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Abstract

Flavour-violating couplings of Higgs boson with stop and scharm quarks could be
very important as in addition to lifting the mass of the Higgs boson by a few GeV, it
could also play a vital phenomenological role in reducing the Supersymmetry breaking
scale significantly. In this work, we investigate effects of such flavour-violating cou-
plings within the Constrained Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (CMSSM)
framework in the context of LEP data, Higgs data at the LHC, precision observables
and the relic density of the dark matter using Bayesian statistics. Our detailed anal-
ysis reveals that the most probable values of mg, my 5, Ao, tan 3, dLT are expected to
be around 4.83 TeV, 2.54 TeV, 1.90 TeV, 41.5, and 6.1x 1072, respectively, with flat
priors. The corresponding values translate into 3.25 TeV, 2.13 TeV, 1.90 TeV, 44.7,
and 5.9x1072, respectively, if the natural priors are used. Furthermore, a compari-
son of our model with the CMSSM of flavour-conservation as the base model yields
a Bayes factor of about 6 while taking into account all the experimental constraints
used in our study. Our analysis also reflects that the lightest neutralino would have
a mass of about 1 TeV.
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1 Introduction

Within the Standard Model (SM) [1], the Higgs mechanism is the underlying mecha-
nism allowing for the electroweak (EW) symmetry breaking and thus generation of masses
for the elementary particles. The resulting postulate of a scalar fundamental particle is
one of the major reasons for construction of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). In 2012,
the ATLAS and CMS collaborations have recorded the observation of a spin-zero particle
with qualities consistent with that of the Higgs boson [2]. Under the Constrained Min-
imal Supersymmetric Standard Model (CMSSM) [3-9] framework, only five parameters
are required to generate the supersymmetric spectrum. However, it remains difficult for
CMSSM to justify a Higgs mass of 125 GeV with reasonable assumptions. Recent exper-
imental results for the non-observance of a supersymmetric particle below 1 TeV bring
additional stress to the theory as the little hierarchy issue becomes more prominent with
heavier stops. The amount of fine-tuning required increases with the energy gap between
the Supersymmetry (SUSY) [10-18] breaking scale and the EW regime. Therefore, it is
desirable to search beyond the SM phenomenon which may propose alternative solutions
to accommodate a Higgs mass of 125 GeV without stretching this gap. Models such as
Peccei-Quinn extension to the SM [19] and non-minimal flavour violation (NMFV) [20-37]
are examples of methods one may utilise to explain a 125 GeV Higgs mass. The first work
on NMFV has been presented in Ref. [20], where the authors have studied the effects of
NMFYV in the MSSM involving up-type squarks of the second and third generation in the
left-left (LL) sector and have shown contributions to the electroweak observables and the
lightest MSSM Higgs boson mass. Another work has been published in Ref. [21] about
the contributions of the NMFV SUSY in context of the hadroproduction and decay of
sparticles. In a work by Arana-Catania et al. [22-24], the authors have contended that
flavour-changing couplings, particularly within the scharm-stop sector, have the capacity
to increase the Higgs mass by up to 10 GeV. The additional flavour-violating interactions
are also expected to reduce the unified masses, therefore bringing the squark masses closer
to the EW scale. The connection has been beheld between the flavour-violating terms of
the squark and the slepton sectors at the Grand Unified Theory (GUT) and the TeV scale
in the NMFV SUSY framework [25]. Additional works in NMFV have been implemented
in other directions including Higgs boson decays [33], Gauge-mediated SUSY Breaking
(GMSB) model [34], Anomaly-mediated SUSY Breaking (AMSB) model [35], Z3 invari-
ant Next-to MSSM (NMSSM) scenario [36], and CMSSM model [37]. Flavour-changing
neutral-current process [13] similar to the NMFV context has been explored in the hybrid
gauge-gravity model [38] and the top-quark processes at the LHC [39-41]. Significant con-
tribution of the supersymmetric particles towards the decays of flavour-changing neutral
MSSM Higgs bosons to the second and third generation quarks has also been studied in
Refs. [42-44]. Motivated by the premise of Arana-Catania et al., we investigate a CMSSM
scenario extended with non-minimal flavour-violating interaction and then compare it with
the vanilla CMSSM case. Both models are subjected to various experimental constraints
and good fitting regions of the parameter space are found and compared. A Bayesian anal-
ysis is then provided to give a quantitative basis for the plausibility of the models against
each other.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section II discusses the NMFV extension
to CMSSM. Section III includes our method, Bayes statistics and the constraints applied.
Section IV gives the detailed results and Bayesian analysis. Section V is the conclusion.



