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A bstract

W estudy,in abottom -up approach,the�ne-tuningproblem between softSUSY break-

ing param eters and the �-term for the successfulelectroweak sym m etry breaking in

them inim alsupersym m etricstandard m odel.Itisshown thatcertain nontrivialratios

between gaugino m asses,that is non-universalgaugino m asses,are necessary at the

G UT scale,in orderforthe �ne-tuning to be reduced above 10% order. In addition,

when allthegaugino m assesshould beregarded asindependentonesin theirorigins,a

sm allgluino m assM 3 . 120 G eV and a non-vanishing A-term A t� O (M 3)associated

to top squarksare also required atthe G UT scale aswellasthe non-universality.O n

the other hand,when we consider som e UV theory,which �xes ratios ofsoft SUSY

breaking param etersascertain valueswith theoverallm agnitude,heavierspectra are

allowed. Itis favored that the gluino and wino m asses are alm ost degenerate at the

weak scale,while widerregion ofbino m assisfavorable.

�E-m ailaddress:abe@ yukawa.kyoto-u.ac.jp
yE-m ailaddress:kobayash@ gauge.scphys.kyoto-u.ac.jp
zE-m ailaddress:om ura@ scphys.kyoto-u.ac.jp

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0703044v1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0703044


1 Introduction

Supersym m etricextension ofthestandard m odel(SM )isoneofthem ostprom ising can-

didatesforanew physicsattheTeV scale.Itcan stabilizethehugehierarchy between the

electroweak (EW )scaleand thePlanck scale.In particular,them inim alsupersym m etric

standard m odel(M SSM ) is interesting from the viewpoint ofits m inim ality. Also the

M SSM uni� esthreegaugecouplingsofSM gaugeinteractionsatthegrand uni� ed theory

(GUT) scale M G U T � 2� 1016 m ore precisely. Furtherm ore,supersym m etric standard

m odelsprovidesourcesforthedark m atter.

Am ong such attractivefeatures,them ostrem arkableonewould betheradiativeEW

sym m etry breaking [1]. The M SSM can autom atically break EW sym m etry due to the

large logarithm ic correction to the softsupersym m etry (SUSY) breaking m ass m H u
for

theup-sectorHiggs� eld [2],

� m 2

H u
� �

3y2t

4�2
m

2

~t
ln

�

m ~t

;

which determ inesthesizeofZ-boson m assM Z as

1

2
M

2

Z � � �
2
� m

2

H u
;

through a m inim ization condition for the Higgs potential. Here,yt is the top Yukawa

coupling,m ~t is the top squark m ass,� is the cut-o� scale,and � is the SUSY m ass

ofup- and down-sector Higgs � elds. W e have assum ed a (m oderately) large value of

tan� = hH ui=hH di.

On the otherhand,the M SSM predictsthe lightestCP-even Higgsm assatone-loop

level,

m
2

h � M
2

z +
3m 4

t

4�2v2
ln
m ~t2

m 2

t

+ � � � :

Theexperim entalbound m h � 114:4 GeV requiresm~t & 500 GeV.Thisvalueofm ~t leads

to quite large correction � m 2

H u
. Thus,to obtain M Z,we need typically a few percent

� ne-tuning between the SUSY m ass � and the soft SUSY breaking m ass mH u
at the

GUT scale,which are not related to each other in general. This is som etim es called a

‘littlehierarchy problem ’[3].Therehavebeen severalworksrecently addressing thisissue

[4]-[15].M ostofthem ,however,arebased on som especi� c m odels.

Here, we study the � ne-tuning problem from the bottom -up viewpoint, and show

whatkind ofm odelcan relax thissortof� ne-tuning.W ewilltaketwo kindsofstances.

One is a com plete bottom -up approach,where allthe soft SUSY breaking param eters

are considered asindependentonesto each otherin theirorigins. In thiscase,we have

to care aboutthe sensitivity ofthe EW scale (Z-boson m ass) to allthe param eters at

the GUT scale. The otheris,in a sense,a halftop-down approach. W e suppose som e

ultra-violet (UV) theories which � x certain ratios between the soft param eters at the

GUT scale. Then we considerthe � ne-tuning between the rem aining independentones.

W e willshow preferable values ofthe ratios between gaugino m asses and the A-term .
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Indeed, severalm odels lead to non-universalgaugino m asses as wellas non-universal

scalarm assesand A-term s,e.g. m odulim ediation [16],anom aly m ediation [17],m irage

m ediation [18,9]and the SUSY breaking scenario,where F-com ponents ofgauge non-

singletsaredom inant[15,19].(Seealso Ref.[20]forseveralclassesofm odelsleading to

non-universalgaugino m asseswith certain ratios.) Scalarm assesand A-term sare m ore

m odel-dependent.However,in each m odel,ratiosofgaugino m assesand scalarm assesas

wellasA-term sare � xed ascertain values. In these m odels,the independentparam eter

forSUSY breakingterm scorrespondstotheoverallm agnitudeofSUSY breaking,say M ,

and weshould concentrateto only the� ne-tuning oftheoverallm agnitudeM .

