
Yukawa terms is explicitly encoded in the off-diagonal sections.

In order to obtain the lattice action, we opt for a discretization of the bosonic sector
is done analogously to what we discussed in chapter 3, or in [65, 76]. Configurations
for the bosonic sector are then generated accordingly to this action. The Lagrangian of
the fermion model on the lattice can be described by the action of the Wilson-Yukawa
operator [65, 102, 103, 105] on a vector made of the two fermions species ¢ and y, that
we introduced in the continuum discussion. We now discuss a general case with non
degenerate parameters, before specializing to the case we simulated, with only two
parameters.

The first block diagonal term in the operator is a standard SU(2) Wilson-Dirac
operator

Dﬁw(x‘]/)ijzléijfsxy Ky Z ')’y u;t ) 5x+yyr (5.13)
u==1

"Other gauge-Higgs-fermions theories without Yukawa interactions have been investigated on the
lattice [107, 108].
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5.2. Lattice Wilson-Yukawa setup

with the links Uy, (x), where U_,(x) = U, (x — 1)¥, and the definition y_, = —,. It
must be noted, that with this notation we have the following relation between the
hopping and the mass parameter xy = 2(’”31—+4)' We use Euclidean y-matrices in the
chiral representation, as in [62], and as usual, 5 = ¥172737a.

The second diagonal block is the free Wilson-Dirac operator for the two ungauged

fermions 1 and x»:

_ +4
DXX(X|y)ff/ = Mff"sxy — (KX15f151f’ + KX25f252f/) Z (]l — ’)/]1) 5x+ﬁ,y ’ (514)
u==1
where x,, = m, f = 1,2 are the hopping parameters for the two ungauged
fermions.

The off diagonal blocks are Yukawa terms that couple the two different kinds of
fermions. Due to the rotation to the Euclidean spacetime those get a minus sign factor.
Aside from this change, they are close to their continuum equivalent.

D (xly) = iyt (YaXadiy + ¥aXhtsr)

DY (xly) = DI (x[y). (5.15)

In the rest of the chapter, we will set kf = xy = ), = Ky, and Y = Y7 = Y. It must
be noted how, because of the rescaling of the Higgs field and the fermion fields, the
lattice Yukawa coupling Y obeys Yy = ys+/kkr.

5.2.1. Inverter

The inversion of of the Wilson-Yukawa operator is needed for the calculation of the
observables, like introduced in 3.6. In the software we developed, a biconjugate gradient
method is employed, the BiCGStab-M, which is fully outlined in appendix A.

In our implementation, the full Wilson-Dirac operator is applied on a vector v(x), ;,
which is then the fermionic source discussed in 3.6. The index « is a Dirac index, while
the index i refers to the fermionic species, by counting over the gauge components of
¢ and the flavor components of x. Thus, it is a four dimensional Dirac source vector.

The implementation has been cross checked by calculating the trace of the full
operator on a smaller volume (hence using 16 x V point sources), in the free case
U, (x) = 1 and with a static Higgs, and then comparing the results for different values
of m and Y with ones calculated in an algebraic computation software.

Also parallelization has been included in the inversion algorithm, by using the
openMP API to speed up the applications of the Wilson-Yukawa operator, that are
necessary for the inversion algorithm. The parallel implementation has been tested
against the serial results.
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5. Lepton compositeness on lattice

For the following part of this chapter, which is mostly focused on the spectroscopy,
we use a single point source located in the origin. With this choice, only 16 inversions
are necessary, given the 4 Dirac components and 4 different fermionic species that
make up the multifield. It will be shown that this strategy allowed us to reach a clear
statistical estimation of the observables in 5.4.

5.2.2. Simulation points and phase diagram

We expect that the computational costs for the simulation of the full theory are very
high. This is mostly due to the implementation of the dynamical fermions in the theory,
as it has been assessed in previous simulations without additional ungauged fermions
in a QCD-like setting [80].

Anyway, we don’t expect that the effects of sea fermion quantum corrections will
provide a substantial change to the FMS prediction for the spectrum of the theory.
Thus, we decided to use a quenched approximation, like it has been described in 3.5,
in order to have a first qualitative evaluation of the theory.

The spectrum is calculated by inverting the Wilson-Yukawa operator on configura-
tions with dynamical gauge and scalar fields, generated using the methods of [33, 76].
Also, a subset of gauge fixed configurations in the minimal Landau-"t Hooft gauge,
generated with the method detailed in 3.2.1, is included for our calculations. The latter
are necessary to compute the propagator of the gauge variant field .

Like mentioned before, the subset of gauge fixed configurations is sensibly smaller
than the set of non gauge fixed configurations. While for the former O(50) configura-
tions are needed, due to reduced statistical noise, for the latter O(1000) have been used.
Given the additional complexity of the gauge fixing procedure, this leads to roughly
the same amount of time for creation of the two sets. But, the most computationally
costly procedure remains the one related to the fermion observables, due to the size of
the Wilson-Yukawa operator and its inversion.

The parameters chosen in the bosonic sector, used for the spectroscopic calculation,
are listed in table 5.1. These five sets of parameters have been selected due to their
similarity with the Standard Model case. These have also a weak gauge coupling in
the last three cases, and a stronger coupling in the first two. It will be shown in 5.4,
that the behaviour for all five sets is essentially similar. We haven’t done a systematic
continuum limit by analyzing lines of constant physics in this work, but having the
results reproduced in all of the parameters sets gives us a good hint of their soundness.

After the validity of the inversion procedure has been established, and the parameters
for the bosonic section have been provided, a systematic scan of the fermionic sector
parameters has been done. In the more general version of the theory we have five
parameters, three hopping parameters xy, k. and two Yukawa couplings Y. As already
mentioned, we reduced the number of parameters to two by setting kr = ky = &y,
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5.2. Lattice Wilson-Yukawa setup

m.
#|pB K A a~ 1 [GeV] Mo [GeV] aw v = \/% [GeV]
127984 02954 1.328 | 384 118(9) 0.544 39
2| 27984 0.2978 1.317 | 326 129(12) 0.495 64
3139 0.2679 1 509 116(19) 0.140 121
4| 5082 0249 0.7 636 123(19) 0.170 110
5| 5082  0.2552 0.7 427 131(5) 0.0794 161

Table 5.1.: Parameters of the bosonic sector configurations and related physical observables are listed.
Quantities without explicit uncertainties have a statistical error below 1%. The scale was
set by fixing the mass of the physical W/Z bosons, hence the custodial vector triplet, to
m = 80.375 GeV. my- is the mass of the scalar bound state tr (X'X), which is the Higgs

boson in our model. The running coupling ay, and thus the vacuum expectation value v,
are in the miniMOM scheme [33, 89] evaluated at 200 GeV. The results are from the largest
volumes employed here, 24%.

and Y = Y7 = Y,. We only have to analyze a two dimensional phase diagram spanned
by the parameters xr and Y. We want to obtain values of these two parameters that
reproduce the expected physics for the vectorial leptons, but that can still be analyzed
with a suitable computational effort, appropriate to the resources we have available.