2 Flavour—violation in MSSM and the Higgs boson

Within MSSM the flavour-violating terms could typically arise due to the RG flow of
various squark masses from the SUSY-breaking scale down to the EW scale. However such
terms are heavily suppressed. Under the NMFV scheme, the off-diagonal flavour-violating
terms of the squark mass matrices under the super-CKM basis are not suppressed at lower
energy scales, particularly in the top-charm sector [45]. Therefore, considering the flavour
violation in the top-charm sector, which could possibly give rise to a few extra GeV con-
tribution to the Higgs boson mass and thus reduce the SUSY-breaking scale significantly.
The mass matrices of the up-type squarks could be described as
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with the up-type trilinear coupling in terms of flavour-violating off-diagonal terms could
be given as
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In Eq. (1), the dimensionless coefficient (%{Y is the flavour-violating coupling where X is
either chiral L (left) or R (right), i, j represent the generations of the squarks, and My,
is the up-type squark mass. In Eq. (2), v is the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of the
H,, matrix A" includes values of the Yukawa-type couplings of the Higgs and the up-type
squarks, m; denotes the top-quark mass, and A; represents the trilinear coupling of the
stop. The corresponding down-type mass matrices ./\/l2 and down-type trilinear cou-

pling v5.4%, where v, represents the VEV of the H,; and matrlx A? includes values of the
Yukawa-type couplings of the Higgs and the down-type squarks, completely analogous to
Egs. (1) and (2), respectively and could be found by replacing the respective indices. The
contributions towards the Higgs masses are expected to occur in the LR/RL category, as
the flavour-violating coupling is now being factored directly into the Yukawa-type coupling
involving the Higgs boson and squarks [22-24]. The suppression of flavour-violating inter-
action involving the first generation squarks is due to existing experimental data already
restricting its possible range. In this investigation, only the NMFV effects in the second
and third generation squarks in the LR sector are considered due to the most significant
contribution provided to the Higgs mass. As a result the SUSY breaking scale is signifi-
cantly reduced relative to the RL, LL, and RR sectors. In [45], the extent of F'V within the
top-charm sector has been constrained to |(5§Y| < 0.5 at a 1o confidence level using the
measurements on the decay width of top-quark, I'; = 1.421512 GeV [46]. In the context of
the CMSSM the flavour-violating coupling appears in the one-loop correction to the Higgs
mass, which can be expressed as

Amh (5CLtR) = m;lVMFV (55}2) mgMSSM (3)



where Amy, ((553) is the correction to the Higgs mass due to the inclusion of flavour-
violating coupling. If §5% = 0 then this correction vanishes: mj™M*V (§58) = m{MS5M,
In this work we use FeynHiggs [48-55] for the numerical computation of the parameters

mpy MEV (657) and m§M55M | Further details on Eq. (3) can be found in Refs. [22-24].

