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A bstract

W e study, In a bottom ~up approach, the netuningproblem between soft SUSY break—
ing param eters and the -tem for the successfiil electroweak symm etry breaking in
them Inin alsupersym m etric standard m odel. It is show n that certain nontrivial ratios
between gaugino m asses, that is non-universal gaugino m asses, are necessary at the
GUT scal, In order for the netuning to be reduced above 10% order. In addition,
w hen all the gaugino m asses should be regarded as lndependent ones in their origins, a
anallgliinomassM 3 . 120 GeV and a nonvanishingA-tem Ay O M 3) associated
to top squarks are also required at the GUT scal as well as the non-universality. On
the other hand, when we consider som e UV theory, which xes ratios of soft SUSY

breaking param eters as certain values w ith the overallm agnitude, heavier spectra are
allowed. It is favored that the gluino and wino m asses are alm ost degenerate at the
weak scale, whilke w ider region ofbino m ass is favorable.
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1 Introduction

Supersym m etric extension of the standard m odel (SM ) is one of the m ost prom ising can—
didates fora new physics at the TeV scale. It can stabilize the huge hierarchy between the
electroweak (EW ) scal and the P Jandk scale. In particular, the m inin al supersym m etric
standard m odel M SSM ) is interesting from the viewpoint of its m inin ality. A Iso the
M SSM uni esthree gauge couplings of SM gauge Interactions at the grand uni ed theory
GUT) scale Mgy 2 18 m ore precisely. Furthem ore, supersymm etric standard
m odels provide sources for the dark m atter.

Am ong such attractive features, the m ost rem arkabl one would be the radiative EW
symm etry breaking [U]. The M SSM can autom atically break EW symm etry due to the
large logarithm ic correction to the soft supersymmetry (SUSY ) breakingmassmy, for
the up—sector H iggs eld (2],
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w hich detem ines the size of Z ooson massM , as

M 22
through a m inin ization condition for the H iggs potential. Here, y: is the top Yukawa
coupling, m . is the top squark m ass, is the cuto scal, and  is the SUSY mass
of up— and down-sector Higgs elds. W e have assumed a (m oderately) large value of
tan = MH ,i=hH 4i.

On the other hand, the M SSM predicts the lightest CP-even H iggs m ass at one-loop
Evel,
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T he experim entalbound m y, 1144 GeV requiresm, & 500 G €V .Thisvalie ofm . leads
to quite Jarge correction mflu . Thus, to cbtain M 5, we need typically a few percent

ne-tuning between the SUSY mass and the soft SUSY breaking mass my, at the
GUT scal, which are not related to each other in general. This is som etin es called a
Yittle hierarchy problem ’ [3]. T here have been severalw orks recently addressing this issue
[4HL15]. M ost of them , however, are based on som e soeci cm odels.

Here, we study the netuning problem from the bottom -up viewpoint, and show
what kind of m odel can relax this sort of netuning. W e w ill take two kinds of stances.
One is a com plete bottom -up approadch, where all the soft SUSY breaking param eters
are considered as Independent ones to each other in their origins. In this case, we have
to care about the sensitivity of the EW scale (Z boson m ass) to all the param eters at
the GUT scale. The other is, in a sense, a half top-down approach. W e suppose som e
ulkraviolt UV) theories which x certaln ratios between the soft param eters at the
GUT scalke. Then we consider the netuning between the rem aining independent ones.
W e will show preferable values of the ratios between gaugino m asses and the A -tem .