Many different values of the fermion sector parameters have been investigated in
order to attain this goal. As expected, combinations of parameters that resulted in a
lower tree level mass required substantially more time for the inversion. This happens
in the case with x 2 1/8, which corresponds to three level negative masses. Then we
proceeded to analyze smaller values of xr, given the much smaller inversion time. On
the other hand, choosing a value xr sensibly smaller than 1/8 results in heavier tree
level fermion masses, way above one in lattice units. Higher tree level masses then
provide easily higher effective masses, hence very small auto correlation lengths. The
increased masses could potentially be of an order of magnitude bigger than the masses
of the vector and scalar states, but this would result in physical scenario which is
not interesting for our purposes. The suitable simulation points we have found are a
compromise. These are close to the zero tree level mass point at x; = 0.125, namely
at xr = 0.11,0.12. For the Yukawa coupling we chose Y = 0.01,Y = 0.05,Y = 0.1. In
an earlier stage of the work, we observed how higher values of the Yukawa coupling
provided small effective masses, thus resulting again in long inversion times. This
can be expected, through equations (5.7) and (5.10). In principle we can also approach
the zero Dirac mass case, thus increase the inversion time of more than one order of
magnitude. On the other hand, small values of Yukawa coupling can result in effects
which are too weak in order to be detected within our precision, basically leaving the
physics unchanged. We also observed that the results are symmetric under a change of
the sign of the Yukawa coupling. We then will use only positive values of the couplings
in the following.
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5. Lepton compositeness on lattice

In order to understand the volume dependence of the observables, we analyzed
5 different lattice volumes, 8*,12%,16%,20* and 24*. We found that the finite volume
effects were negligible already at a volume of 20%, even for the lattice parameter set
with the finer lattice spacing. Thus, the lattice volumes we used are enough for our
purposes. We discuss the finite volume behaviour in more detail in B. Then, in total
150 different sets of parameters and volumes have been investigated, which resulted
in a little more than 50000 configurations. The biggest statistical noise appears when
investigating the hybrid field ¥, mostly due to its strongly fluctuating scalar insertion.
This is expected, and observed in [33, 76].

5.3. Spectroscopic observables

Usual observables in the context of non abelian gauge theories with fermions are
hadrons, in the QCD setting. Those are gauge invariant combinations of the fermions
of the theory under the SU(3) group. In our case we want to discuss the possibility of
gauge invariant combinations of the Higgs particle and the elementary gauged fermion,
as a physical realization of the fermion particle. We are interested in a spectroscopic
analysis, so the interesting observables for our goals will be given by time sliced two
point functions of gauge invariant operators.

In particular, with our setup, we have two possible realization of the bound state
operator

O1(x) = (¢'9)(x)

02(x) = (@'p)(x),
which are the two components of the custodial doublet ¥. Given the symmetry of our
setup with only two fermionic parameters, we expect the same result for both. Other
two interesting gauge invariant operators are given by the two singlet fermion fields
Xi- We also expect the same result for both the components. We also want to analyze
the gauge variant fermion .

On the surface, ¥ and x have the same quantum numbers. By looking exclusively at
them, we then expect to obtain the ground state and the first excited state. If we take
into account the possibility of a decay of the first excited state, a Liischer-type analysis
would be required. But the results we obtained show an agreement with the predictions
from section 5.1. This is a good indication that the states are stable. It is confirmed in a
few cases that decays and scattering states are kinematically forbidden. In the fermion
spectrum, only two stable states are observed. We deduce that the Liischer analysis is
not required. Therefore, the straightforward procedure we are going to describe for
the discretization of the propagators of the fields is sufficient for our purposes.

In the gauge invariant sector we define a full cross-correlation matrix based on the
gauge invariant fields ¥ and ). We write it by combining the inverted Dirac operator

(5.16)
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(5.12) sectors in an appropriate way with the Higgs in the matrix embedding. This
result for the cross correlation matrix can be obtained by doing Wick contractions on
the hybrid field ¥ and the singlet x; two point functions. The matrix is

XF(x) (D7) gy (x[y) X (y) (D‘1)¢X(x!y)X(y))
XH(x) (D7) gy (x]y) (D Nxx(xly) /)

Here the fermionic species have been used to distinguish the sections of the inverted
Wilson-Yukawa operator. Those should not be confused with the elements of the
operator (5.12). It should be noted that all the elements of the matrix (5.17) have a full
Dirac matrix structure. For spectroscopy we use only their trace. In the following we
will omit the trace symbol, but we will refer to it when extracting masses.

The off-diagonal blocks of the matrix (5.17) give the possibility of mixing between
the bound state ¥ and the elementary fermion y. This is analogous to the mixing of left
handed and right handed particles in the Standard Model [57]. We can get a good sense
of the mixing by performing variational analysis with the matrix. Unfortunately, results
on the principal correlators of (5.17), with our available statistics, are not sufficient
for a quantitative statement, but we obtained sensible information about the system
nonetheless. In the following, both the diagonal elements and the eigenvalues from
(5.17) will de discussed.

It is possible to supplement the components of the i doublet as observables. In
order to have non zero matrix elements for it, we must perform the inversion of the
propagator on gauge fixed scalar and gauge configurations. We can include them in a
matrix of cross correlations between the elementary fermions of the theory, resulting in

(D™ gy (x[y) (D‘l)qu(X\y))
(D™ Dxyp(xly) (D™ Hzx(xly))

in analogy to the matrix for the gauge invariant case. To test the FMS mechanism,
it will be required to confront the results from the variational analysis of both the
matrices (5.17) and (5.18). Naturally, the matrix (5.18) must be computed in a gauge
fixed setting, otherwise all its elements will vanish, except for (D)E)g) But this is exactly
how the FMS mechanism works, and the matrix (5.18) is the first term in the expansion.

But, since the variational analysis proved to be too expensive for analyzing the
excited states of (5.17), we will focus on the diagonal elements. They will prove to
contain enough information for computing the spectrum. Concerning the propagator
of the gauge invariant fields ¥ and j;, it is irrelevant whether it is calculated on a gauge
fixed subset of configurations or if it is calculated in the full set of non gauge fixed
configurations. We use the results from the set of unfixed configurations for those, and
we will use the gauge fixed subset only for the propagator of the gauge variant field ¢.

Given the subset of gauge fixed configurations, where the gauge symmetry and the
global custodial symmetry are broken to a common subgroup, like explained in section

Max(xly) = ( (5.17)

Mar(xly) = ( (519)
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5.1, we define a matrix of the extended propagators, which now connects ¢ also to the
gauge invariant bound state

XH(x)Dyl(aly)X(y) Dl (xly)X(y) Dyl(xly)X(y)
MEGxly) = | X'@Dgxly)  Dgialy)  Dylaly) |, (519
XM0Dialy)  Dglely)  Dyl(xly)

We added new off-diagonal matrix elements which represent the gauge dependent
overlap of the elementary field i and the gauge invariant hybrid field ¥. A complete
understanding of the system can be achieved by performing variational analysis on
(5.19). This has not been achieved, given our computational possibilities. Hence, we
are interested only in a qualitative understanding of the FMS mechanism for fermions.
We thus decided to analyze separately (5.17) and (D’l)lpw. This proved to be sufficient
for our purposes.

For spectroscopy, we perform zero momentum projection, like explained in 3.3. In
this case it is performed on the inverted matrix elements as

M(t) = )_ M(0,0[tx). (5.20)

XEAx

This is obtained by performing the inversion with a single point source in the origin.
We additionally define the effective masses with the quantity

e (1) = log(%) .

Using this notation, we indicate both the diagonal elements of the matrix which provide

@) M;;(t)
me f(t) = IOg(m) ’ (5'22)

(5.21)

but also the eigenvalues of the matrix M, the principal correlators A , with effective
masses

m?flf(t) = log(#(i)l)). (5.23)

Both the diagonal correlators M;;(t) and the principal correlators A;(t) show a sum of

cosh behavior. A double cosh fit like in equation (3.33) proved to be a good description
of many of the correlators analyzed.