3 Numerical analysis

We use a Bayesian analysis to quantitatively evaluate the plausibility of our model.
Comparing theoretical predictions of our model to experimental observations, we can de-
termine regions in the parameter space where our model best agrees with the experiment.
To this end, we introduce the likelihood function for a point z = {x,zs,...,2,} in the
parameter space as

1 2
L;(z) = exp (—%) . (4)
Here, for each observables O;, x? is defined as
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where O;" is the experimentally measured value of the observable, O;(x) is the corre-
sponding theoretical prediction calculated at a point in the parameter space, and o; is
the corresponding uncertainty. The likelihood quantifies the agreement of the theoretical
prediction with experiment. To include all observables considered in our analysis, as shown
in Table 3, we formed the composite likelihood as the product of all £;,

c=T[c (6)

The posterior probability distribution of a given parameter z; € x is calculated by marginal-
ising over the rest of the parameter space,

Play = L L @)

where & denotes our selection of priors, and the evidence is defined as

5_/Qm. (8)

The evidence is essential for calculating the Bayes factor, ()pgyes, Which is a quantitative
measure of the plausibility of the NMFV CMSSM compared to CMSSM without NMFV
couplings. The Bayes factor is written as

E
QBayes = logy <M> . (9)

ECMSSM

We analyse the NMF'V parameter space subjected to various constraints including LEP



Particle Bound Source

my 172.80 £ 0.59 GeV [46]
ma > 114.4 GeV [59]
WQX? > Q%Z [46]
Mg > 103.5 GeV [46]

Table 1: LEP bounds on Higgs and sparticles masses.

Constraint Observable Quantity Source
Higgs observables (HO) mp 125.09 £ 0.24 GeV 2]
Rggrn 1.114+0.10 [46]
R ggaiow 1.19 4 0.12 [46]
Ryt 1.20 +0.12 [46]
R ot 1.04 4 0.13 [46]
Roygrr 1.15 4 0.16 [46]
Precision observables (PO) Ap 0.00038 £ 0.0002 [46]
Aa,, (2.51£0.59) x 109 [60]
Br(b — s7) (3.324£0.15) x 104 [46,61]
Dark matter (DM) O, h? 0.1197 £ 0.0022 [62]

Table 2: List of experimental observables applied in our analysis.

data on Higgs mass and sparticles masses, Higgs observables, precision observables, and
the abundance of dark matter at a 2.50 confidence level. Details of these constraints and
their experimental values can be found in Tables 1 and 2. The experimental data account
for the Higgs observables [2,46] obtained from the ATLAS and CMS collaborations. The
R is the ratio of overall rate process of SUSY over SM counterpart.

The decay rate

(10)

h—
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SM

is enhanced in supersymmetry, generating more gg — 7y events than predicted by SM.
We assume 6, ~ "9 due to dominant Higgs production at the LHC by the gluon
fusion. Above I'"™77 is the partial decay width, and I'; is the total decay width of Higgs
boson. Similarly, the R value can be evaluated for NMFV over its SM counterpart for the
processes gg — vv, g9 — 212v, gg — 4l, gg — bb and gg — 77T.

4 Results and Discussions

In this section, we present our results in the form of the posterior probability distri-
butions under various experimental constraints. The models examined in this discussion
are cases of CMSSM with NMFV in the LR sector of the scharm-stop flavour-violating
interaction and CMSSM with no NMFV interactions. We examine our study only in the



scharm-stop sector as the contributions of couplings involving up-quark with top-quark
or charm-quark are suppressed. Moreover, the coupling %4 provides the most significant
contribution to the Higgs mass as compared to other couplings like 6%, §LF and 557 as
discussed in Refs. [22-24] and also reduces the SUSY breaking scale significantly. The AT-
LAS and the CMS collaborations attained the combined mass measurement of the lightest
Higgs boson as 125.09 £+ 0.24 GeV [2]. Without modifications to CMSSM, the theory
experiences difficulty in achieving this value without pushing the supersymmetric breaking
scale to problematic ranges. We allude to this problem with the introduction of NMFV
in the scharm-stop sector, where it can be seen to favourably impact the unified super-
symmetric parameters. The 125 GeV Higgs mass can now be accomplished effortlessly
following one-loop correction to the Higgs mass under the influence of NMFV coupling.
In the calculation of the Bayes factor, the full scope of this study is included for brevity.
Here we employ a random scan technique over the entire parameter space of CMSSM with
NMEFV as follows

o mo € [0.01,6] TeV,
o mys € [0.01,6] TeV,
o Ay € [—6,6] TeV,

e tanf € [0,60],

e sgn(u) = +1,

o 671 € [-0.07,0.07].

