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Abstract

Flavour-violating interactions of the stop-quarks are expected to provide an ad-
ditional few GeV contributions to the Higgs-Boson mass, particularly when mix
with scharm-quarks, thereby allowing reduced supersymmetry (SUSY) breaking
scale compared to flavour-conserving constrained minimal supersymmetric Stan-
dard Model (CMSSM). Inspired by this, we analyse the interactions mentioned
above in the context of CMSSM using the information entropy of the Higgs-Boson
for a wider region of flavour-violating CMSSM parameter space (mg,m; /25 4o,

tan 3, sgn(u), 53), where 52% represents the flavour-violating coupling of the top-
quark with the charm-quark and 4, j defining left and right chiralities of squarks.
Our information-theoretic analysis of the model mentioned above reveals the most
favourable values of (mo,my /9, Ao, tan 3,64) as (4.30 TeV,2.32 TeV, —4.96 TeV,
22.8,0.037) and (4.16 TeV, 3.89 TeV,—4.10 TeV,19.4,0.039) for (i,5) = (L, R)
and (R, L), respectively, corresponding to the maximum entropy which suggest the
SUSY breaking scale to be about 5 TeV, thereby allowing considerable low values
of sparticles masses than the flavour-conserving CMSSM.
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1 Introduction

The recent discovery of Higgs-Boson at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [1] is quite
crucial as it provides mass to the constituent particles of the Standard Model (SM) [2],
which has been a successful theory in experiments. However, the SM lacks a stability
mechanism that could protect the Higgs mass from overgrowing against the radiative
corrections. Besides, it also lacks explanations for some of the interesting phenomena
of nature, such as the existence of dark matter, baryogenesis, neutrino oscillations, and
grand-unification, which give hints for extending SM. Among the possible extensions of
the SM, supersymmetry (SUSY) [3-10] is still considered one of the most important can-
didate theories due to its elegance in addressing some of the aforementioned problems.
The minimal supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) [9-14] involves the Higgs sector
containing five Higgses, namely two CP-even and one CP-odd Higgs-Bosons (h, H, and
Ap) and two charged Higgs-Bosons (H*). The inclusion of non-minimal flavour viola-
tion (NMFV) in the squark-sector of MSSM allows significant contributions to the mass
of Higgs-Bosons through additional flavour-violating Feynman diagrams, in particular
when the top-quark mixes with other flavours [15-17]. These additional contributions
could grow as high as 5 to 10 GeV or so depending upon the value of flavour-violating
couplings of the top-quark. It is therefore expected that the SUSY breaking scale re-
duces significantly compared to MSSM without such flavour-violating interactions while
yielding mass of the lighter CP-even Higgs-Boson to its observed value at the LHC [1].

Non-minimal flavour-violating extension of MSSM in the squark sector has already
been studied in detail [15-35]. For example, Ref. [18] discusses the effects of up-type
squarks under the second and third generations and its consequences on the electroweak
precision observables (EWPOs) and the mass of lighter MSSM Higgs-Boson. The effect
of such interactions has further been examined for the processes of flavour-changing
neutral-current (FCNC) [36] analogous to NMFV and in the context of LHC signa-
tures [19-23]. Ref. [30] demonstrates the link between the GUT and the TeV scale
for flavour-violating terms in the squark and the slepton sectors. The flavour-violating
interactions have also been studied for the other MSSM extensions, such as for GMSB
model [31], AMSB model [32], Z3 invariant NMSSM [33], hybrid gauge-gravity model [34],
and phenomenological MSSM model [35]. Moreover, the role of supersymmetric particles
in the flavour-changing decays of the MSSM neutral Higgs-Bosons in favour of second
and third generation quarks has been discussed in Refs. [37-39)].

The main focus of the current study involves analysing the consequences of such
flavour-violating terms for the constrained MSSM (CMSSM) [40-46] framework using
information entropy of the lighter CP-even Higgs-Boson as a tool with the assumption
that it corresponds to the observed Higgs-Boson at the LHC.