Thesectionsofthispaperareorganized asfollows.In Section 2,webrie
 y review the

� ne-tuningproblem in theM SSM ,and introduce� ne-tuningparam eters.In Section3,we

discusshow the� ne-tuning can bereduced when allthesoftSUSY breaking param eters

are regarded as independent ones. In Section 4,on the other hand,we exam ine the

� ne-tuning problem under the assum ption thatcertain ratios between soft param eters,

especially between gaugino m asses,are � xed by som e UV theories and � nd preferable

ratioswhich reducethe� ne-tuning.Section5 isdevoted to conclusionsand discussions.

2 Fine-tuning problem in M SSM

In thissection wereview the� ne-tuningproblem in theM SSM shortly,and then introduce

� ne-tuning param etersdescribing thesensitivity oftheEW saletothesoftparam etersat

theGUT scale.

TheM SSM Higgssectorisdescribed by thesuperpotential,

W SU SY = �H uH d + ytQ 3U3H u;

and therelevantsoftSUSY breaking term sarewritten as,

Vsolf = m
2

H ujH uj
2 + m

2

H djH dj
2 + m

2

Q 3
+ m

2

U3
+ (�B H uH d + ytA tQ 3U3H u + h.c.);

wherem H d
,m Q 3

andm U3
arethesoftscalarm assforH d,Q 3 andU3,respectively,�B isthe

SUSY breakingm ass(�B -term )between H u andH d,and A tisthescalartrilinearcoupling

(A-term )involving the top squarks. Throughoutthispaper,we neglectallthe Yukawa

couplingsand the A-term sexceptforonesassociated to the top quark superm ultiplets,

yt and A t. Note thatwe use the sam e notation fordenoting a chiralsuper� eld and its

lowestscalarcom ponent.

TheEW sym m etrybreakingcausestheZ-bosonm assM Z = 91:2GeV.A m inim ization

condition ofthetotalHiggspotentialresultsin thefollowing relation,

1

2
M

2

Z = � �
2(M Z)�

m 2

H u(M Z)tan
2� � m2H d

(M Z)

tan2� � 1

� � �
2(M Z)� m

2

H u(M Z); (1)

where and hereafter we assum e a (m oderately) large value oftan� = hH ui=hH di like

tan� & 5.Theradiativecorrection tom 2

H u
isdom inantly given by thecontributionsfrom

2
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Figure 1: The lower bound on the averaged top squark m ass m ~t for m h � 114:4 GeV

(solid line)aswellasm h � 110 GeV (dot-dashed line)and mh � 115 GeV (dashed line).

Theotherparam etersarechosen asm t = 164:5 GeV,� = 200 GeV and tan� = 10.

top squarkswith m assscalem ~t,which isestim ated as

� m 2

H u
(M Z) � �

3y2t(M Z)

4�2
m

2

~t
ln

�

m ~t

: (2)

On theotherhand,within thetwo-loop approxim ation thelightestHiggsboson m ass

isconstrained by [21]

m
2

h � M
2

z cos
22�

�

1�
3m 2

t

8�2v2
ln
m 2

~t

m 2

t

�

+
3m 4

t

4�2v2

h

ln
m 2

~t

m 2

t

+
~A t

2

m 2

~t

�

1�
~A t

2

12m 2

~t

)

+
1

16�2

�
3m 2

t

2v2
� 32��3

�n
2~A t

2

m 2

~t

�

1�
~A t

2

12m 2

~t

�

ln
m 2

~t

m 2

t

+

�

ln
m 2

~t

m 2

t

�
2
oi

; (3)

where ~A t= A t(M Z)� �cot� � At(M Z)and m ~t istheaveraged top squark m ass,

m
2

~t
=

q

m 2

Q 3
(M Z)m

2

U3
(M Z): (4)

The strong gauge coupling g3,the vacuum value ofthe lightest Higgs � eld v,and the

running top quark m ass m t at the M Z scale are given by �3(M Z) = g2
3
=4� � 0:12,

v = 173:7 GeV,and m t = 164:5 GeV,respectively.