The parameters sample includes the usual five parameters of CMSSM, namely mg unified
scalar mass, m; /s, unified gaugino mass, Ay common trilinear coupling parameter, tan 3

ratio of VEVs of up- and down-type Higgs bosons, (ﬂ), and sgn(u) sign associated with
V2

the Higgsino mass parameter p along with a flavour-violating coupling §%%. The entirety
of the supersymmetric spectrum is created using these terms and the results are filtered
using various experimental constraints.

Procuring the aforementioned parameters, we would use Softsusy [47] to generate the
spectrum of supersymmetric particles. An additional parameter involved in this step is
defining the mass of the top quark. FeynHiggs [48-55] is in conjunction with Softsusy [47]
that is used in calculating the various Higgs observables such as masses, mixings, and
branching ratios and p-parameter up to the two-loop level. Superiso [56] is used to
calculate the relevant B-physics observables and the muon anomalous magnetic moment
and, in addition, micromegas [57, 58] is employed to compute the relic density of the
neutralino dark matter using the spectrum generator.

The variation of the CMSSM parameters against the posterior probability for flat priors,
i.e., £ o« 1 and natural priors, £ < (mgmy /2)_1, respectively, taking into consideration the
constraints of LEP data, Higgs observables, precision observables, and the relic density
of the neutralino dark matter in the LR sector are presented in Figures 2 and 3. Taking
note of the parameter, tan 8, the CMSSM case reveals a high preference in the value of
tan 0 ~ 45 with flat priors and ~ 46 with natural priors which is expected as a higher tan 3
term contributes positively towards the Higgs mass. Comparatively, the reduced value of



QBayes — logl() ( SNJ\/IFV >

EcMssM
LEP+HO | +PO | +DM
0.02 0.10 | 5.73
0.10 0.16 | 6.01

Table 3: Bayes factors in the NMFV scenario taking into account the experimental con-
straints with flat priors (first row) and natural priors (second row) for mg € [0.1,4],
mys € [0.1,4], Ag € [—4,4] (all in TeV units), tan 8 € [0, 60], and 557 € [-0.07,0.07].