5.4. Spectroscopic results

We detail now the results obtained in our investigation. Before discussing the lattice
results, we discuss the effects of the quenching approximation on the predictions
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we detailed in sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2. Then our spectroscopic findings are shown
and discussed. Lastly the volume effects encountered in this work are also treated in
appendix B.

5.4.1. Quenching effects on spectroscopic results

In principle, lattice investigations can give more detailed information on the system
than the one loop approximation in section 5.1. But while such predictions are derived
in the context of fully dynamical fermions, in our lattice setup a quenching of the
dynamics of the fermions is performed. In order to compare these tqo, we can either
do the FMS analysis in the quenched approximation, or do the lattice calculations
in an unquenched setting. This latter option is beyond the scope of this work, and
computationally substantially expensive. Another alternative in this context would be
to perform partial quenching, by extrapolating the lighter degrees of freedom in an
effective field theory setup, but his direction has not been explored in this work. We
focus then on analyzing the effects of quenching on the analytical predictions listed in
5.1. A direct translation of the quenched approximation in the continuum formulation
is however challenging.

We begin this task by redoing the analytical calculations assuming that the mass of
the fermions is much larger than any momentum scale for the internal fermion lines.
This works well for all the observables which have fermion loops in the calculation,
since it suppresses the fermion fluctuations, thus reproducing the quenching effect. But
the analysis for fermion observables is less straightforward. In particular, the mixing
effect which we discussed for dynamical fermions in 5.1 is not reproduced in this
analysis of the quenched approximation. We can observe this in the pole structure of
the propagators ({x) and (). In the dynamical case, we can observe two distinct
poles in both propagators, due to the mixing.

But in our modeling of the quenched approximation, we find that each propagator
contains only one pole, given by the quenched quantum corrected versions of my and
m,y, for the propagators of ¢ and yx, respectively. We will observe in the next subsection
that similar results are obtained from the lattice investigations, giving consistency to
this analysis. Then, in the following we will denote these mass terms as My and My,
not to confuse them with the bare parameters.

However, despite the reproduction of some lattice results, our modeling of the
quenching effects has some ambiguities in the resumming of the propagators. This is
due to the fact, that by treating internal and external fermion lines differently, not only
simple poles ~ 1/(p?> — m?) are obtained, but also terms like ~ 1/(p? — m?)2. This is
mostly due to our somewhat naive modeling of the quenching. More sophisticated
methods have been used for the modeling. One of them introduces additional ghosts
that cancel the fermion determinant precisely. This one has been used in the context
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Figure 5.1.: On the left, an example of the effective mass from the gauge-invariant propagator of the x
fermion for system 4 on a 20* lattice at kg = 0.12 and Y = 0.01. The fit is performed with a
two-cosh ansatz. A single cosh fit is also shown alone to emphasize its dominance at long
times. Errors are smaller than the symbol size. On the right, an example of the effective
mass from the gauge-fixed propagator (5.18) for system 4 on a 20 lattice at kg = 0.12 and
Y = 0.01. The same fitting procedure performed for y is applied here.

of quenched chiral perturbation theory [109-113]. Unfortunately, when applying this
method to our case, the influence of the ghost fields appears only at higher loop terms.
Also, unitarity issues have arised in the application of this procedure for our case.

5.4.2. Lattice spectroscopic results

In this section we present the results obtained from our investigations with the methods
discussed in 3.3. The values we are interested into are the effective masses of the
fermion states that can be extracted from the correlators. We will exclusively list the
infinite volume extrapolated masses. Even though, this problem is of small concern,
since the values at 20* are compatible within statistical uncertainties with the infinite
volume result.

The first interesting physical question we analyze is obtaining the ground state
with gauge invariant operators. We detail now the pattern we found. Performing the
variational analysis on the matrix (5.17), we find that the lowest level is the same as
it had been obtained by performing spectroscopy on the ungauged fermion x alone.
More precisely, by analyzing only the lower right part of the matrix. In particular, the
correlator of the x operator has very little statistical noise and it is well described by a
double cosh fit of the form (3.33). An example of the effective mass with a fit is shown
on the left panel of figure 5.1. We then deduce that the x operator has an optimal
overlap with the ground state. It is then the lightest particle in the fermion channel.
Also, being a fermion, it cannot decay into bosons, and thus is stable. It can also be
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observed how, for this and other channels, the correlator at small times t/a < 2 is
affected by a mode with associated mass bigger than 3 lattice units. We deduce that it
is a lattice artifact, and we will not consider it in the spectrum.

The next object we discuss is the propagator of the gauge variant field ¢, which is
analyzed on the subset of gauge fixed configurations. Due to the gauge dependence
[33], we find a small non monotonous behavior of the correlator at short times. At
larger times, the effective masses show a well behaved plateau. We then can use a
single cosh fit to describe them. We show an example of a fit in figure 5.1. From the
plateau we can then extract the mass of the gauge variant fermion . From this result
we deduce that there is only a single state in this channel.

Both of the elementary fields have an important overlap with the physical state
in their channel, by showing only one mass level. This is in contradiction with the
dynamical analysis in 5.1, but can be explained through the effects of the quenched
approximation as discussed in 5.4.1. We find also other evidences for this hypothesis.
We can analyze then the mixed correlators, which are present as off-diagonal terms
in (5.18), which describe the overlap of the elementary fields ¢ and x. The results are
computed on the subset of gauge fixed configurations. We then observe in figure 5.2
how the results are compatible with zero for all times bigger than zero. On the other
hand, we can also expect that the lack of mixing is due to the particular symmetry
structure of the quenched case. Mostly, the two global symmetries acting on the scalar
and the x field are independent at the path integral level. Then, since the interaction
does not lock them, in opposition to the dynamical case, this can also explain the results
obtained. Also, the spectrum is not affected in this interpretation of the quenching.
Consequently, We do not expect deviations in the masses extracted.

We now observe that the mass My obtained from the correlator of the ¢ operator
is bigger than the mass M, obtained from the correlator of x. This fits into our
interpretation of the theory, since the gauged field receives additional corrections due
to the gauge interactions, which are not present at the one loop level for the x field.
This can be observed in equations (5.9).

We list the results for the masses M, and My in table 5.2. We can observe how
the values of M, do not depend on the gauge coupling. They vary only with the
Yukawa parameter, and more indirectly with the parameters of the scalar sector. On
the contrary, the mass My is dependent on the gauge coupling. In particular, the ratio
My /My decreases with smaller gauge couplings, as expected.