From thetwo-loopexpression (3)andtheobserved lowerboundbytheLEP experim ent

m 2

h
� 114:4 GeV,wecan estim atetheallowed lowestvalueofthetop squark m asswhich

3



isshown in Fig.1. From this� gure itisapparentthata relatively large A-term atthe

EW scale

jA t(M Z)=m ~tj & O (1);

is favorable forthe Higgsboson m assabove the LEP bound. Furtherm ore,fora sm all

valueofjA t(M Z)=m ~tj,a considerably largetop squark m assisrequired as

m ~t & 500 GeV; for jA t(M Z)=m ~tj. 1:5;

m ~t & 1000 GeV; for jA t(M Z)=m ~tj. 1:0: (5)

Thislarge top squark m asscausesm 2

H u(M Z)in Eq.(1)to be m uch largerthan O (M 2

Z),

becauseoftheone-loop e� ect(2)with a largelogarithm .Thus,�2 m ustbe� ne-tuned in

orderto obtain the successfulEW breaking with M Z � 91:2 GeV.Thisisthe so-called

littlehierarchy problem .

The expressions (1),(2)and (3)are allwritten in term softhe low energy valuesof

param eterssuch asm 2

H u
(M Z)and m 2

~t
. W e expressthe softparam etersatthe EW scale

in term sofonesattheGUT scale[22],by integrating theone-loop renorm alization group

equations[1]. Forexam ple,the gaugino m assesatthe EW scale are written in term sof

them selvesattheGUT scaleas

M 1(M z) = 0:41M 1;

M 2(M z) = 0:82M 2;

M 3(M z) = 2:91M 3: (6)

On the otherhand,the scalarm assesm H u
,m Q 3

,m U3
and A t atthe EW scale aregiven

by

� 2m2H u(M z) = 5:45M 2

3
+ 0:0677M 3M 1 � 0:00975M 2

1

+0:470M 2M 3 + 0:0135M 1M 2 � 0:433M 2

2

+0:773A tM 3 + 0:168A tM 2 + 0:0271A tM 1

+0:214A 2

t � 1:31m2H u + 0:690m 2

Q 3
+ 0:690m 2

U3
; (7)

m
2

Q 3
(M Z) = 5:76M 2

3
� 0:0113M1M 3 � 0:00679M 2

1

� 0:0782M2M 3 � 0:00225M1M 2 + 0:400M 2

2

� 0:129AtM 3 + 0:0281A tM 2 + 0:00451A tM 1

� 0:0357A2t � 0:115m2H u
+ 0:885m 2

Q 3
� 0:115m2U3

; (8)

m
2

U3
(M Z) = 4:85M 2

3
� 0:0226M1M 3 + 0:0453M 2

1

� 0:156M2M 3 � 0:00451M1M 2 � 0:183M 2

2

� 0:258AtM 3 + 0:0561A tM 2 + 0:00903A tM 1

� 0:0713A2t � 0:230m2H u
� 0:230m2Q 3

+ 0:770m 2

U3
; (9)

A t(M Z) = 2:16M 3 + 0:268M 2 + 0:0340M 1 + 0:310A t: (10)

Herethesoftparam eterswithoutan argum entin theright-hand sidestand forthevalues

atthe GUT scale. W e im pose the boundary conditions5�1=3 = �2 = �3 = 1=24 atthe

4



GUT scaleM G U T = 2� 10� 16 GeV and yt(M Z)= m t=v atM Z.The�-param eterreceives

a sm allradiativecorrection,and isshown to be

�
2(M Z) = 1:09�2: (11)

The largecontribution to theHiggssoftm ass(2)from top squarksisnow translated

into the gluino m asssquared M 2

3
with the largestcoe� cient5:45 in Eq.(7). The m ass

squared M 2

3
also appearsin m 2

Q 3
(M Z)and m

2

U3
(M Z)in Eqs.(8)and (9),respectively,as

dom inantterm s.From Eqs.(4),(8)and (9),ifallthesoftparam eterstakesim ilarvalues,

i.e.,M a � mi� At (a = 1;2;3),we� nd

m
2

~t
� 5M 2

3
: (12)

From Eqs.(5)and (12),thelowerbound forM 3 isestim ated as

M 3 & 220 GeV; for jA t(M Z)=m ~tj. 1:5;

M 3 & 450 GeV; for jA t(M Z)=m ~tj. 1:0; (13)

in orderto satisfy the Higgsm ass bound (3). Thus M 2

3
term with the large coe� cient

in Eq.(7) and then in Eq.(1)is m uch larger than M 2

Z
. The other term s such as � in

the right-hand side ofEq.(1)m ustcancelthislarge contribution with a good accuracy

in orderto yield thecorrectZ-boson m ass.

From Eq.(7),we also � nd thatthis� ne-tuning of� becom esm ore severe ifwe have

non-vanishing positive values ofm 2

Q 3
and m 2

U3
at the GUT scale.1 Then,as far as the

littlehierarchy problem isconcerned,itisbetterthatthem odelhasvanishing top squark

softm assesattheGUT scale,

m
2

Q 3
= m

2

U3
= 0; (14)

and weadoptthiscondition in thefollowing analysis.