Indeed, several m odels kad to non-universal gaugino m asses as well as non-universal
scalar m asses and A -tem s, eg. modulim ediation [L6], anom aly m ediation [17], m irage
m ediation [18, 9] and the SUSY breaking soenario, where F-com ponents of gauge non—
singlkts are dom inant [15,119]. (See also Ref. RO] for ssveral classes of m odels leading to
non-universal gaugino m asses w ith certain ratios.) Scalar m asses and A -tem s are m ore
m odeldependent. H owever, In each m odel, ratios of gaugino m asses and scalarm asses as
wellasA-tem s are xed as certaln values. In these m odels, the lndependent param eter
for SUSY breaking tem s corresponds to the overallm agnitude of SU SY breaking, say M ,
and we should concentrate to only the netuning ofthe overallm agnitude M .
T he sections of this paper are organized as ollow s. In Section [2, webrie y review the

ne-tuning problem in theM SSM , and introduce ne-tuning param eters. In Sectiof, we
discuss how the netuning can be reduced when allthe soft SUSY breaking param eters
are regarded as independent ones. In Section [4, on the other hand, we exam ine the

netuning problm under the assum ption that certain ratios between soft param eters,
egecially between gaugino m asses, are xed by some UV theories and nd preferablke
ratios which reduce the netuning. Section is devoted to conclusions and discussions.

2 Finetuning problem in M SSM

In this section we review the netuningproblem in theM SSM shortly, and then introduce
ne-tuning param eters describing the sensitivity ofthe EW sale to the soft param eters at
the GUT scxalk.
The M SSM H iggs sector is described by the superpotential,

Wsysy = HyHg+ »O3U3H;
and the relevant soft SUSY breaking tem s are w ritten as,
_ 2 2 2 2
Ve = mag Hof+mi HaFf+my, +my + (BHHq+ viAQ3UsH, + hel);

wheremy ,mg, andmy, arethe soft scalarm assforH 4, Q ;3 and Us, respectively, B isthe
SU SY breakingm ass ( B -tem ) between H , and H 4, and A ;. isthe scalartrilinear coupling
(A -term ) Involving the top squarks. T hroughout this paper, we neglect all the Yukawa
couplings and the A -temm s exospt for ones associated to the top quark supem ultiplets,
vt and A .. Note that we use the sam e notation for denoting a chiral super eld and is
low est scalar com ponent.

TheEW symm etry breaking causestheZ bosonmassM ; = 912G €V .A m Inin zation
condition of the totalH iggs potential results in the follow Ing relation,

1,2 2o, ) mg, M) tan® mg, M z)
2 ¢ z tan? 1
‘My) mp,Mz); 1)
where and hereafter we assum e a (m oderately) large value of tan = MH i=HH 4i lke

tan & 5. The radiative correction tom 2 , Isdom mantly given by the contributions from
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Figure 1: The lower bound on the averaged top squark massm, ormy 1144 Gev
(solid Iine) aswellasm y, 110 GeV (dotdashed line) and my, 115 G eV (dashed line).
T he other param eters are chosen asm = 1645G&V, = 200G€&V and tan = 10.

top squarks w ith m ass scale m ., which is estim ated as
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O n the other hand, w ithin the two-loop approxin ation the lightest H iggs boson m ass
is constrained by R1/]
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where &'= A .M 3) oot A M ;) andm . is the averaged top squark m ass,
) g9
my = mi Mz)mj Mg): )

The strong gauge coupling g3, the vacuum value of the lightest Higgs eld v, and the
running top quark massm at the M ; scale are given by M ;) = g§=4 012,
v= 173{71GeV,andm = 1645 G &V, respectively.

From thetwo-doop expression [3) and the cbserved Iowerbound by the LEP experin ent
m ﬁ 1144 GeV , we can estin ate the allowed lowest value of the top squark m ass which



is shown in Fig.[ll. From this gure it is apparent that a relatively large A termm at the
EW scalk

AeMz)=m.J & O (1);

is favorabl for the H iggs boson m ass above the LEP bound. Furthem ore, for a small
value of A+ M 7 )=m .Jj a considerably large top squark m ass is required as

m, & 500GeV; or AcMgz)=m.j. 15;
m, & 1000GeV; for ArMz)=m.j. 10: (5)

This large top squark mass causesm 5 , M ;) ;h Eq. [I) to be much larger than O M 2),
because of the oneloop e ect [f) with a Jarge ogarithm . Thus, 2 mustbe netuned in
order to obtain the successil EW breaking with M 4 912 G&V . This is the socalled
little hierarchy problm .