We can describe the dependence of mass on the Yukawa couplings by using the fit
form

aM, = am + rXYZ (5.24)
aMy = am +ry + r¢Y2 (5.25)

which is motivated by the small y expansion in equation (5.9). We provide for this
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kp Y aM, aMy r
011 0.01 | 042170508 0.817(3) | 5.7

0.11 0.05 | 0.407(6) 0.77(3) | 0.5
0.11 0.1 | 0.353(9) 0.54(1) | 0.3

0.12 0.01 | 0.137(1) 0.58(1) | 2.1
0.12 0.05 | 0.111(1) 0.45(1) | 0.2
0.12 0.1 | 0.044(5) 0.21(1) | 0.2
0.11 0.01 | 0.422(3) 0.810(4) | 6.1

0.11 0.05 | 0.406(3) 0.75(2) | 0.8
0.11 0.1 | 0.352(2) 0.62(3) | 0.6
0.12 0.01 | 0.136(1) 0.583(4) | 2.6
0.12 0.05 | 0.103(1) 0.49(2) | 04
0.12 0.1 | 0.032(2) 0.17(1) | 0.3
011 0.01 | 04227000 0.674(3) | 9.2

0.11 0.05 | 0.407(5) 0.645(2) | 0.7
0.11 0.1 | 0.357(3) 0.574(4) | 0.2

0.12 0.01 | 0.136(1) 0.426(5) | 20.0
0.12 0.05 | 0.1127050°  0.385(2) | 0.4
0.12 0.1 | 0.043(1) 0.24(1) | o.1
0.11 0.01 | 0.422(1) 0.604(2) | 17.9
0.11 0.05 | 0.402(2) 0.54(1) | 1.2

0.11 0.10 | 0.331(7) 0.43(1) | 0.3
0.12 0.01 | 0.136(3) 0.346(2) | 767.0

0.12 0.05 | 0.098(1) 0.27(2) | 0.8
0.12 0.10 | 0.036(9) 0.09(1) | 0.2
0.11 0.01 | 0.422(5) 0.599(2) | 10.0
0.11 0.05 | 0.39(1) 0.51(1) | 2.0

0.11 0.1 | 0.305(5) 0.35(1) | 0.6
0.12 0.01 | 0.126(4) 0.347(6) | 315.9

GG Ulbs PP, R WOWWWWWWINDNNDNNNDNRRRR R R |[HF

0.12 0.05 | 0.086(2) 0.22(1) | 1.3
5012 0.1 |0.03(2) 017592 | 0.1

Table 5.2.: The infinite-volume extrapolated results for the ground-state mass in the gauge-invariant and
gauge-dependent channel, which are identified with the masses of the ¢ and ) fermions, see
text. The value of r from (5.26) is given for the 20* lattice, see also appendix B.
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Gauge-fixed 1)y propagator

3 ¢ U Parameter set 4, N=20, xr = 0.11,Y = 0.05
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Figure 5.2.: Example of the two point function between ¢ and x for the parameter set 4 on a 20* lattice
at xp = 0.11 and Y = 0.05. By being compatible with zero, it clearly shows a nonoverlap
phenomenon.

purpose the parameters obtained from the fits in table 5.3. In principle, we could
use the results we obtained from the fits and translate them directly to the mass
and r parameters in (5.9). But this is incorrect, since that calculation has been done
in the full dynamical theory, while the masses have been obtained in the quenched
approximation. Also, the fits have been done with respect to the lattice Yukawa
couplings. The continuum Yukawa couplings y have a rescaling factor \/xxr. This value
is on average ~ 0.06. By doing the rescaling, one can nonetheless obtain reasonable
results.

Lastly, we now analyze the bound state Y. This presents more complications with
respect to the the states we previously discussed. Firstly, it is significantly noisier than
the other two states. But we observed soon that, for the largest and smallest value of
the Yukawa coupling, the bound state correlator provides a mass which is compatible
with the yx field and the 1 field, respectively. This can be observed in figure 5.3. This
result is also confirmed in the variational analysis performed on the matrix (5.17),
by showing a second eigenvalue at the mass M. But the uncertainties found in the
variational analysis are in some cases significantly large. Thus requiring more statistics
than what we have available, in order to have a reliable results for all the cases we
simulated.

Conversely, the picture is less clear when analyzing the intermediate Yukawa cou-
pling case. If one employs spectroscopical methods naively, by performing a two cosh
tit, an intermediate value of the mass is obtained, with slightly larger errors. However,
one can find a systematic trend of the correlators upon a closer inspection. What is
actually happening, is that the bound state correlator is a combination of the correlators
of the two elementary states, due to the mixing. We will show that this assumption
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# x am W Ty ry

1 0.11 | 0.423(8) 0.41(2) -6.9(7) -28.6(2)
1 012 0.1363(5) 043(2) -9.3(5) -36.1(1)
2 0.11 | 0.423(4) 0.38(1) -7.1(2) -19(3)

2 0.12 | 0.1334(9) 0.46(2) -10.3(2) -41.9(1)
3 0.11]0423(6) 0.250(3) -6.5(3) -9.9(2)

3 0.12]0.136(2) 0.294(4) -9.3(1) -18.9(7)
4 0.1 | 0.424(1) 0.172(6) -9.3(7) -16.9(7)
4 o0.12 | 0.131(2) o0.21(1) -9.7(8)  -25.4(4)
5 0.11 | 0.421(8) 0.167(6) -11.7(2) -24.2(5)
5 0.12 | 0.119(2) 0.197(2) -9(2) -22(9)

Table 5.3.: Fit parameters for the masses M/, according to the one-loop motivated fit form (5.24-5.25).
Note that the fit is done in the lattice Yukawa coupling Y and not the continuum y.
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Figure 5.3.: The effective mass of the bound state operator ¥ compared to the effective masses of the
elementary fermions ¢ and ) at small Yukawa couplings (left panel) and large Yukawa
couplings (right panel) for parameter set 4 at kg = 0.11 on 20*.
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Bound state correlator o Bound state effective mass
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Figure 5.4.: Example of the mixing effect for the bound state correlator (left panel) and the effective mass
(right panel) for parameter set 4 on 20 at kg = 0.11 and Y = 0.05, using the infinite-volume
extrapolated masses from table 5.2.

can actually solve the puzzle related to the mass spectrum of the bound state. We then
performed single parameter fits based on

oy 1

C(Ni/2) 1+r[cosh(MX(t—Nt/2))—l—rcosh(Mlp(t—Nt/z))], (5.26)

where the parameter r has to be fitted, while the value of the masses in the cosh
functions are fixed. The fit is performed at later times, excluding the first two time
slices, to avoid the contamination from lattice artifacts. This result is again supported
by the variational analysis, which find the second eigenvalue systematically at the
mass My, even if with significantly larger uncertainty. We can then perform the same
tit on the data for the bound state ¥ with larger and smaller Yukawa values. We again
tind that the correlator is well described by 5.26, but the value of r obtained in those
cases suggests that the correlator is dominated by either one of the two cosh functions,
depending on the value of the Yukawa parameter. This is consistent with the picture
we obtained for the bound state data, when comparing them with the elementary
correlators, as in figure 5.3. Also, we can look at the matrix elements that couple
different flavors of ¥ and ). We observed a non negligible overlap, indicating a mixing
effect, due to the Yukawa interactions.

We show an example of substantial mixing in figure 5.4, for a particular setup. The
values of r we obtained from all the parameter sets are listed in table 4.1. We can also
note how the mass difference of the the two states is less than the mass of the scalar
singlet, or twice the mass of the vector triplet. Then, the heavier state cannot decay
into the ground state, making it stable.

When analyzing the r parameter, we have to take into account some subtleties. Those
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stem from the fact that the bound state effective mass is significantly noisier than the
elementary state ones. But, according to equation (5.26), the upper fluctuation of the
effective mass is bounded by the error of the the larger mass My. Analogously, the
lower fluctuation of the bound state effective mass, is limited by the error of the smaller
mass M,. Then, when one tries to find the uncertainty related to the parameter r, one
should take into account the relative errors for the input masses in (5.26) which are
larger than the ones listed in 5.2. In principle, the error band should be of the same
relative magnitude as the one of the bound state. It is evident that this procedure would
be artificial. Furthermore, it would be even more complicated due to the closeness of
the masses My, M. This is reason for showing only an optimal result of r in table
5.2, obtained by varying the parameter while keeping the elementary masses fixed,
and going through the error bands of the effective masses. A fit example with relative
optimal value of r is shown in figure 5.4.