Information entropy has been effectively implemented to explore particle physics and
has achieved notable outcomes. For example, in Ref. [47], the accurate assessment of SM
Higgs mass by maximising the product of its branching ratios has well consented to the
experimental value observed at the LHC. Moreover, this predicts that there is a physical
phenomenon related to assessing the significant mass of the Higgs-Boson distributed at its
maximum possible decays. Correspondingly, in Ref. [48], the Higgs mass is constructed
through the maximum entropy principle (MEP) and the information entropy is evaluated
by taking branching fractions of the SM Higgs-Boson. MEP has been satisfactorily im-
plemented in a variety of contexts, such as the exploration of new modes of decay of the



Higgs-Boson at the LHC [49], axion mass assessment in axion-neutrino interaction using
effective field theory models [50], and analysing of the CMSSM [51]. Furthermore, the
work of Refs. [52,53] has shown that Gibbs-Shannon entropy is constituted for devising
distributions through the decays of hadrons and assessing the information relating to the
new decay channel added to it.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section II, we discuss the flavour-violating MSSM
and its consequences for the Higgs-Boson and other sparticles. In section III, we discuss
the role of information entropy of the Higgs-Boson in the context of the model under
consideration. A detailed analysis of the flavour-violating CMSSM using information
theory is presented in section IV. Finally, we summarise our findings in Section V.

2 Flavour violation in MSSM

Allowing flavour-violation interaction in the squark sector would impact the CMSSM
through the enriched squark mass matrix and the trilinear coupling matrix with additional
flavour-violating off-diagonal terms, which could be given in terms of the up-type trilinear
coupling as

0 0 0
UU.AU =10 0 5LRMUL22 MUR33 s (1)
0 5RLM M+ mtAt

Ur22"""ULss

where the dimensionless parameter, (5%5/, is the flavour-violating coupling, X and Y
represent the generations of squarks while 4, j represent L or R chirality. The 6% and
OLE are the flavour-violating couplings of the top-quark with the charm-quark, v, is the
vacuum expectation value of the H, field, A" matrix corresponds to the trilinear-type
couplings between the Higgs and the up-type squarks, m; is the top-quark mass, A; is the
stop trilinear coupling parameter, and My or My denotes as up-type squark mass.
The off-diagonal terms containing the couplings of LR and RL of the top-charm sector
give the largest contributions to the Higgs mass due to the direct Yukawa type coupling
between Higgs-Bosons and scharm-stop quarks. It is to be noted that in the current
study, we explore CMSSM while only the aforementioned flavour-violating couplings are
present according to Refs. [15-17] as the effects of flavour-violating couplings of top-quark
with an up-quark are suppressed by a factor of about ” (m, and m, representing masses
of up-quark and charm-quark, respectively) as compared to the couplings of top-quark
with a charm-quark. The inclusion of flavour-violating terms modify the mass-matrices
of left-chiral up-type squarks to

M2 0 0
2 o 2 6LLM M-
MUL = 0 IL MULQQ UL222 ULss (2)
0 5 MUL22 MUL33 MUL33

and similarly for the right-chiral up-type squarks ./\/l2 . In the above equation, §if

represents the flavour-violating coupling of the top- quark with the charm-quark in the
LL sector. These above-mentioned terms are present at the electroweak scale down the
SUSY breaking scale with the help of renormalisation group equations (RGEs). Moreover,
in this NMFV scenario, the procedure is to take the off-diagonal flavour-violating terms



of the squark mass matrices and the trilinear coupling matrices having the Super-CKM
basis. Similarly, the down-type mass-matrices MZD and down-type trilinear coupling

matrix v4A¢, where v; is the vacuum expectation value of the H, field and A? matrix
corresponds to the trilinear-type couplings between the Higgs and the down-type squarks,
can be build through the above matrices only by interchanging the respective indices.