On the otherhand,the Higgssoftm asssquared atthe GUT scale,m 2

H u
,appearsin

Eq.(7)with a positive coe� cient ofO (1)and then negative in Eq.(1). Thus,m 2

H u
�

O (M 2

3
)can reducethe� ne-tuning.W ecan approxim ately ‘renorm alize’thiscontribution

into the�-param etere� ectively ofEqs.(1)and (11),i.e.,

� 1:09�2 � ! � 1:09�2 � 0:66m2H u
; (15)

in the following discussion ofthe � ne-tuning,because the m2H u
-term s are negligible in

Eqs.(8)and (9)dueto thesuppressed coe� cientsofO (0:1).W ecan easily separatethis

e� ectfrom thee� ective�-param eter,ifnecessary.Then,� rstwejustset

m
2

H u
= 0; (16)

in theexpressions,and considerthe�-term isthee� ectiveonewhen weevaluatean e� ect

dueto a non-vanishing valueofm 2

H u
attheGUT scale.

1W e can think ofintroducing tachyonic squarks at the G UT scale,i.e.,m 2

Q 3
,m 2

U 3
< 0,which can

reduce the �ne-tuning asis also indicated from Eq.(7). Such possibility hasbeen studied in Ref.[14].

In thispaper,westudy the �ne-tuning problem withoutthe tachyonicboundary conditionsatthe G UT

scale.
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Based ontheseargum ents,wefocusonthecontributionsfrom M a,A tand�inEqs.(7),

(8)and (9)in thefollowing analysis.Then,weintroduce� ne-tuning param eters,

� X =
1

2

X

M 2

Z

@M 2

Z

@X
; (X = �;M 1;M 2;M 3;A t): (17)

W ecan easily check thattheseparam eterssatisfy therelation,

X

X

� X = 1; (18)

and then � X � O (1)im plies thatthe Z-boson m assis insensitive to the param eter X

(attheGUT scale).Thedegreeof� ne-tuning fortheparam eterX can beconsidered as

100=� X percent.

3 R educing �ne-tuning in bottom -up approach

In thissection,we exam ine the � ne-tuning problem in a bottom -up approach,where all

the softparam etersareregarded asindependentonesto each otherin theirorigins.For

instance,thesituationthateach gaugekineticfunctiondependsondi� erent(independent)

m essenger� eldsm ay resultin theindependentgaugino m assesatthem essengerscale.

In thiscase,thedegreeof� ne-tuning in them odelcan beevaluated by thelargestone

� X am ong allthe� ne-tuning param etersde� ned in Eq.(17)and written explicitly as

� M 1
= � 0:00975M̂ 1

2

+ (0:0339M̂ 3 + 0:00675M̂ 2 + 0:0136Â t)M̂ 1;

� M 2
= � 0:433M̂ 2

2

+ (0:235M̂ 3 + 0:00675M̂ 1 + 0:0840Â t)M̂ 2;

� M 3
= 5:45M̂ 3

2

+ (0:0339M̂ 1 + 0:235M̂ 2 + 0:387Â t)M̂ 3;

� A t
= 0:214Â t

2

+ (0:387M̂ 3 + 0:0840M̂ 2 + 0:0134M̂ 1)Â t; (19)

and

� � = � 1:09�̂2; (20)

where M̂ a = M a=M Z,Â t = A t=M Z and �̂ = �=M Z.W hen we require j� �j. 10,allowed

valuesofj�jarej�j. 280 GeV.

W eeasily � nd that�M 3
tendsto bethelargestam ong � M a

and � A t
fortheuniversal

gaugino m assesM 1 = M 2 = M 3 = M with A t � O (Ma). In thiscase,ifwe require the

� ne-tuning forM3 to bem orethan 10% ,thatis� M 3
� 6M̂ 3

2

� 10,thegluino m assM3

attheGUT scaleisrestricted as

M . 120 GeV; for M 1 = M 2 = M 3 = M : (21)

Thisdoesnotsatisfy theHiggsm assbound (13)forA t(M Z)=m ~t. 1:5.Therefore,alarger

A t(M Z)> 1:5m ~t isinevitable ascan beread o� from Fig.1.However,Eq.(10)leadsto

A t(M Z)� 2:8M3,while Eq.(12)resultsin m ~t � 2:2M3.Thus,we � nd At(M Z)> 1:5m ~t

6
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Figure2: Curvesforra = A t=M 3 = 0 and m 2

H u
= m 2

Q 3;U3
= 0 determ ined by constraints

from � M = 3:4;5;10 (solid curves),m h0 � 114:4 GeV (between two dashed curves)and

m ~t1
� 95:7 GeV (below dot-dashed curves).Theparam eter�� is� xed by theconstraint

� M + � � = 1.Thesolid curvesaredarkerforthesm aller� M .

is im possible. On the other hand,a large value ofM 3 like M 3 = 220 or 450 GeV in

Eq.(13)leadsto a largevalueof� M 3
like� M 3

= 30 or130.Forthelattercase,weneed

� ne-tuning lessthan 1% .