favoured regions in the NMFV case for tan  ~ 42 with flat priors and ~ 45 with natural
priors can be attributed to the phenomenon of NMFV supplementing the mass of the
Higgs that allows for the likelihood of other regions to increase relatively. By comparing
the two choices of models, it is apparent that both unified scalar and gaugino masses shift
favourably towards the lower energy range for the NMFV case while both masses can
be seen as naturally increasing. In the base CMSSM model, the expected values of my,
my 2, and Ag are 5.98 TeV, 3.37 TeV, and —0.35 TeV, respectively, with flat priors while
these values correspond to 6.00 TeV, 3.21 TeV, and —0.35 TeV, respectively, with natural
priors. In NMFV the corresponding values of mg, my/, and Ay should be 4.83 TeV, 2.54
TeV, and 1.90 TeV, respectively, with flat priors and 3.25 TeV, 2.13 TeV, and 1.90 TeV,
respectively, with natural priors. For the sake of deep understanding, Figures 1, 4-7 are
presented with three different sets of constraints, i.e., (i) LEP4+HO, (ii) LEP+HO+PO, and
(iii) LEP+HO+PO+DM. It is to be noted that the likelihood of satisfying the observables
peaks at 657 ~ 6x 1072 for flat as well as natural priors when all the constraints are included
as shown in Figure 1. The most probable values of 657 associated with different sets of
constraints using flat and natural priors are presented in Table 4. These non-zero preferable
peaks motivate the belief that the NMFV supplemented CMSSM is able to accommodate
the addition of new physics under the constraints of experimental observables. However, we
explore our study only with the LR sector of the scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction
as giving the largest contribution to the Higgs mass relative to other flavour-violating
couplings such as 055, 62, and 657 [22-24]. We present heatmaps of myg, my, and
posterior probability bounded by the different sets of constraints in Figures 4 and 5 with
flat and natural priors, respectively. Likewise, we also show heatmaps of sparticles mass
with a posterior probability corresponding to flat and natural priors in Figures 6 and 7,
respectively. The most probable masses of gluino, lighter stop, lighter stau, lighter chargino,
and the lightest neutralino with flat priors taking into account all the above-mentioned
constraints are 5.57 TeV, 5.14 TeV, 4.62 TeV, 1.07 TeV, and 1.04 TeV, respectively while
these values are changed in natural priors by 4.54 TeV, 3.55 TeV, 2.47 TeV, 1.04 TeV, and
0.95 TeV, respectively. The most preferred values of various parameters in our work are
listed in Table 4. It is to be noted that the other way to look at the most probable masses
of mg, my /o and sparticles can be found relatively well through heatmaps as indicated in
Figures 4-7. The Bayes factors are found to be 5.73 with the flat priors and 6.01 with the
natural priors after taking into account all the above-mentioned constraints, as illustrated
in Table 3, predicting that the NMFV framework is strongly favoured against the CMSSM
framework.
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Figure 1: Posterior probability distributions of §5# flavour-violating coupling of NMFV for
different sets of constraints applied with (a) flat and (b) natural priors. The blue solid line
indicates LEP data and Higgs observables constraints, the black dashed line signifies the
constraints of LEP data, Higgs observables, and precision observables and the red dotted
line includes the constraints of LEP data, Higgs observables, precision observables, and the
relic density of the dark matter. The description of constraints is presented in Tables 1
and 2.

5 Summary

In this study, we have examined the effects of flavour-violating t-c interactions in the
Constrained MSSM with the aid of Bayesian statistics. A detailed random scan over
the CMSSM parameter space has been performed to explore the impact of such flavour-
violating couplings by taking into account various experimental constraints arising from
the LEP data, LHC data on Higgs, B-physics and electroweak precision observables, and
the relic density of the dark matter. We have displayed the findings in Figures 1-7. Our
work reveals that masses of the neutralino LSP, the lighter chargino, and gluino for the LR
sector are found to be around 1.04 TeV, 1.07 TeV, and 5.57 TeV, respectively, with flat
priors, whereas the corresponding masses are observed to be about 0.95 TeV, 1.04 TeV,
and 4.54 TeV, respectively, with natural priors. Further, sfermion masses are observed to
be in the range of 4.62 TeV to 7.13 TeV with the flat priors while these masses change with
the natural priors in the range of 2.47 TeV to 4.63 TeV. The masses of other Higgses are
found to be around 2 TeV corresponding to flat as well as natural priors. Exclusively this
scenario assists to reduce the SUSY breaking scale, thus the most probable values of free
CMSSM parameters mg, mi /2, Ay, tan 3, and NMFV coupling parameter 65 are observed
to be around 4.83 TeV, 2.54 TeV, 1.90 TeV, 41.5, and 6.1x1072, respectively, with flat
priors while these values turn out to be 3.25 TeV, 2.13 TeV, 1.90 TeV, 44.7, and 5.9x 1072,
respectively, with natural priors at maximum posterior probability. The preferable values
of 651 are within top phenom constraints. The LHC Higgs mass constraint has favoured a
small value to the flavour-violating coupling. The most probable values of sparticles masses,
CMSSM input parameters and the NMFV coupling parameter in the allowed parameter
space are displayed in Table 4. Other NMFV effects are noteworthy in the case of SUSY
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Figure 2: Posterior probability distributions of CMSSM parameters taking into account
the constraints of LEP data, Higgs observables, precision observables, and the relic density
of the dark matter using flat priors. The blue solid line illustrates the NMFV while the
black dashed line depicts the CMSSM.
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Figure 3: Posterior probability distributions of CMSSM parameters involving the con-
straints of LEP data, Higgs observables, precision observables, and the relic density of the
dark matter utilising natural priors. The colour convention follows the same as in Figure 2.
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Figure 4: Heatmaps of mg,mi/» and posterior probability with flat priors for LEP+HO
(left), LEP+HO+PO (middle), and LEP+HO+PO+DM (right) constraints in the LR
sector of the scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction of the NMFV framework.
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Figure 5: Heatmaps of mg, m;/2 and posterior probability with natural priors for LEP+HO
(left), LEP+HO+PO (middle), and LEP+HO+PO+DM (right) constraints in the LR