Our results show clearly that the bound state operator can be described as a mixture
of the two mass states, which are obtained from the correlators of the elementary fields
¢ and x. Although this picture is compatible with the FMS description, the quenched
analysis introduces some conceptual difficulties. In section 5.1 we showed that at
leading order in the FMS expansion, we have a projection of the on shell properties
of ¥ onto the gauge variant fermion ¢, when using dynamical fermions. This would
then result in ¥ having an overlap with two mass eigenstates, and a mixing angle
between ¥ and x which is the same as the one between ¢ and ) in a perturbative gauge
fixed setup. From our current understanding concerning the effects of the quenched
approximation on the system, we know that it does not allow the mixing between the
elementary states. Then, one would expect that the bound state is only described by a
mass level with mass My, as it would stem from a naive expansion of the ¥ operator.

But actually, only a quenched full analysis of the FMS mechanism would resolve this
matter. We already performed a first quenched continuum analysis for the elementary
fields, but we decided that a detailed analysis for the bound state would be beyond the
scope of this work. We then conjecture that the mixing predicted by the FMS mapping
gets altered by the quenching in a way that cannot be predicted by a simple leading
order analysis. Also, higher order terms can allow for intermediate states that are
described by the mass levels M, and My. This can then cause the overlap with both
the states, as observed. The relative ratio between the states is also dependent on the
Yukawa coupling, as confirmed by our data. Lastly, a lattice investigation contains
nonperturbative information which might not be captured within the perturbative
analysis in the FMS mechanism. On the other hand, only an unquenched lattice analysis
can reveal whether these effect exist, and show other modifications to the mixing.

We can now conclude that the results we presented support that the physical
spectrum is obtained by the correlators of the x fermion, and by a bound state made of
the scalar field X and the gauge variant fermion . The masses are correctly predicted
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Figure 5.5.:

Spectra for all setups

values to the right.

. The bosonic sector is fixed, and plotted to the left, while the two states
identified in the fermion channel, each being a doublet, are plotted for different parameter
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by the FMS mechanism, and correspond to the ones obtained in the analysis of the
elementary fermion correlator, both gauge-variant and gauge-dependent. We can then
provide the physical spectra for the five parameter sets analyzed in figure 5.5. Again,
the spectrum is consistent with the FMS description both in the bosonic, and fermion
sectors. We can also observe how a suitable choice of parameters can allow us to
simulate the entire range of masses for the fermions, from very heavy to very light. In
principle, there are no restrictions in tuning x; and Y in order to obtain the full range
of fermion masses of the Standard Model, from the neutrino to the top quark. And
also including heavier masses, to study beyond Standard Model theories.
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6. Conclusions

Symmetries are the key element of a physical theory. In this work we assumed that
the non abelian gauge symmetries cannot be spontaneously broken, and we classified
states by using only operators which are invariant under such symmetries. We then
focused on two important cases, that provide two key ingredients of the modern
description of particle physics. The first case, analyzed in chapter 4, showed a way
to obtain a massless vector state which is also a composite gauge invariant bound
state, paving the way for an alternative construction of the photon in beyond standard
model theories. In the second case, detailed in chapter 5, we provided a description
of the fermions, which constitute all the matter known in the universe, as composite
bound states with an Higgs valence component. In particular, a lattice implementation
allowed us to analyze the spectral properties of the fermionic bound state.

In both cases, we first analyzed the bound state using the FMS mechanism, expanding
over the classical vacuum expectation value of the Higgs, and obtaining a prediction for
the on shell properties of the composite operators. We then confirmed both predictions
by using nonperturbative lattice methods.

To recapitulate chapter 4, we have then obtained important numerical validations
for a massless vector state in the Brout-Englert-Higgs phase of the SU(2) theory with
a Higgs in the adjoint representation. This result is of fundamental importance in
the construction of a great unified theory in a manifestly gauge invariant way. It also
shows how it is possible to obtain a massless state in a theory with a broken global
symmetry which is not a Goldstone boson. On the other hand, a determination of
the scalar channel in the same theory would be an important continuation of the
investigations concerning a gauge invariant construction of a GUT. It would also help
other investigations on the vector channel. Further, the absence of massive states in
our results is a sign of the necessity of a more thorough examination.

Results obtained in the fermionic theory of chapter 5 are evidence that the FMS
mechanism works also for fermions in Higgsed gauge theories. Summarizing, we find
that the physical fermion field is a combination of the ungauged fermion and of the
fermion-Higgs bound state. The implications for the phenomenology of the near future
colliders are substantial. Since the framework in which we obtained these results is
basically the standard model, a discovery is guaranteed. Either the Higgs component
is found, or there is a new mechanism that is acting, which would then be a potential
signal of new physics.

These results continue a cycle of nonperturbative lattice tests of the FMS mechanism,
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6. Conclusions

which always proved to be successful in describing the underlying field theory of Higgs
theories. Adding massless vector states and leptons is a fundamental contribution,
given their importance in the phenomenology of particle physics.

Since the FMS mechanism is an integral part of the Higgs physics, it appears evident,
after all the nonperturbative validations, how it should be taken into account for the
phenomenological calculations in the future. Despite the first successful preliminary
tests [57, 58], this is not an easy task. It would require firstly a dynamical fermion
simulations, as an ideal continuation of the . In principle doing so would provide us
enough information for obtaining the form factors, which are an ideal next goal in this
line of research. We thus would get some first insight about the anomalous coupling
of the Z, and also about the radius of the fermion-Higgs bound state. These two
physical questions are accessible at the future linear collider that have been proposed.
A continued effort both in the merely field theoretical direction, with more refined
lattice simulations, and in the phenomenological analysis of the future colliders data
is then of extreme importance and necessity, given the extent of the results discussed
here about the gauge invariance of physically observable operators.
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Appendix A.

Details on the inversion algorithm

We write here explicitly the BiCGstab-M algorithm as formulated in [75]. The algorithm
is used to solve the algebraic problem

(A+o)x—b=0.

In our implementation, we decided to vary the hopping parameter x while keeping
o = 1. Given the initial residual ry, the following sequences are realized

tn = Zn(A)R,(A)rg
wy = Zn(A)Rn_l(A)T’O
Sn = Qn(A)Rn(A)rO/

where Z,(z) and Q,(z) are the BiCG polynomials [114] and

Ru(z) = (1 - xi2).

i=1

The parameters x; are obtained with the minimization of the residuals. The shifted
sequences are realized as

T = CunZn(A)Ru(A)ro,
Wy = CnonZn(A)Ru(A)ro.

The update of the solution, without the shift, is performed in the following form

Xp+1 = Xn — BnSn + XnWn+1

The algorithm, which allows for a nontrivial shift parameter o, is then realized as
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Appendix B.

Infinite volume behavior for fermion
observables

We give some details about the volume dependence effect in the investigation discussed
in chapter 5. Depending on the lattice parameters, these can be relevant. Especially
when the comparison of masses of different states is needed. We therefore analyze the
volume behaviour for the masses obtained. We use a fitting ansatz of the type [115]

a —bN

MN = Meo + Ne . (B.1)
Here the lattice extension N is used to determine the infinite-volume mass 1. This is
done using the volumes of 8* to 20%, on which the change is largest. We use results
from the 24* lattices as a confirmation of fit results on the smaller lattices. We show
as an example the finest lattice we simulated, which then has the most severe volume
effects, in figure B.1. The results on the masses can confirm that we see already on the
20* lattice an infinite-volume behavior. In the previous section we then used only the
infinite-volume masses 2.