The above argum ent for M 1 = M 2 = M 3 with A t � O (Ma) shows that only the

possibility to reducethe� ne-tuning associated to M3 keeping A t. O (M a)isa departure

from the universalgaugino m asscondition attheGUT scale.

Herewedenoteratiosofgaugino m assesand A t by r1;r2 and ra as

(M 1;M 2;M 3) = (r1;r2;1)M ; A t = ra M ; (22)

where M correspondsto theoverallm agnitudeofsoftSUSY breaking param eters.Note

thatweconsiderratios,r1;r2 and ra arefreeparam etersindependentofM in thissection.

Letusde� ne�M as

� M =

3X

a= 1

� M a
+ � A t

: (23)

Since� � = 1� �M ,wearerequired to obtain � M . O (10)in orderto avoid � ne-tuning

of� �,although thiscondition isnotsu� cientand sm allvalues� X forX = M 1;M 2;M 3

and A t arealsorequired.In � M ,thedom inantcontribution isdueto M̂ 3 asobviousfrom

Eq.(19). The nextim portantcontribution would com e from M̂ 2,because ofitssign in

� M 2
. Indeed,we would obtain � M � 0 forr2 � 4 when M̂ 1 = A t = 0. On the other

hand,the M̂ 1-dependence of� M would be sm all,because its coe� cient is sm all. This

naive estim ation suggeststhatthe param eterregion around r2 � 4 would be favorable,

whilea largerregion forr1 would befavorable.

As r2 increases, m
2

H u
(M Z) increases and m 2

U3
(M Z) decreases. For instance,in the

extrem alcaser2 ! 1 ,thesuccessfulelectroweak sym m etry breaking would notbereal-

ized,butthecolorsym m etry would break radiatively.Thus,theparam eterr2 aswellas

othersisconstrained by experim entalboundsofthe stop m assand � and the successful

realization ofelectroweak sym m etry breaking.

Figs.2, 3 and 4 show the contours of� M = 3:4;5;10 in (r1;r2)-plane for M =

110;150;200 and 250 GeV in the case ofra = 0;1;2,respectively. The darkest and

7
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Figure3: Thesam ecurvesasFig.2 butwith ra = A t=M 3 = 1.
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Figure4: Thesam ecurvesasFig.2 butwith ra = A t=M 3 = 2.

darker solid lines correspond to � M = 3:4 and 5,respectively,while the less dark line

correspondsto � M = 10.Above the linecorresponding to � M = 3:4,we can notrealize

the successfulelectroweak sym m etry breaking when m H u
= 0 and j�(M Z)j� 94 GeV,

which correspondsto theexperim entalbound ofchargino m ass.

In these� gures,wealso show theregionssatisfying thecurrentHiggsand top squark

m assbounds[23],m h � 114:4 GeV and m~t1 � 95:7 GeV,respectively,wherem2
~t1
(m 2

~t2
)is

thesm aller(larger)eigenvalueofthetop squark m ass-square m atrix

M
2

~t
=

�
m 2

Q 3
(M Z)+ m 2

t + �Q m t
~A t

m t
~A t m 2

U3
(M Z)+ m 2

t + �U

�

;

with �Q = (1
2
� 2

3
sin2�W )cos(2�)M

2

Z, �U = 2

3
sin2�W cos(2�)M 2

Z and sin2�W = 1 �

M 2

W =M
2

Z.W eobtain m h � 114:4 GeV between two dashed lines,while we obtain m~t1 �

95:7GeV below thedot-dashedline,whichisclosetotheupperdashedlineinseveralcases.

Figs.5,6show thesam econtoursasFigs.2,3and 4in (ra;r2)-planeforM = 110;150;200

and 250 GeV in the case ofr1 = 2;7:13,respectively. The ratio r1 = 7:13 isa solution

ofM 1(M Z)= M 3(M Z),i.e.,the uni� cation ofthe bino and the gluino m assatthe EW

scale.

From Figs.2,3,4,5 and 6,we � nd that the Higgs m ass bound as wellas the top

squark oneissatis� ed within j�M j� 10 fortheratiosr1,r2 and ra insidetheregion,

� 10 . r1 . 15; 3:5 . r2 . 5:5; 0 . ra . 2; (24)

when the SUSY breaking scale M variesfrom 110 GeV to 200 GeV.W ithin thisregion,
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Figure5: Curvesforr1 = M 1=M 3 = 2 and m 2

H u
= m 2

Q 3;U3
= 0 determ ined by constraints

from � M = 3:4;5;10 (solid curves),m h0 � 114:4 GeV (between two dashed curves)and

m ~t1
� 95:7 GeV (below dot-dashed curves).Theparam eter�� is� xed by theconstraint