With the addition of flavour-violating coupling to the CMSSM, one-loop radiative
correction to the Higgs-Boson mass is as follows

B (52) = m 7V (5 — S, ®

where, Amh(ég), the value of contribution through the flavour-violating coupling, comes
out to be zero when mNMEV (§7)= mGMSSM at 57 = 0. Both mYMMFV(5%) and m§MSsM
parameters have been evaluated through FeynHiggs 2.14.3 [12,54-60] and are the Higgs
masses at 52% equal to non-zero and zero, respectively. Moreover, we only consider the
impact of 65 and §%L as these are expected to give relatively higher (positive) contribu-
tions to the Higgs mass [15-17|, which could therefore reduce the SUSY breaking scale
significantly as compared to 6% and J5&F.

3 Information Entropy of the Higgs-Boson

Shannon [61-63] investigated entropy as a measure of uncertainty with respect to the
information content. The information entropy (or Shannon’s entropy) can be given by Eq.
2 of Ref. [51] and is well explained in the paper, along with a thorough understanding of
the MEP in the context of Higgs-Boson in the CMSSM. The information theory is a theory
of probability in which each probability describes the uncertainty of an event. Thus, the
probability distribution of the system depicts the information about each event. Each
probability can vary from zero to one, non-zero values of probability give the uncertainty.
Also, these events are mutually independent and exhaustive. Probable events provide less
information as compared to rarer events that give more information, while the result of an
event is previously known so it provides no new information or zero entropy. Maximum
entropy signifies a state of equilibrium and the system’s maximum uncertainty. The MEP
is capable of determining the best estimate of the variable associated with the probability
distribution deduced from Shannon’s entropy of the system. For our study, we evaluate
the Higgs entropy concerning the branching ratios of the Higgs decays using Shannon’s
entropy. The measurement of Higgs mass by maximising Higgs entropy corresponds well
to the mass observed at the LHC [1]. Further, the Higgs entropy is used to determine the
mass of sparticles effectively. For this, we consider an ensemble containing N -number
of independent Higgs-Bosons detected at the LHC. Here, each of the Higgs-Bosons is
feasible for decay into available decay modes with probabilities p,(my) of the branching
ratio Br,(my,) contributed to each decay channel which can be expressed as

Ly(mp)
Fh(mh) ’

(4)

p,(mp) = Brg(my) =

where the partial decay width of the Higgs-Boson to ¢ decay mode is indicated as T',(my,)
and considering the total decay width of the Higgs-Boson as I'y,(my,) = >/, T'y(my) while
the total number of possible decay modes of the Higgs-Boson is as n,.



The probability of an ensemble attains an ultimate state by considering its allowed decay
modes in the form of multinomial distribution as follows [48]

Py 1) = — 2 T ()™, 5)
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here > 707, Bry = 1, 3.2, my = N, and the number of Higgs-Bosons decay in the q"
detection mode represent as m,. The total information entropy accompanying the N-
Higgs-Bosons reaching its ultimate state using Shannon’s entropy, i.e. Eq. 2 of Ref. [51],
also discussed in [48], can thus be built by

N
S(mh) = — Z P{mq}(mh) 1n73{mq}(mh). (6)
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Consequently, an asymptotic expansion of the above-stated equation follows as the sub-
sequent Higgs-Boson entropy, as described in [48], can be written as
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4 Flavour violation in the CMSSM and the Informa-
tion Entropy

A random sampling approach is implemented throughout the parameter space that
constitutes the CMSSM in conjunction with the NMFV. The entire supersymmetric spec-
trum can be exemplified through the five free parameters at the GUT-scale and free
flavour-violating couplings as mg unified scalar mass, m;,, unified gaugino mass, Ay
common trilinear coupling, tanf ratio of up- and down-type Higgs-Boson vacuum expec-
tation values (VEVs), sgn(u) sign associated with the Higgsino mass parameter p, and
flavour violating couplings i.e. 05F and §%L. Tt is to be noted that the flavour-violating
couplings 0% are introduced at the SUSY breaking scale in the soft matrices discussed
in Eqs 1 and 2. We use random scan over the CMSSM parameter space along with the
flavour-violating couplings 521 for the following range,

e my € [0.1,6] TeV,

my/2 S [01,6] TeV,

Ay € [<6,6] TeV,

tanf € [2,60],
o sgn(u) = +1,
OLR or §BL € [—0.07,0.07].