The expressions 1), [@) and @) are allwritten in term s of the Iow energy values of
param eters such asmj M) and m 2. W e express the soft param eters at the EW scale
In tem sofonesat the GUT scale R2], by integrating the one-loop renom alization group
equations [L]. For exam pl, the gaugino m asses at the EW scale are w ritten In temm s of
them selves at the GUT scak as

M, M;) = 04IM;
M,M,) = 082M,;
MsM,) = 291M 3: ©)

On the other hand, the scalarmassesmy  ,mMg,, My, and A, at the EW scale are given
by

5:45M 7+ 00677M sM ;  0:00975M;
+0:470M ,M 5+ 0:0135M ;M ,  0:433M7
+0773AM 5+ 0:168AM , + 0:0271A M ,
+0214A7  13Im;, + 0:690m 7, + 0:690m 7 ; )
mi Mz) = 576M5 00113M;M; 000679M;

0:0782M,M 5  0:00225M;M , + 0:400M 2

0:129AM 5+ 0:0281AM , + 0:00451A M ;

0035787  0:15mi + 0:885m;,  0:115mf ; ®)
my Mgz) = 485M 75  0:0226M;M 3+ 0:0453M {

0:156M,M 5  00045IM;M ,  0:83M;

0258AM 5+ 0:0561AM , + 0:00903A M ;

0071327 0230m; ~ 0230m5, + 0:770m; ; ©)

AMjz) = 2:16M 3+ 0268M ,+ 00340M ; + 0:310A: 10)

2m? ™ ,)

H ere the soft param eters w ithout an argum ent In the right-hand side stand for the values
atthe GUT scal. W e in pose the boundary conditions 5 =3= , = 3= 1=24 at the



GUT scaleMgyr =2 10 GeV andy.M ;)= m=vatM,.The -param eter receives
a an all radiative correction, and is shown to be

ML) = 109 ?: 11)

T he Jarge contribution to the H iggs soft m ass [2) from top squarks is now translated
into the gliino m ass squared M 32 w ith the Jargest coe cient 545 n Eq. [7). The mass
squared M £ also appearsinm} M ;) andmj M ;) in Egs. [8) and [9), respectively, as
dom inant term s. From Egs. [4), [8) and [9), ifall the soft param eters take sim ilar values,
ie, M 4 m; A @= 1;2;3),we nd

mZ 5M 7 12)

From Egs. [J) and [12), the ower bound forM ; is estin ated as

M3 & 220GevV; for ArMyz)=m.j. 15;
M3 & 450Gev; for ArMyz)=m.j. 10; @3)

n order to satisfy the Higgs m ass bound [3). ThusM 32 tem with the large coe cient
in Eq. [@) and then n Eq. [I) ismuch larger than M 7. The other term s such as 1
the right-hand side of Eq. [Il) must cancel this Jarge contribution w ith a good accuracy
iIn order to yield the correct Z boson m ass.

From Eq. (@), we also nd that this netuning of becom esm ore severe if we have
non-vanishing positive values ofm§  and mj at the GUT scakll Then, as fr as the
little hierarchy problam is concemed, it is better that the m odelhas vanishing top squark
soft massesatthe GUT scale,

mg, = mg = 0; 14)

and we adopt this condition in the follow ing analysis.

On the other hand, the H iggs soft m ass squared at the GUT scale, m 12“ , @ppears In
Eq. [d) with a positive coe cient of O (1) and then negative in Eq. (). Thus, mflu
oM 32) can reduce the netuning. W e can approxin ately Yenom alize’ this contribution
into the -parametere ectively ofEgs. [Ml) and [11)), ie.,

1092 ! 109  0®6m; ; (15)

In the ollow ng discussion of the netuning, because the mﬁu—tenn s are negligble in
Egs. [8) and [9) due to the suppressed coe cients of O (0:l). W e can easily separate this
e ect from thee ective -param eter, if necessary. Then, rstwe just set

mi = 0; (16)

In the expressions, and consider the -tem isthee ective onewhen weevaluatean e ect
due to a non-vanishing value ofm ﬁu attheGUT scalk.