� M + � � = 1.Thesolid curvesarem oredark forthesm aller� M .
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Figure 6: The sam e curves asFig.5 butwith r1(M Z)= M 1(M Z)=M 3(M Z)= 1 (r1 =

7:13).

the� ne-tuning param eter�M 3
(contained in � M )given by Eq.(19)isestim ated as

5:5(M =M Z)
2

. � M 3
. 8(M =M Z)

2
:

Thus,in orderthe� ne-tuningassociated toM3 tobem orethan 10% ,theSUSY breaking

scaleisrestricted by

M . 110-120 GeV: (25)

In Fig.2 with ra = 0,we � nd thatthere isno allowed region forM � 150 GeV.Then,

from Eq.(25),we conclude thatthe non-vanishing A-term atthe GUT scale,ra 6= 0,is

required forreducing the� ne-tuning above10% order.

In Table1,weshow som em assspectraforM = 110GeV (aswellasforM = 200GeV

which willbeexplained later)atsom etypicalpointsof(r1;r2;ra)which lead to� M � 5,

i.e.,about20% tuning in term sofM . ForM = 110 GeV which isthe m arginalvalue

ofthecondition (25),we � nd �M 3
� 10 and At(M Z)=m ~t � 2 arerealized forra = 1 and

ra = 2.Thesetwo aredistinguished by them assesofthebino and thelightertop squark

atthe M Z scale. The wino m assissim ilarto the gluino m assforra = 1,and islarger

than itforra = 2 attheM Z scale.Thisisbecause thelargervalueofr2 ispreferred for

thelargervalueofra in Fig.2 -Fig.6.
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M (GeV) 110 110 200 200 200

ra 1 2 0 1 2

(r1;r2) (3;4:0) (10;4:8) (2;3:9) (5;4:6) (10;5:4)

� M 3:8 4:3 5:1 4:7 4:4

� M 3
10:1 11:3 31:2 34:4 38:0

A t(M Z)=m ~t 2:0 1:9 1:6 2:4 2:2

M 3(M Z) (GeV) 321 321 583 583 583

M 2(M Z) (GeV) 361 433 640 755 886

M 1(M Z) (GeV) 135 450 164 409 818

�(M Z) (GeV) 108 117 130 125 120

m ~t2
(GeV) 436 468 714 764 820

m ~t1
(GeV) 202 131 247 133 186

m h;m ax (GeV) 115 115 115 120 120

Table1:Them assspectraforM = 110and 200GeV atsom etypicalpointsof(r1;r2;ra)

which lead to � M � 5 (20% tuning).

Finally in thissection,wesum m arizethediscussionsabove.Ifallthesoftparam eters

(aswellasthe�-term )attheGUT scaleareindependenttoeach otherin theirorigins,the

degreeof� ne-tuning in them odelisalm ostdeterm ined by �M 3
.A num ericalevaluation

indicatesthatonlythepossibilityforrelaxingthe� ne-tuningabove10% order(�M 3
. 10)

residesin thecaseofi)non-universalgauginom asseswith theratioinsidetheregion (24),

ii)a non-vanishing A-term atthe GUT scale,A t > 0,and iii)a considerably low SUSY

breaking scale(25).

4 Fine-tuning w ith �xed ratios

Itisreasonableenough toconsiderthesituation thatsom eorallofthesoftSUSY breaking

param eterssharea com m on m assscale M ,and theratiosbetween them aredeterm ined

by som e dim ension less constants and/or geom etricalnum bers such as beta function

coe� cients,m odularweights,and soon.Indeed,ratiosofsoftSUSY breakingparam eters

are � xed ascertain valuesin each m odel,e.g. in m odulim ediation,anom aly m ediation,

gaugem essengerm odeland so on.In thiscase,wedo notneed to worry aboutallofthe

� ne-tuning param eters(19),and thedegreeof� ne-tuning in them odelisrepresented by

only � M .

In this section,we reexam ine the discussions in the previous section,by assum ing

thatthe ratio r1,r2 and ra in Eq.(22)is� xed to som e num bersby the UV theory. In

thiscase,the rem aining � ne-tuning param etersare �M and � � given by Eqs.(23)and

(20),respectively. In otherwords,we worry aboutthe sensitivity ofthe Z-boson m ass

to only the com m on SUSY breaking scale M and the SUSY m assscale �. The � M 3
is

a m eaninglessparam eterin thissense,and thusthe SUSY breaking scale M isreleased

from thepreviousupperbounds(25)or(21).Thenum ericalresultsin Fig.2-Fig.6 show

thatM � 200 GeV possessesthe widestallowed region ofthe ratiosr1,r2 and ra. This
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Figure7: Thesam ecurvesasFig.2 butwith m 2

H u
= � M 2.
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Figure8: Thesam ecurvesasFig.2 butwith m 2

Q 3;U3
= M 2.

is because the sm aller M results in a sm aller allowed region forthe Higgs and the top

squark m assbounds,while the region where � M � 10 becom esnarrowerforthe larger

M .These oppositetendenciesarebalanced atM � 200 GeV.