The dependence for the r values appears far stronger. Also, we can see in B.1 that
the behaviour is different, based on whether one uses the finite volume masses or
the infinite volume extrapolated ones in the extraction of r. Also, conversely to the
mass case, the Liischer ansatz does not work. From a first analysis, it is evident that
the results decrease for increasing volumes quicker than 1/N. In the case with the
masses from the finite volume fits, a quadratic fit can be performed, and it suggests a
tinite value above zero. We are not worried by the possibility that the results converge
to a zero value. This case would suggest that the oscillations are predominant for
intermediate Yukawa values, or at least that these have a strong volume dependence.

*Note that the values in table 5.1 are not extrapolated to infinite volume.
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Volume dependence for parameter set 4
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Figure B.1.: The volume dependence of some example non overlapping mass values, and the r quantity
from (5.26), for the parameter set 4 are shown. The values of r are shown only in case there
is an appreciable mixing between the states. A quadratic fit is also shown for the case with
extrapolation with the masses at finite volume. For the masses a Liischer type fit is shown.
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Appendix C.

Lattice Sinh-Gordon model

This section describes my work at the University of Edinburgh on the Sinh-Gordon
model, under the supervision of Prof. Luigi del Debbio.

C.1. Introduction

Our goal is to simulate a lattice regularized version of the sinh-Gordon model [116].
This model is the simplest example of an interacting field theory. It has only one
particle in the spectrum and it is integrable. This means its S-matrix is known ana-
lytically. Furthermore it shows a remarkable duality property. Results obtained with
the thermodynamical Bethe ansatz give interesting properties. For instance a mass
formula is obtained [117]. These results also bring some dilemmas. In principle, the
mass formula is not compatible with the duality of the theory. Also there is not a
single UV behaviour of the theory, but there can be many values of the charge at
infinity. A lattice analysis can be helpful to give numerical support to many of this
nonperturbative results. In particular we focus on the analytical mass formula, by
doing lattice perturbation theory and then lattice spectroscopy for comparison.

In section C.2 we give some information about of the theory in the continuum. In
section C.3 we describe the lattice setup we implemented, and in section C.4 we show
the results for lattice perturbation theory we obtained. In section C.5 we then use lattice
spectroscopy and we compare our results to the continuum ones. Lastly, in section C.6
we discuss conformal bosonic theory on the lattice, and question the possibility of the
Sinh-Gordon model becoming conformal over the self dual point.

C.2. Properties of Sinh-Gordon model in the continuum

The action that defines the model is

A= /dzx {% ;(aycp)z +2pu cosh(bcp)} : (C.1)
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Appendix C. Lattice Sinh-Gordon model

The sinh-Gordon model has many remarkable properties. It is integrable, has a unique
vacuum and the simplest symmetry Z;: ¢ — —¢. Due to the integrability of the model,
the S-matrix is factorizable into 2 particle S-matrices, and it is known analytically

_ sinh(8) —isin(7B)

)= Sh(8) T 7sin(7p) (€2)
Here 6 is the rapidity, and it is related to the energy and the momentum by
E =mcosh(f) ; P = msinh(6). (C.3)
Here we introduced the function B(b) defined by
o1
) =571 +b2/87" (C4)

This result is obtained by analytic continuation from an analogous calculation in the
sine-Gordon model, valid in the “Coleman bound”, namely b < V8. Tt is proven that
the theory doesn’t develop a mass gap over this bound.

This formula reveals an interesting property, which is not manifest in the Lagrangian,
a duality symmetry given by

b/V8m — V8r/b; p—1—B. (C.5)

The duality transformation does not change the position of the zeroes in the S-matrix.

C.2.1. Observables

Calculations of observable quantities have been made for this model. The action used
in these calculations is

1
A= /dzx {E ;(avfp)z +2u cosh(b4>)} (C.6)

This action is obtained through the redefinition ¢ — 1/+/871¢, and by rescaling the
coupling accordingly. In this way the Coleman bound is at b = 1, simplifying the
calculations.

A notable example is obtained for the quantity e*® [118], namely

1 b2 —242
() — {ml"(m)l"(l-l—m)] y

NG (C.7)

© Jt sinh?(2abt) —2t
exp{ {/0 ? [_2sinh(b2t) sinh(t) cosh((l + bz)t) + 2,123 2 ] }} ’
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where [117]

(C.8)

N [_;ur[l"(l +b2)] P
T (57 T(1 + 2+2b2) [(=b%)

The last equation gives the renormalized particle mass in terms of the bare parameter
# and the coupling b. It is remarkable that this formula does not have the duality
symmetry, and that the mass goes to zero for b = 1 (which is equivalent to the Coleman
bound, after the rescaling of 1/87 of the kinetic term). It has been obtained by analytic
continuation from a mass formula for the breather in the Sin-Gordon model spectrum,
valid for b < 0.5.

After the redefinitions ¢ = by/87 and my = 4b, /7Ty, the square of the renormalized
mass can be expanded in g as

2 _ 08
m m0+ 87'(

08
384772

(_’YE +9(1/2) +4log2 — logm%) 4

+ 08 [3yp(2 4 7E) — 7 — 24(1 + 7z — 2log?2) log 2+

+39(1/2) (=2 —2yp +121log2 + (1/2)) +

+ 6logm3 (14 v —4log2 — ¥(1/2)) + 3log? mg] +0(g%), (Co)
where < is the Euler-Mascheroni constant and the digamma function (x) is the

logarithmic derivative of the gamma function.
We can also obtain a dimensionless quantity which is easy to estimate. It is given by

(') (e*?)
R = W. (C.10)

The coefficients have to satisfy r? + s> = t? + u?. When this condition is satisfied, all
factors related to the scaling dimension cancel out, leading to the prediction

sinh(2rbz)* + sinh(2sbz)* — sinh(2tbz)* — sinh(2ubz)?
— exp/ i & 5 . (C11)
2sinh(b?z) sinh(z) cosh((1 + b?)z)

The integral, owing to the aforementioned condition, is convergent for small values of
z, while it can diverge at infinity for some values of the vertex parameter r. To avoid
divergences, one must satisfy
b* +1

2b
This condition is obtained by observing the limit for z that goes to infinity in the
integrand, and it is always satisfied for » < 1. For simulations we will take this bound
into account, in order to avoid problems related to divergences.

(C.12)
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C.3. Lattice setup

The lattice action (after rescaling the field as ¢ — 1/v/87¢) is

A=a")y é\]—;<p Zcp ¢(x + av) + 2p cosh(bg(x)) (C.13)

We can absorb 4? in the dimensioned parameter u by defining fi = a?y. We simulate
the model using the grid code, based on a HMC algorithm. We will use 2 = 1 as usual
for the rest of the section. The forces for the HMC algorithm are given by

F(x) = Z‘_i[ (x) +—Zq> x +v) + 2bu sinh(bg(x)) . (C.14)

For the simulations a lattice size of 2562 has been used.

C.4. Comparing lattice perturbation theory with the
continuum

Naive dimensional analysis shows that both the field and the parameter b are dimen-
sionless, while p has a dimension 2 in energy. Labeling the lattice parameter with an
hat, we have #I = a?u. Naively the continuum limit is obtained with # — 0. To compare
lattice results with the continuum analytic results, we need to find the lines of constant
physics.