'W e can think of introducing tachyonic squarks at the GUT scale, ie, m3 ,m? < 0, which can

reduce the netuning as is also indicated from Eq. [@). Such possbility has been studied in Ref. [14].
In this paper, we study the ne-tuning problem w ithout the tachyonic boundary conditions at the GUT
scale.



B ased on these argum ents, we focuson the contributions from M ,,Arand i Egs. (@),
[8) and [9) in the ollow ing analysis. Then, we introduce ne-tuning param eters,

X @M ;7
M7 @x

x =

1
> ; X = ;M;M3;M3;A): a7

W e can easily check that these param eters satisfy the relation,

= 1; 18)

and then O (1) Inplies that the Z boson m ass is insensitive to the param eter X
(@t the GUT scak). The degree of netuning for the param eter X can be considered as
100= y percent.

3 Reducing netuning in bottom -up approach

In this section, we exam ine the netuning problem in a bottom -up approach, where all
the soft param eters are regarded as Independent ones to each other in their origins. For
Instance, the situation that each gauge kinetic fiinction dependson di erent (independent)
messenger eldsmay result in the independent gaugino m asses at the m essenger scale.
In thiscase, the degree of ne-tuning In them odel can be evaluated by the largest one
x among allthe netuning param eters de ned in EqlI(J) and w ritten explicitly as

A 2 A A A A
M, = 00097M ; + (0033 3+ 0:00675M 5, + 0:0136A )M 1;
A 2 A A A A

M, = 043M 2 + (0 235M 3+ 0:00675M 1+ 0:0840At)M 27

A 2 A AN\ A 7y
M, = 5#4M; + (00339M;+ 0235M , + 0387A)M 5;

/\2 A A A A
a, = O0214A, + (0387 3+ 0:0840M , + 0:0134M ;) A¢; 19)

and
= 1:09%; 20)

whereM, =M M, , K, = A =M, and *= =M , .W hen we require § j. 10, allowed
valuesof j jare j j. 280Ge&V.
W eeasily ndthat y, tendstobethe largestamong y_ and ,, forthe universal
gaughomassesM ;= M,= M3=M wih A, O M,). In this cass, if we require the
A2

netuning forM; tobemore than 10% , that is | ™M 3 10, the guino m ass M3
at the GUT scak is restricted as

M . 120GeV; ber:M2:M3:M: (21)

T hisdoesnot satisfy the H iggsm assbound [13) OrA M ;)=m . . 1:5. Therefore, a larger
A:Mjz)> 15m, is nevitable ascan be read o from Figlll. However, Eq. [10) lkads to
ALMy) 28M3, whikEq. [12) resultsinm, 22M;3. Thus,we ndA Mz)> 15m.



° 77 B\ 77 7Y 7 7 R AN 7 7
5\/// 4 W\ | // 5\\// J\\ | /
N \

€0 5 10 15 20! 50 5 10 15 201 50 5 10 15 201! 50 5 10 15 201!

M = 110G&V M = 150 G&V M = 200G&V M = 250 Ge&V

Figure 2: Cumesforr,=A=M3= Oandmj = mj , = 0 detem ined by constraints

from y = 34;5;10 (solid curves), m o 1144 G&V (between two dashed curves) and

mg 95:7 G&V (below dot-dashed curves). T he param eter is xed by the constraint
M + = 1. The solid curves are darker for the snaller y .

is mpossble. On the other hand, a large value of M ; like M ;3 = 220 or 450 G&V in
Eqg. [13) kadsto a largevalue of ., ke y, = 30 or130. For the latter case, we need
ne-tuning less than 1% .

The above argument orM ; = M, = M3 wih A O M,) shows that only the
possbility to reduce the netuning associated to M3 kespingAr . O M ,) is a departure
from the universal gaugino m ass condition at the GUT scale.