Utilising these above parameters, the supersymmetric spectrum has been generated
through Softsusy 4.1.3 [64] and then interfaced with FeynHiggs 2.14.3 [12,54-60] to
evaluate the Higgs observables such as masses, branching ratios, and p-parameter. Using
the spectrum generator, Superiso v4.0 [65] computes the muon anomalous magnetic
moment and the B-physics branching ratios, and micromegas 5.0.4 [66,67] measures
the relic density of the neutralino dark matter. Concerning the information theory that
opens the potential of knowing the findings using only the knowledge of the branching
ratios of the Higgs-Boson and then enlightening the Higgs mass regarded as unknown.
Moreover, the preferred mass of sparticles can be assessed effectively. Thus we estimate
the entropy of an ensemble consisting of neutral CP-even lighter Higgs-Bosons in the
NMFV framework that is driven by Eq. (7). For achieving this, we need to compute the
available decay modes of the CP-even lighter Higgs-Boson as h — v, h — vZ, h — ZZ*,
h — WW* h — gg, h — ff with f € {u,d,c,s,be*, u*,7%}. The aforementioned
branching ratios of the Higgs-Boson are assessed with FeynHiggs 2.14.3 [12, 54-60).
In accordance with an information-theoretic method, the entropy is maximised for a
specific mass of the Higgs-Boson while considering all its available decay modes of the
Higgs-Boson. Afterwards, marginalisation on all other MSSM parameters, marginalised
entropy, S, varies with my, only and then scaled by a 1/S,,,,; normalisation factor. Our
parameter space is then limited by several constraints, including LEP data on sparticles
masses, i.e. neutralino and chargino masses and Higgs mass, confines from Ap, Aa,,
BR(b — sv), BR(B? — u*p™), and relic density of dark matter 2, h? at 2.50 confidence
level with experimental values as described in Table 1.

Constraint Observable Experimental Value Source

LEP mr, > 114.4 GeV [68]
. > 0.5 my [69]

mxi > 103.5 GeV [69]

PO Ap 0.00038 =+ 0.0002 [69]

BR(b— sy)  (3.3240.15) x 10~  [69,70]

BR(B? — ptp~) (3.0+£0.4) x 1077 [69]

Aa,, (2.51 £0.59) x 1072 [71]

DM QA2 0.1200 £ 0.0012 [69]

Table 1: A list of several experimental observables used as constraints.

The impact of NMFV is examined in the LR and RL sectors separately of the scharm-
stop flavour-violating interaction within the CMSSM model. While the CMSSM acquires
the one-loop Higgs mass at 125 GeV with the high supersymmetric breaking scale, which
is far from being observed at the LHC. Therefore, with the preface of NMFV in the
scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction, the above difficulty is found to sort with the
reduced supersymmetric scale at a 125 GeV Higgs mass. Comparatively, we report the
outcomes in terms of information entropy within different sets of constraints, namely (a)

LEP, (b) LEP+PO, and (c) LEP+PO+DM.