We can get a good hint about them using lattice perturbation theory. Calculating the
perturbative expansion of the two point function and setting the pole position equal
to the mass gives a relation between jI and b. This can be checked non-perturbatively
doing lattice spectroscopy and checking the value of the physical mass obtained.

The theory has an infinite number of interaction terms

2

A= T3 D(ep(x))? + 53 cosh(gg) = (Ca3)

= L | Nt () + R 909 +v) + 5P9(x)?
tigg"

6! P(x)°+... (C.16)

08’
+2,M&+

which leads to an infinite number of Feynman rules for n-point vertex, with n even,
namely
Vi = —iiigg" 2. (C.17)
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We chose this action since it doesn’t have a factor of the coupling in the bare mass.
There is a relation to the b and y parameters given by

g =V8mb; my=4b\/Ttu. (C.18)

We can expand the two point function in perturbation theory over powers of the
coupling ¢2. In the continuum both the coupling and the field do not renormalize.
There is only a multiplicative renormalization of the mass parameter, given by (C.8).
Setting the two point function

D(p?) = m——— +0(p> + ) (C.19)
pe+m
for p> — —m? one obtains
1 1
m? =mj + §m%g2T(m2) + gm%g4T(m2)2 +0(g% (C.20)
(1 + 52T(n) + g8 T(m2)) + O(s°) (Ca1)

We have obtained the tadpole integral

Y S ) S
T(m ) - /—7‘[/a (27_()2 kAZ_{_mz (C.ZZ)

where k2 = ksz + kAy2 and k = 2/asin(ka/2). The symmetry factors 1/2 and 1/8 are
obtained by multiplying the factors 1/4! and 1/6! of the action by the number of
possible connections between vertices and external legs when constructing the tadpole
and double tadpole integral. It immediately appears that there must be a logarithmic
divergence when one substitutes [, = ak, and takes the limit a — 0.

We can do a similar operation for the coupling, by setting the full four point function
with zero external momentum equal to the renormalized coupling constant. We obtain

52 o4

1 3imtgt
gk = &8+ T (m?) + =55V (m?) 4 0(5°) (C:23)
where V(m?) is a vertex correction integral. We invert this relation as well, obtaining
31i? 3t
¢ =gk [1- (3510t - v int) ) k| + otk (a4

We observe then that since 2 = a?m?, it is evident that g% = g> + O(a?), thus resulting
in no renormalization correction in the continuum limit. We can substitute rﬁ% with 172
in the integrals with an error of order ¢°. We invert the series

31i?

m3 = m? {1 — %ng(mz) + <%T(m2)2 + T(T2 + r?zZVT)) g4] +0(g%). (C.25)
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This formula gives us, given a physical value of the mass m, the bare parameter mj
for a fixed value of the lattice spacing a. We still need to evaluate the tadpole and the
vertex correction integrals.

C.4.1. Evaluation of the integrals

We substitute [, = ak, in (C.22) obtaining

T d?] 1
T0) = [ Gyt g = ). (C26)

The integral has infrared divergences for 2 — 0. We define, by introducing for simplicity
the variable ¢

[T A 1
In((: ) - /7_( (27_()2 (12 _|_§2)Vl ’ (C27)

where ¢ is supposed to be small, since we want to set it equal to am. We can evaluate
numerically the value of I; for a — 0 by dividing the integral in two parts, one within
a small radius p, and the other outside. We obtain

-~ 211 211
hie%) = /|l<p (2m)2 12 + &2 " /|l|>p (27)% 2 4 2 (€29
12 1 &2 ar1 2l 1 .
=g ax™ () oy oen € oy e O

= 20— £Co— - In(&) + O(&*).

We have expanded both parts in powers of a?, by defining ¢2 = a?m?. We also intro-
duced the following quantities

, d?l 1
Zy = lim /|l|>p et 1og(p ) = 0275794, (C.29)
2
Co = lim @l 11 . (C.30)

=0 Jjij>p (270)% (12)2 4mp?

The first quantity has been obtained with numerical integration. In the case of the
tadpole integral, the quantity Cy is not influential for 2 — 0, so we have the result

T(a?m?) = Zy — ﬁ In <a2m2> +0(a?). (C31)
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For the evaluation of the vertex corrections, we note that

V(mz) = /n/a @’k - 1 = azlz(azmz). (C.32)
—1/a (27-[)2 (kz + m2)2

We use the relation

d

_d_gzh(gz) = Co+ 1 +0(&?). (C.33)

IZ<62) = 477E2

We have the final result:

~2 ~4 2
m% — mz |:1 - %gzll(asz) + (1 + 6111 Il(asz) + mll(a2m2)12(02m2)> g4:| + O(g6)
(C.34)
112 3rirta?
¢ =gk [1- () - T ) ) g + o). (€39

Comments We have shown that T(m?) = Zj — ;- loga*m? + O(a*m*). From eq.
(C.20), this implies that the coefficients of log a?m? at O(g?) and (loga*m?)? at O(g*)
match those in eq. (C.9).

C.4.2. Lattice renormalization group

We can obtain easily the anomalous dimension at first order for m3 from C.20 by
imposing

0 2 o_ 9 2 Logov 1 a2 6
" —O_alna {mo (1+§g T(m)+§g T(m")~ )| +0(g°)
_ (9 Lomeoyv  Loam 20
= (alnamo) <1+§g T(m )—l—gg T(m*)

0 1 1
2 1 o oy L a2\ 6
My Ina (“ 58 T(m”) + 28" T(m?) > +0(g°). (C.36)

One obtains

_ 1 2y _ & 6\ _ 712 6

This shows that the dimension of m3 goes from the naive value of 2 to 2(1 + b?).

Also, we have shown that g = g2 + O(a?). This proves that the coupling has no
divergences when taking the continuum limit, and also that it does not renormalize.
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C.5. Mass scaling on the lattice

We are interested in verifying the assumptions provided by the mass formula (C.8).
We want to do this by analyzing mass values obtainable within our lattice setup. We
want to do this motivated also by the results of the last section. Since the coefficients in
front of the logarithm matches, we want to use the result related to the resummation
of the logarithm at every order, which gives the !/ (2+20) behaviour. The coefficient in
front of that will be a result of the lattice regularization, and will be affected heavily by
lattice artifacts.
We used as spectroscopical operator the time sliced field

=Y o(tx). (C.38)

This can be used given the simplicity of the theory, and we also expect that no other
spectroscopicS operators are needed. We chose one direction as the temporal one, and
we summed over the other. Since the theory has no bound states, we expect that there
shouldn’t be contamination in the first time slices, and also that the majority of the
signal should be in the first time slices. This is quite a different behavior with respect
to other more complex lattice field theories, where the plateau is observed at later
times. Given the correlation function

2 Ot (t' +1), (C.39)

we expect the following behaviour in initial times region
C(t) ~ e Mesrt (C.40)
We can extract the mass through using the quantity

C(t)

(t+1)° (C41)

merp(t+0.5) =log =" .

The mass is then visible in the plateau, which is observed already in the first time
slices. This is expected to happen, since there is only one physical state possible in the
system.