Here we denote ratios of gaughom asses and A, by ;1 and r, as

Mi;Mo;M3) = @yn; )M ; A, = M ; 22)

where M corresponds to the overallm agnitude of soft SUSY breaking param eters. N ote
that we consider ratios, r; ; 1, and r, are free param eters independent of M in this section.
Letusde ne y as

X3
M= M. T At @3)
a=1

Sihce =1 M yWeare required toobtain y . O (10) n orderto avoid netuning
of ,although this condition isnot su cient and anallvalues x forX = M ;M ;M 5
and A are alo required. In  , the dom lnant contribution is due to MA3 as obvious from
Eqg. [19). The next in portant contrbution would com e from MAZ, because of its sign in

w, . Indeed, we would dotain 0Ofry 4whenM; = A,= 0. On the other
hand, the MAl—dependenoe of y would be anall, because its coe cient is small. This
naive estin ation suggests that the param eter region around n, 4 would be favorable,
whike a larger region for r; would be favorable.

Asr, Increases, mj M) increases and m{ M ;) decreases. For instance, In the
extremalcasse r, ! 1 , the successfl electroweak sym m etry breaking would not be real-
ized, but the color sym m etry would break radiatively. T hus, the param eter r, aswellas
others is constrained by experim ental bounds of the stop mass and and the successfil
realization of electroweak symm etry breaking.

Fis.[2, 3 and [4 show the contours of y = 3%;5;10 n (r; r)Pplne orM =
110;150;200 and 250 G&V in the case of r, = 0;1; 2, reypectively. The darkest and
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Figure 3: ThesamecurvesasFig.2Qbutwihr,=A=M ;= 1.
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Figure 4: Thesme curvesasFig.dbutwih r, = A =M ;= 2.

darker solid lines correspond to y = 34 and 5, respectively, whilk the less dark lne
correspondsto y = 10. Above the lne corresponding to y = 34, we can not realize
the successfiil electroweak symm etry breaking when my, = Oand j M 3)]J 94 Gev,
w hich corresponds to the experin ental bound of chargino m ass.

In these gures, we also show the regions satisfying the current H iggs and top squark
massbounds R3},my 1144 GeV andm, 957 GeV, respectively, wherem? (n?) is
the an aller (larger) eigenvalue of the top squark m asssquare m atrix

M2 = mg Mz)+mi+ o m K’ ;
t tht m[2J3MZ)+mE+ U
wih o = ¢ 2sh® y)oosR M7, v = 2sh® 4y cos@ M7 and si® y = 1

Mj;=Mj.Weobtainm, 1144 GeV between two dashed lnes, whilk we obtain m,
95:7 G &V below the dot-dashed line, which isclose to the upperdashed line in severalcases.
F igs.[9,[8 show the sam e contoursasF igs.[2,[Fand[d in (r,; r;)plane forM = 110;150;200
and 250 GeV in the case of rn = 2; 713, respectively. The ratio rn = 713 is a solution
ofM  Mz)=M3M;), ie, the uni cation of the bino and the gliino m ass at the EW
scale.

From Figs.[2,3,[4,[H and [, we nd that the Higgs m ass bound as well as the top
squark one issatis edwihin jy j 10 for the ratios 1, r, and r, Inside the region,

10 . x . 15; 35 . b . 55 0. o . 2; (24)

when the SUSY breaking scale M varies from 110 G&V to 200 G&V . W ithin this region,
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Figure 6: Thesame curvesasFig.Bbutwith ny M) =M M) M;M;) =1 (rp =
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the netuning parameter ., (contaned n y ) given by Eq. [19) is estin ated as
55M=Mz)° . oy, . 8M=M,):

Thus, In orderthe netuning associated toM; tobem orethan 10% , the SUSY breaking
scale is restricted by

M . 110-120Gé€V: (25)

h Fig.2wih r, = 0, we nd that there is no allowed region for M 150 GeV . Then,
from Eq. [25), we conclude that the non-vanishing A tem at the GUT scal, ry 6 0, is
required for reducing the netuning above 10% order.