It is rem arkable that the � ne-tuning can be com pletely im proved in this case. For

som e valuesofr1,r2 and ra inside (24),the � ne-tuning param eter�M can be ofO (1),

and then � � is also ofO (1)from Eq.(18). Note that � M 3
is stilllarge � M 3

� 1 for

M > 120 GeV.Thepointis,however,now the� ne-tuning param eterisnot�M 3
butthe

totalsum � M � O (1),wherea cancellation occursbetween �M 3
and � M 1;2;A t

.

Atany rate,irrespectiveofwhetherweworry aboutthe� ne-tuning param eter�M 3
or

not,wecan obtain � M � O (1)in theregion (24)and then � � � O (1).Thisim pliesthe

Z-boson m assisinsensitive to notonly the SUSY breaking scale M butalso the SUSY

m assscale�.Thesm all� � correspondsto thesm allvalueof� itself.Itcan beeven the

m arginalvaluetothecurrentcharginom assbound.Thesm allHiggsino m assisageneral

consequence ofreduced � ne-tuning associated to the�-param eter.

W hat the favored region ofthe ratios (24) indicates? First,this region is m ostly

closeto them inim um ofm ~t in term sofA t(M Z)=m ~t in Fig.1,thatisthelargetop squark

m ixingcase[11,14].Second,thefavored ratiosbetween gauginom assesm ay beexplained

asfollows.Theregion (24)correspondsto

� 1:4 . r1(M Z) . 2:1; 1:0 . r2(M Z) . 1:4; (26)

where

r1(M Z) = M 1(M Z)=M 3(M Z) = 0:14r1;

11



r2(M Z) = M 2(M Z)=M 3(M Z) = 0:28r2; (27)

are the gaugino m ass ratios at the Z-boson m ass scale. Favorable region ofr2(M Z) is

ratherwide,e.g. � r2=r2(M Z)= O (0:1),where r2(M Z)= 1:2 and � r2(M Z)= 0:2. W e

have m uch widerfavorable region forr1(M Z). Thatisim portantfrom the viewpointof

m odelbuilding,because that allows 10% uncertainty for an explicit m odel. The ratio

r2(M Z)� 1 indicatestheuni� cation ofthewino and thegluino m assesattheEW scale.

Then thereduced � ne-tuning can beexplained in theterm inology oftheso-called m irage

m ediation [9]ofSUSY breaking.Them irageuni� cation ofthegauginom assesattheEW

scale [9,10]im plies that the large logarithm ic correction (2) to the m 2

H u
is com pletely

canceled at the EW scale due to the specialboundary conditions at the GUT scale as

a consequence ofthe m ixed m odulus-anom aly m ediation2. The range ofthe ratios(24)

includesthistypeofboundary conditionsasthecentralvalues.

However,from (26)we� nd that,in ordertoreducethe� ne-tuning,itisnotnecessary

thatallthegauginom assesareuni� ed attheEW scaleasin them iragem ediation m odels.

Theim portantoneisthewino/gluinom assratio,and wehaveawiderchoiceforthevalue

ofbino/gluino m assratio aslong asthe � ne-tuning isconcerned. Inversely,the relaxed

� ne-tuning m ay predictthe uni� cation ofthe wino and gluino m assesatthe EW scale,

butnotthebino-gluino uni� cation.

In Table 1,the m assspectra forM = 200 GeV are shown atsom e typicalpointsof

(r1;r2;ra)which lead to � M � 5,i.e.,about20% tuning in term sofM .The vanishing

A tattheGUT scalera = 0ispossibleforM = 200GeV aswellasra = 1;2.In thecaseof

ra = 0,the largeA t(M Z)=m ~t � O (1)atthe Z-boson m assscale isgenerated radiatively.

The three casesra = 0;1;2 are m ostlikely distinguished by the m assofthe bino atthe

M Z scale. Thisisdue to the factthatthe largerra prefersthe largerr1 for� M � 5 as

can be seen by com paring Fig.2 -Fig.4. The wino m assissim ilarto the gluino m ass

forra = 0,and islargerthan itforra = 1;2 attheM Z scale.Becausewearenow taking

such a stance thatthe gaugino m assesare notindependentin theirorigins,the value of

� M 3
ism eaningless,although itisshown in Table1 forthepurposeofreference.