Inspired by (C.8), we want to observe a behaviour given by

meps = f(b) p*, (C.42)

with f(b) an unknown function of the parameter b, which can be sensible to lattice
regularization artifacts, while we expect a to be close to the value obtained in the
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continuum, namely 1/(2 + 2b?). We have shown in the previous section that the
parameter b does not renormalize on the lattice, so we make the same assumption here.
Hence, we will assume for this part of the analysis that for fixed b also a is fixed, so
that we can check the relation between m and pu.

It’s also interesting to note that, by imposing

1

0 P, -1
dlna 0= dlna {(ay)ZHh E] (C.43)

one obtains the anomalous dimension

Tu(b) = 2b° (C.44)

which matches the perturbative result at first order (C.37).

For fixed b values from 0.1 to 3 we proceeded to fit the masses obtained from
spectroscopy, as functions of values of # which range from 10~'° to 1. These values
have been chosen in order to get effective masses between 0.001 and 1 approximately.
Higher value of the masses would be too distant from the continuum limit, hence
providing potentially substantial lattice artifacts. Nonetheless, lower values increase
the autocorrelation times drastically, hence requiring significantly more computational
time.

We show the results for our simulations with b < 1 in figure C.5. The green line
represents the fit with the & parameter free to vary, while the red one fixes « to the
theoretical value predicted in (C.8).

We expect the results to be close to the continuum limit for small values of the
effective mass, since, given a fixed measured value of the physical mass m?*, it is related
to the lattice mass simply by

am* = Mat (C.45)

with a being the lattice spacing. We used values of m;,; between 0.001 and 1. We
believe that we are reasonably close to the continuum limit in this region. Lower values
of the effective mass result in a theory with a really slowly growing potential, and
the numerical algorhithms for these cases generate very correlated configurations.
Higher values of the effective mass increase lattice artifacts considerably, and this
can potentially invalidate our assumptions on the behaviour, so these will not be
considered as well.

C.5.1. Violation of scaling

As noted in previous sections, the mass formula is valid up to b = 1. We show that
nonperturbative lattice results cease toe support the anomalous dimension of the
theory for b > 1. Simulations made on a lattice with b > 1 seem to violate the scaling
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Figure C.1.: Spectroscopic results obtained for values of b smaller than 1 and values of y in the range

from 107 to 1. Two fits are also shown based on C.42, one in green that allows varying the
exponent «, another red one that fixes it to the value ay, =1/2 + 212,
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Figure C.2.: Spectroscopic results for values of b larger than the self dual point b = 1 are shown. Namely,
the results are related to the values b = 1.2,1.5,1.7,2.3,2.5, 3. In the green fit the exponent «
is free, while in the red one it is fixed to theoretical value given by the anomalous dimension

ag = 1/(242b2).
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0.4 \

0.3

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 25 3.0

Figure C.3.: Values of the exponents obtained compared to the prediction ay,(b) = 1/(2 + 2b?).

laws. Interestingly, there is still a u* behaviour, but & = 1/(2 + 2b?) is not a correct
prediction anymore.

In pictures C.2, we show the results for b = 1.2,1.5,1.7,2.3,2.5,3. We can see clearly
that the red line deviates from the green line, which is in good agreement with the
data.

We can show the deviation from the expected behaviour, for b > 1 in figure C.3,
where all the exponents from the fits are plotted alogside the function ay,(b) =
1/(2+2b%).

We show now in figure C.4 a plot of the values obtained for the amplitudes in front
of the exponential function. In principle this should be compared with the continuum
equivalent described in (C.8). But as can be observed, the real part of that function
goes to zero for b = 1, and it is not known whether it is valid for b > 1.

C.5.2. Finite volume effects

It is of utmost interest verifying that in our analysis finite volume effects are small
and quantifiable. For a scalar theory which has a mass gap in the non-interacting
limit, effects in the variation of the finite volume mass Am = m(l) — m(co) have been

quantified to decrease exponentially as —e~ 2 "k

theory and L the spatial length [119].

, where m is the mass gap of the

The hypothesis has been verified for different values of b, as shown in figure C.5.
Based on the fit results obtained, it appears that with our working setup with a volume
of 2562, the finite volume effects are negligible.
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6 ¢ f(b)

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 2.5 3.0

Figure C.4.: Obtained values of the unknown function f(b).

-

Figure C.5.: Mass value dependence with respect to smaller volumes is plotted, for values of the
parameter b = 0.1,1,2.5. A Liischer type of fit for the dependence is plotted along with the
obtained values.
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C.6. Bosonic free conformal field theory comparison

Lastly, we want to discuss how a conformal free field theory, in particular the free
massless scalar field theory, with the action

1
S = / x5 0,999, (C.46)

can be described in terms of a lattice regularized version.

This theory is interesting for this work, since it is the limit for 4 — 0 of the
Sinh-Gordon action, and perturbation theory can be made around it, alternatively to
our other choice of unperturbed action. Also, having a proper understanding of the
properties of such theory in its lattice realization, can help us to interpret the results
about the violation of scaling in section C.5.1. In the case that the theory actually
becomes conformal in the region with b > 1, over the self dual point, this could explain
why standard lattice spectroscopy can not follow the scaling law of the theory.

In the continuum, the theory is both ultraviolet and infrared divergent, so it needs
two cutoffs. By naming the two cutoffs as 2 and R, we obtain the relations for the two
point functions

1 1 Z
G(z2) = (p(z 2)9(0,0)) = —5—log - — 5—log . (C47)
1 R

From the propagators one can see that ¢(x) is not a conformal field. But a conformal
operator can still be constructed using derivatives, or the exponential operators V,, =
e'*?, called also vertex operators.

It can be shown that, since the action is quadratic, n-point functions of vertex
operators can be computed directly from the functional integral, obtaining

n

[T - ()" I (32) a9

i=1 i<j

One can get rid of the ultraviolet cutoff dependence by defining the renormalized

vector operator
Vi(z) = Vi = lim a2 = it (C.50)

a—0

It is interesting to think of an equivalent of this redefinition on the lattice. In
principle, it is expected that the conformal invariance of the theory can be reobtained
in an infrared regime. But it is explicitly violated in ultraviolet by the natural cutoff
given by lattice spacing. The above redefinition takes into account ultraviolet quantities,
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in particular it is equivalent to subtracting all the tadpole divergences coming from the
self interactions of the field ¢(z).
We are interested in the two point function

(Ve (x)V_g (0)) = e~ **(A(x)=2(0) (C.51)

We chose to use two opposite charges in order to remove the infrared divergence. In
particular, we want to set the result for the two point function equal to the expected

conformal result .
(Va(X)V_a(0) = —5 (C52)
x
In order to check if it is possible to recreate such a regime for correlation functions on

the lattice, one can use the free field lattice propagator

(47(x)4>(0)>:/7r Pp s

—x (2m)2p2+m?’ (C53)

We have added a mass, otherwise the propagator is also infrared divergent. We expect
anyway a conformal like behavior in a region

x 1

p << —t (C.53)
Here we have indicated explicitly the lattice spacing 4. One can use a computational
algebra software to verify, via numerical integration, that this is the case, thus that
correlation functions behave as |x/a| 2.

In principle, this procedure can be used even in Sinh-Gordon case, with the addiction
of a fictious mass term, in order to detect a conformal like behavior at the self dual
point. In case it is detected, spectroscopy with standard lattice techniques ceases to be
useful for that case.

A test of the described procedure at the self dual point b = 1 has been conducted.
The observed results respect the Liischer ansatz without the conformal behavior, even
in the region indicated in equation (C.54). Thus the origin of the mass scaling law
violation on the lattice has still to be investigated.
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