Tn Table[ll, we show som em ass spectra forM = 110G eV (aswellasorM = 200 G &V
which willbe explained Jater) at som e typicalpointsof (r;; r; ry) which lead to 5,
ie., about 20% tuning In tem s ofM . ForM = 110 G&V which is the m argihal value
of the condition [25), we nd M, 10 and A M 7 )=m . 2 are realized fory = 1 and
r, = 2. These two are distinguished by the m asses of the bino and the lighter top squark
at theM ; scal. The wio m ass is sin ilar to the gluinomass forr, = 1, and is larger
than it forr, = 2 at theM ; scale. This isbecause the larger value of r, is preferred for
the larger value of r, n Fig.[2 -Fig.[d.



| M Gev)| 120 | 110 | 200 | 200 | 200 |

ol 1 2 0 1 2

(ry; ) (3; 40) | 10; 48) 2; 39) | (5; 40) | (10; 54)

M 38 43 51 477 44

M, 101 113 312 344 380

ArMyz)=m, 20 19 1:6 24 22

MsMgy) Gev) 321 321 583 583 583

M,M ) Gev) 361 433 640 755 886

MiMy) Gev) 135 450 164 409 818

™ ;) Gev) 108 117 130 125 120

m.,, Gev) 436 468 714 764 820

m . Gev) 202 131 247 133 186

M b oax Gev) 115 115 115 120 120

Tablk 1l: Them ass spectra forM = 110 and 200 G &V at som e typicalpointsof (r1; v 1n)
which lead to 5 20% tuning).

Finally In this section, we sum m arize the discussions above. If all the soft param eters
(@aswellasthe -tem ) attheGUT scalk are ndependent to each other in their origins, the
degree of netuning in them odel is aln ost determ ined by y , . A num erical evaluation
Indicatesthat only the possibility forrelaxing the netuningabovel0% order ( v, . 10)
resides In the case of i) non-universal gaugino m asses w ith the ratio inside the region [24),
i) a nonvanishing A-tem at the GUT scal, A: > 0, and iil) a considerably low SUSY
breaking scale [29).

4 Finetuning with xed ratios

Tt is reasonable enough to consider the situation that som e or allofthe soft SUSY breaking
param eters share a comm on m ass scalke M , and the ratios between them are detem ined
by some dinension less constants and/or geom etrical num bers such as beta function
coe clents, m odular weights, and so on. Indeed, ratios of soft SU SY breaking param eters
are xed as certain values In each m odel, eg. In m odulim ediation, anom aly m ediation,
gauge m essenger m odel and so on. In this case, we do not need to worry about all of the

ne-tuning param eters [19), and the degree of ne-tuning in the m odel is represented by
only y .

In this section, we reexam ine the discussions in the previous section, by assum ing
that theratio r;, r; and r, n Eq. [22) is xed to som e numbers by the UV theory. In
this cass, the ram aining netuning param eters are y and given by Egs. [23) and
20), respectively. In other words, we worry about the sensitivity of the Z -boson m ass
to only the common SUSY breaking scale M and the SUSY mass scale . The y, is
a m eaningless param eter in this sense, and thus the SUSY breaking scale M is released
from the previous upper bounds [29) or [2I]). T he num erical resuls in F ig.[2H ig.[6 show
that M 200 G &V possesses the w idest allowed region of the ratios 5, r», and r,. This
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is because the smaller M results n a an aller allowed region for the H iggs and the top
squark m ass bounds, whike the region where 10 becom es narrower for the larger
M . These opposite tendencies are balanced at M 200Gev.

It is rem arkable that the netuning can be com plktely inproved in this case. For
som e values of 1y, r, and r, inside [24), the netuning parameter , can be of0 (1),
and then isalo of O (1) from Eqg. [18). Note that , is still large ., 1 for
M > 120 GeV.The ponnt is, however, now the netuning parameter isnot y , but the

totalsum O (1), where a cancellation occursbetween , and y,,a.-
At any rate, irrespective of whether we worry about the nestuning parameter y , or
not, we can ocbtaln y O (1) in the region [24) and then O (1). This m plies the

Z Jooson m ass is nsensitive to not only the SUSY breaking scale M but also the SUSY
massscale .Theanall corresoonds to the an allvalue of itself. Tt can be even the
m argihalvalue to the current chargino m assbound. The an allH iggsino m ass is a general
consequence of reduced ne-tuning associated to the -param eter.