So far,we have considered the case with vanishing softscalarm asses,m H u
= m Q 3

=

m U3
= 0. Here we com m ent on e� ects due to non-vanishing soft scalar m asses. First,

letusevaluate e� ectsdue to non-vanishing value ofthe Higgssoftscalarm assmH u
.Its

e� ect on stop m asses is sm all. That im plies thatthe lightest Higgs m ass mh and stop

m asses m ~t would not change signi� cantly even when we vary mH u
in the region with

jm 2

H u
j. O (M 2). A signi� cant e� ectappearsonly in m2H u

(M Z),and such e� ectcan be

understood as‘renorm alization’(15).Thatis,thefavorableregion with sm all� M shifts

toward theregion with larger(sm aller)r2,when m H u
becom esnegative(positive).Fig.7

shows the case with m 2

H u
= � M 2. Next,we com m ent on e� ects due to non-vanishing

valuesofm Q 3
andm U3

.Theire� ectson�M arealm ostoppositetotheabovee� ectofmH u
,

becausetheirsignsareoppositein Eq.(7).Thesm all� M region shiftstoward theregion

with larger (sm aller) r2,when m Q 3
= m U3

becom es positive (negative). Furtherm 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 ofSUSY breaking m ediation [18],which depends on the dilaton-m odulus m ixing

ratiosin the nonperturbative superpotential[25,27]aswellashow we uplift the AdS m inim um to dS

one[26,27,28].
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they also a� ect on the lightest Higgs m ass mh and stop m asses m ~t. Then,totally the

favorable region shiftsslightly when we vary m Q 3
= m U3

,butthe widenessoffavorable

region doesnotchangedrastically.Fig.8 showsthecasewith m 2

Q 3;U3
= M 2.

5 C onclusions

W estudied the� ne-tuning problem between thesoftSUSY breaking param etersand the

�-term for the successfulelectroweak sym m etry breaking in the M SSM .The bottom -

up considerations lead us to the non-universalgaugino m asses at the GUT scale as a

necessarycondition forreducingthe� ne-tuningabove10% order,ifallthesoftparam eters

are regarded asindependentonesto each otherin theiroriginsand no tachyonic super-

particlesare assum ed atthe GUT scale. In thiscase,the sm allgluino m ass M 3 . 120

GeV and thenon-vanishing A-term sA t> 0attheGUT scaleisrequired from � M 3
. 10.

On theotherhand,ifthesoftSUSY breaking param eterssharea com m on m assscale

M with the� xed ratiosby theUV theory,each � ne-tuning param etersuch as�M 3
does

notm ake any sense. Only the totalone such as� M =
P

3

a= 1
� M a

+ � A t
aswellasthe

SUSY param eter� � representsthe degree of� ne-tuning in the m odel. In thiscase,the

aboveupper-bound on M 3 disappears,and then we� nd the� ne-tuningcan becom pletely

im proved in som em odelsofnon-universalgauginom asses.A num ericalevaluation shows

thatthe m odelwith the gluino m ass M 3 � 200 GeV at the GUT scale has the widest

allowed range ofr1 = M 1=M 3,r2 = M 2=M 3 and ra = A t=M 3. In thiscase ofthe least

� ne-tuning,even the vanishing At at the GUT scale is possible and a relatively large

A t(M Z)=m ~t> 1:5 attheZ-boson m assscaleisgenerated radiatively.

In both the above approaches,the non-universalgaugino m assconditions,especially,

M 2 � 4M3 at the GUT scale is the key to im prove the � ne-tuning. This im plies the

wino and gluino degeneracy attheweak scale.Anotherim plication isa sm allerHiggsino

m ass due to the reduced or elim inated � ne-tuning �M � 10 accom panying j��j� 10.

The bino m ass M 1 at the GUT scale is less constrained from our discussions of� ne-

tuning. This fact im plies that the EW m irage-uni� cation m odel[9,10],where allthe

gauginom assesareuni� ed attheEW scale,can bedeform ed such thatonly thewinoand

gluino m assesareuni� ed,keeping the absence of� ne-tuning.In otherwords,theU(1)Y
gauge kinetic function can have a di� erent origin from the other ones for SU(3)C and

SU(2)L.Itwould be im portantto study m odelbuilding athigh energy scale,extending

the low-energy scale m irage [9,10]. W e would study elsewhere explicit construction of

such partialm iragem odel,whereonly thegluino and wino m assesaredegeneratearound

M Z.A negativevalueofm H u
m akesthefavorableregion wider,and largervalueofM 2=M 3

becom esfavorable. On the otherhand,when we vary stop m assesm Q 3;U3
,the situation

doesnotchangedrastically.

Our favorable value of� is sm all. For exam ple we have j�j. 280 GeV,when we

require � � . 10. In addition,the bino m ass M 1 can vary in a quite wide range. This

aspectwould beinteresting from theviewpointofdark m attercandidate.

W e have concentrated to the Higgs sector and the electroweak sym m etry breaking,

to which only gaugino m asses,stop m assesand Higgsm asses are relevant. Otherm ass

param etersareirrelevantto ourdiscussion,thatis,they can bem orem odel-dependent.
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