sector of the scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction of the NMFV framework.
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Figure 6: Heatmaps of sparticles masses with posterior probability for three differ-
ent sets of constraints i.e. LEP+HO (first row), LEP+HO+PO (second row), and
LEP+HO+PO+DM (third row) constraints in the NMFV framework using flat priors.
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Flat priors Natural priors

Parameter o5 56— 3P0 +DM | LEPLHO  +PO DM
mo 4.06 3.63 4.83 1.48 1.59 3.25
my 2.42 2.36 2.54 2.39 2.34 2.13
A —5.18 —4.68 1.90 —5.28 —5.00 1.90
tan3 10.7 40.3 41.5 26.4 36.7 44.7
SLR 4.4x107%2 5x1072 6.1x1072 | 55x1072 55x1072 5.9x1072
my 3.33 3.33 2.05 3.33 3.14 2.06
m 40 3.52 3.33 2.04 3.33 3.23 2.04
mp+ 3.54 3.24 2.06 3.24 3.24 2.06
Mo 1.02 1.05 1.04 1.09 1.05 0.95
Mg 1.96 1.96 1.09 1.96 1.96 1.09
msy 2.60 2.60 1.69 2.60 2.60 1.46
my 2.51 2.51 1.93 2.51 2.51 1.93
Mg 1.96 1.96 1.07 2.00 2.00 1.04
Mg 2.62 2.52 1.93 2.52 2.52 1.93
mg 4.94 4.94 5.57 4.94 4.94 4.54
mg, 5.06 4.95 7.13 4.84 4.84 4.63
MG 4.85 4.85 7.00 4.75 4.75 4.59
my, 4.34 4.34 5.95 4.34 4.34 3.98
my, 4.46 4.46 6.66 4.46 4.46 4.08
mg, 3.88 3.88 5.14 3.74 3.79 3.55
mg, 4.36 4.36 5.95 4.36 4.36 3.89
my, 3.34 3.07 5.71 2.63 2.63 3.46
mp 3.92 2.85 5.64 1.92 1.92 3.32
mz 3.79 1.95 4.62 1.49 1.49 2.47
ms, 3.01 2.68 4.76 2.44 2.44 2.91

Table 4: The sparticle mass spectrum at maximum posterior probability for NMFV frame-
work in the LR sector of the scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction with flat and natural
priors respectively. All mass parameters are in TeV except tan and 65" which are dimen-
sionless.

particles, where the NMFV scenario favours lighter masses for SUSY particles than the
base model CMSSM. The Bayes factors as presented in Table 3 for our model turn out
to be about 5.73 with flat priors and 6.01 with natural priors on the logarithmic Jeffreys
scale. While CMSSM has been taken to be the base model which obviously corresponds to
“decisive” evidence on Jeffreys scale. Our work reveals that the most probable values of
the neutralino LSP, corresponding to the flat and natural priors, are found to be around
1.04 TeV and 0.95 TeV, respectively. It would be preferable to consider this effect at the
LHC to meet the signatures of SUSY in the future.
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