W hat the favored region of the ratios [24) indicates? First, this region is m ostly
close to them ninum ofm . In tem sofA. M 5 )=m . In F ig.[I, that is the large top squark
m ixing case [11),114]. Second, the favored ratiosbetween gaugino m assesm ay be explained
as ©llow s. The region [24) corresponds to

14 . sMz) . 24; 10 . nnM™Myz) . 14; (26)
where

nMz) = MiMz)3MsM;z) = 0d4n;

11



nMz) = M,Mz)"M3Mz) = 028, @7

are the gaugino m ass ratios at the Z boson m ass scak. Favorabl region of r, M ;) is
ratherwide, eg. n=rp,™M;)= 0 0l),wherenn, M ;)= 12and nM;)= 02. We
have m uch wider favorable region for r1 M ; ). That is In portant from the viewpoint of
m odel building, because that allows 10% uncertainty for an explicit m odel. The ratio
nMy) 1 Indicates the uni cation of the wino and the gluino m asses at the EW scale.
Then the reduced ne-tuning can be explained in the tem nology of the so-called m irage
m ediation P]ofSUSY breaking. Them irage uni cation ofthe gaugihom asses at the EW
scale [©,10] in plies that the large logarithm ic correction [2) to the m 12“ is com plktely
canceled at the EW scale due to the special boundary conditions at the GUT scalk as
a consequence of the m ixed m odulusanom aly m edjatjor‘E . The range of the ratios [24)
includes this type of boundary conditions as the central values.

However, from [28) we nd that, in order to reduce the ne-tuning, it is not necessary
that allthe gaugihom assesareuni ed attheEW scak asin them iragem ediation m odels.
T he in portant one is the w lno/gluino m ass ratio, and we have a w ider choice for the value
of bino/gluino m ass ratio as Iong as the netuning is concemed. Inversely, the relaxed

ne-tuning m ay predict the uni cation of the w no and gliino m asses at the EW scalg,
but not the bino-gluino uni cation.

In Tabk[l, the m ass spectra orM = 200 Ge&V are shown at som e typical points of
(r1; ;) which lrad to 5, ie., about 20% tuning in tem s ofM . The vanishing
A.attheGUT scaler, = 0ispossbl forM = 200Ge&V aswellasr, = 1;2. In thecase of
r, = 0,the bargeA Mz )=m,. O (1) at the Z boson m ass scake is generated radiatively.
The three cases ry, = 0;1;2 are m ost lkely distinguished by the m ass of the bino at the
M ; scal. This is due to the fact that the larger 1, prefers the larger r; for 5as
can be seen by com paring Fig.[2 -Fig.[4. The wino m ass is sim ilar to the gluino m ass
forr, = 0,and is arger than it forr, = 1;2 at theM ; scale. Becauss we are now taking
such a stance that the gaugino m asses are not lndependent in their origins, the value of

M, Ismeaningless, although it is shown in Tablk[ll for the pumpose of reference.

So far, we have considered the case w ith vanishing soft scalarmasses, my, = mg, =
my, = 0. Here we comment on e ects due to nonvanishing soft scalar m asses. F irst,
¥t us evaluate e ects due to non<vanishing valuie of the H iggs soft scalarmassmy , . ks
e ect on stop masses is an all. That in plies that the lightest H iggs m ass m, and stop
masses m, would not change signi cantly even when we vary my, in the region wih
jni j. OM?).A signi cante ectappearsonly nng (M), and such e ect can be
understood as Yenomm alization’ [15). T hat is, the favorable region with small  schifts
toward the region w ith larger (am aller) rp, when m z , becom es negative (positive) . F ig.[7
shows the casewith mj = M?. Next, we comment on e ects due to non-vanishing
valuesofm o, andmy, . Theire ectson y arealm ost opposietotheabovee ectofmy,,
because their signs are opposite in Eq. (). Theanall  region shifts toward the region
with Jarger (smaller) r;, when my, = my, becom es positive (negative). Furthem ore,