For deeper insight, we exhibit the variation of marginalised entropy with a CP-even
lighter Higgs mass in LR (left) and RL (right) sectors, respectively, in Figure 1. Here
the contribution to the Higgs mass correction is not only by tanf and stop mass but by
flavour-violating coupling also. To show the variation of other Higgses, we present the
plots of marginalised entropy with the mass of the heavier CP-even neutral Higgs-Boson
H, CP-odd neutral Higgs-Boson A°, and charged Higgs-Bosons H* in both LR and RL
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Figure 1: Marginalised entropy vs lighter CP-even Higgs mass in both cases of LR (left) and RL (right)
sectors. The LEP constraints are indicated by the solid blue line, the LEP and PO constraints are depicted by
the black dashed line, and the LEP, PO and DM constraints are exhibited by the red dotted line. The details
of the constraints are set out in Table 1.
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Figure 2: Variation of marginalised entropy with mass of the other Higgses, i.e. (a) CP-even neutral heavier
Higgs-Boson H (left), (b) CP-odd neutral Higgs-Boson A° (middle), and (c) charged Higgs-Bosons H*
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sectors in Figures 2 and 3, respectively. Clearly, to see the extent of NMFV in CMSSM,
the marginalised entropy is plotted with scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction param-
eter of LR (left) and RL (right) sectors in Figure 4. Flavour-violating couplings enhance
the Higgs mass by a few GeV, while the peaks of maximum entropy corresponding to
these couplings are at approximately £+ 0.04. These plots are symmetrical around the
zero value of flavour-violating couplings. The non-zero values of flavour-violating cou-
plings prove the impact of NMFV on CMSSM parameter space limited by LEP, PO, and
DM constraints and then obtain the SUSY masses that are now reachable under LHC
observation. The values of flavour-violating couplings corresponding to the peak of max-
imum marginalised entropy for different sets of constraints in both LR and RL sectors
are outlined in Table 2. The Higgs mass corrections may be either negative or positive
based on the non-zero values of these couplings. It can even go larger than 4 GeV in neg-
ative or 1 GeV in positive correction. Consequently, there is a narrow window containing
the flavour-violating couplings that contribute to the positive one-loop correction of the
MSSM lightest Higgs mass. The accomplishment of the effects of NMFV can therefore
be seen through Figures 5 and 6, here the plots of the marginalised entropy vary with the
mass of the sparticles for the sectors LR and RL, respectively. The most likely values of
gluino, lighter stop, lighter stau, lighter chargino, and lightest neutralino in LR sector of
the scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction are 4.97 TeV, 4.39 TeV, 4.15 TeV, 1.62 TeV,
and 1.30 TeV, respectively. These would be changed to 4.39 TeV, 4.02 TeV, 3.92 TeV,
2.24 TeV, and 1.28 TeV, respectively, in RL sector of the scharm-stop flavour-violating in-
teraction. We show the changes in marginalised entropy with free CMSSM parameters in
the NMF'V scenario for the LR and RL sectors in Figures 7 and 8, respectively. Although
the values of free CMSSM parameters, namely unified scalar mass, unified gaugino mass,
common trilinear coupling and tang in the CMSSM base model would be 5.99 TeV, 3.58
TeV, —6.92 TeV, and 36.8, respectively, as discussed in Ref. [51]. The value of unified
scalar and unified gaugino masses decreases to 4.30 TeV and 2.32 TeV, respectively, in
LR sector due to the implication of flavour-violating interaction. The same consequence
is observed in values of trilinear coupling and tan(, which reduce to —4.96 TeV and 22.8,
respectively, in the LR sector. Similarly, the value of unified scalar mass decreases to
4.16 TeV and unified gaugino mass approaches 3.89 TeV in the RL sector. The values of
trilinear coupling and tan/ decline to —4.10 TeV and 19.4, respectively, in the RL sector.
The preferable values of our study can be viewed in Table 2 for the LR and RL sectors
of the scharm-stop flavour-violating interaction.