2 In the ux com pacti cation m odels 24], the m irage uni cation scale is determ ined by the m od-
ulus/anom aly ratio of SUSY breaking m ediation [L8], which depends on the dilaton-m odulus m ixing
ratios In the nonperturbative superpotential R5,27] as well as how we uplift the AdS m nmum to dS
one [26,27,28].
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they also a ect on the lightest Higgs mass my, and stop masses m.. Then, totally the
favorable region shifts slightly when we vary m o, = my,, but the wideness of favorable
region does not change drastically. Fig.[8 showsthe casewithm g, = M .

5 Conclusions

W e studied the netuning problm between the soft SUSY breaking param eters and the
“temm for the successfiil electroweak symm etry breaking in the M SSM . The bottom -
up oonsiderations lad us to the non-universal gaugino m asses at the GUT scak as a
necessary condition forreducingthe netuningabovel0% order, ifallthe soft param eters
are regarded as independent ones to each other in their origins and no tachyonic super-
particles are assum ed at the GUT scalke. In this case, the snallgluinomassM ;3 . 120
G eV and thenonwvanishingA-tem sA.> 0attheGUT scak is required from v, . 10.

O n the other hand, if the soft SUSY breaking param eters share a comm on m ass scale
M wih the xed ratiosby the UV theory, each ne—tur%,ing param eter such as v, does
not m ake any sense. Only the totalone such as vy = 2=1 M.t a, aswellasthe
SUSY param eter represents the degree of netuning In the m odel. In this case, the
above upperbound on M ; disappears, and then we ndthe netuning can be com pltely
In proved In som e m odels of non-universal gaugino m asses. A num erical evaluation show s
that the m odel w ith the gluno mass M 3 200 GeV at the GUT scalk has the widest
allowed range of ry = M =M 3, 1, = M ,=M ;3 and r; = A=M 3. In this case of the least

ne-tuning, even the vanishing A at the GUT scak is possblk and a rhtively large
A¢Myz)=m,.> 15 at the Z -boson m ass scale is generated radiatively.

In both the above approaches, the non-universal gaugino m ass conditions, especially,
M, 4M; at the GUT scak is the key to mmprove the netuning. This inplies the
w Ino and gluino degeneracy at the weak scale. A nother in plication is a an aller H iggsino
m ass due to the reduced or elim lnated netuning y 10 acoom panying j 7 10.
The bnomass M ; at the GUT scalk is lss constrained from our discussions of ne-
tuning. This fact in plies that the EW m irageuni cation m odell9, [10], where all the
gaugihom assesareuni ed atthe EW scale, can be deform ed such that only the w lno and
gliino m asses are uni ed, kesgping the absence of ne-tuning. In other words, the U (ly
gauge kinetic finction can have a di erent origih from the other ones for SU (3} and
SU (2);, . It would be In portant to study m odelbuiding at high energy scale, extending
the low-energy scale m irage [9,110]. W e would study elsew here explicit construction of
such partialm irage m odel, where only the gluino and w ino m asses are degenerate around
M ; . A negative value ofm 5 , m akes the favorabl region w der, and largervalie ofM ,=M 3
becom es favorabl. O n the other hand, when we vary stop massesm g, ., the situation
does not change drastically.

Our favorablk valie of is anall. For exampl we have j j. 280 Ge&V, when we
require . 10. In addition, the bino mass M ; can vary In a quite wide range. This
aspect would be interesting from the view point of dark m atter candidate.

W e have concentrated to the H iggs sector and the elctroweak symm etry breaking,
to which only gaugino m asses, stop m asses and H iggs m asses are relevant. O ther m ass
param eters are irrelevant to our discussion, that is, they can be m ore m odeldependent.
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