5 Conclusions

In this study, we have explored the effect of flavour-violation of the top-quark with the
charm-quark in the context of CMSSM using the information entropy of the Higgs-Boson.
In particular, we have performed a detailed random scan over the CMSSM for both cases
of LR and RL flavour-violating couplings of top-quark with charm-quark. For our investi-
gations, we first construct the information entropy of the Higgs-Boson using the branching
fraction of its various decay modes over a wide range of CMSSM parameter space for both
flavour-violating couplings 4" and 6%L. The information entropy varies with Higgs mass,
my, as shown in Figure 1. This clearly reflects that the Higgs mass corresponding to the
maximum entropy is in good agreement with the Higgs mass discovered at the LHC [1].
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Subsequently, with this persistent approach, we have also explored sparticles masses and
the CMSSM parameters by restricting the NMFV parameter space with the experimental
constraints obtained from the LEP data, EWPOs, B-Physics, and neutralino dark matter
relic density. The findings have been encapsulated in Figures 2-8. According to our anal-
ysis, masses of the neutralino LSP, the lighter chargino and the gluino are expected to be
1.30 TeV, 1.62 TeV, and 4.97 TeV, respectively, corresponding to the case when only §L%#
is present. The corresponding estimates for the case with §% reflect the masses of the
aforementioned sparticles to be 1.28 TeV, 2.24 TeV, and 4.39 TeV, respectively. Moreover,
the sfermion masses lie in the range from 4.15 TeV to 5.97 TeV for the LR sector, whereas
3.92 TeV to 5.81 TeV for the RL sector. For LR and RL sectors, masses of the heavier
Higgses turn out to be around 4 TeV or so. The corresponding values of the CMSSM
parameters are given by (mg, mi2, Ao, tanB) = (4.30 TeV,2.32 TeV, —4.96 TeV, 22.8)
and (4.16 TeV,3.89 TeV, —4.10 TeV,19.4) for the LR and RL sectors, respectively, cor-
responding to the maximum entropy. The associated values of 6% and §%L are expected
to be about 0.037 and 0.039, respectively, for the two cases mentioned above. The val-
ues of mg, my/2, Ao, tanf in the case of flavour-conserving CMSSM are expected to be
5.99 TeV, 3.58 TeV, —6.92 TeV, and 36.8 according to our earlier study using the same
technique in Ref. [51]. This clearly shows that flavour-violating interactions reduce the
SUSY breaking scale considerably, thereby promoting relatively lighter sparticles masses.
This also suggests that perchance implementing this effect at the LHC, the signatures of
SUSY will certainly be evident in the future.

Parameter LR RL
LEP +PO +DM | LEP _+PO {DM
mo 426 413 4.30 443 446  4.16
my s 245 240  2.32 240 236 3.89
A —4.54  —4.56 —4.96 | —4.52 —4.49 —4.10
tanf 377 383 228 382 386 19.4
54 0.036  0.035  0.037 | 0.030 0.031  0.039
m 12547 12534 12545 | 125.28 125.36 125.38
M 3.61 3.60  4.40 349 355  4.01
m 40 3.60  3.60  4.68 345 340  3.99
Myt 3.69  3.62  4.38 3.55 349  3.82
m o 1.08 1.08 1.30 1.01 1.01 1.28
myg 1.85 1.89 1.91 1.79 1.79 1.94
Mg 2.26  2.29 1.98 216  2.16 1.88
m 2.31 226 2.01 216 219  3.28
m et 1.84 1.89 1.62 1.85 184 224
m 226 229  2.02 217 215 3.34
mg 505 517  4.97 455  4.82  4.39
mg, 563 559 597 498 498 581
Mp 526 529  5.90 4.90 480  5.64
mg, 478 468  5.10 432 435 484
mp, 4.98 496 531 4.60  4.58  4.92
mg, 3.98  4.08  4.39 3.84 379 4.02
m;, 478 475 475 4.31 433 4.78
my 4.08  4.06  4.67 4.35  4.05  4.32
m 416 410  4.37 419 393 420
ms 3.82 395 458 4.09 422 4.46
ms, 3.95  3.88 415 3.76  3.83  3.92

Table 2: The sparticle mass spectrum for maximum marginalised entropy in light of NMFV effects in both
LR and RL sectors, including several experimental constraints. All parameters except tanf3 and J, have mass
dimension, while my, is in GeV and masses of sparticles are in TeV.
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