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In the m InIn al supersym m etric standard m odel, the three gauge couplings appear to
unify at a m ass scale near 2 1016 Gev.W e investigate the possibility that interm ediate
scale particle thresholds m odify the running couplings so as to increase the uni cation
scale. By requiring consistency of this scenario, we derive som e constraints on the particle
content and locations of the interm ediate thresholds. T here are rem arkably few acoeptable
solutions w ith a single cleanly de ned intem ediate scale far below the uni cation scale.
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1. Introduction

Data from LEP suggests that with N = 1 supersymmetry[l] at low energy ( 1
TeV ), the three gauge couplings of the standard m odel converge to unify R] at one scale
M x 2 10 Gev.This apparent uni cation is predicated on two assum ptions. O ne is
that the weak hypercharge coupling is nom alized to itsuni cation into a higher rank Lie
group, such asSU (5), SO (10) orE g. The second is the absence of interm ediate thresholds
between 1 TeV and M y . This gpparent uni cation of couplings m ay be regarded as a
\prediction" of the low energy value of sin? w 9iven the m easured value of the strong
coupling constant, and is a tantalizing hint of a unifying structure, such as superstring

theory or a supersym m etric G rand Uni ed T heory.

W hile it is clear that the three gauge couplings have a m uch better chance to unify w ith
low energy supersym m etry than w ithout, it m ay be prem ature to unequivocably announce
their uni cation, and this sim ple picture m ay have to be modi ed. The m ain reasons
are the large experin ental uncertainties in the value of the QCD ooupling constant and
ignorance of the detailed structure of the supersym m etric thresholds.

Thus it m ay be that the gauge couplings do not exactly unify at M y . In that case,
we may want to alter this sin ple picture by adding at least one intem ediate threshold
between the SUSY scale and the \uni cation" scale at M y . The question of interest is
w hether the couplings can then be m ade to unify at a larger scale after Introduction of
the new intemm ediate threshold (s), caused by particles w ith vector-like electroweak quan-
tum num bers. These m odify the running of the gauge couplings above the interm ediate
thresholds to achieve true uni cation at the scale M y, which we take to be larger than
M yx . By requiring consistency of this scenario, we can derive constraints on the particles
at the interm ediate thresholds and relationsbetw een the intermm ediate scalesM y and M y .

T here are several reasons to pursue this line of inquiry. O ne is that interm ediate m ass
scales appear in m any extensions ofthem inin alsupersym m etric standard m odel M SSM ),
such as those which Incorporate a light invisible axion 3] orm assive neutrinos through the
seesaw m echanian [4]. Another is to explain the near zero values ofm any of the Yukawa
m atrix elem ents through m ixing the known particles w ith vector-like particles. These
particlesm ay appear at interm ediate thresholds.

O ur prin ary m otivation, however, is superstring theory which indicates that the uni-
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cation energy should be m ore than one order ofm agnitude above M y . The e ective low

energy theories generated by superstrings contain, in addition to the three chiral fam ilies,
m any vector-like particles, incom plete rem nants of 27 and 27 representations ofE g. T hese
vector-like particles have electrow eak singlet m asses, assum ed to be, in the absence of any
soecialm echanian , of the order of the highest scale around, in this case the P Janck m ass.
H ow ever, these theories have a larger Invariance group than that of the M SSM , and m ust
develop intermm ediate thresholds kelow the string scale to break the invariance group to
that ofthe M SSM . T his is typically achieved by at directions in the potential.

If the true scale of gauge coupling uni cation is higher than the apparent uni cation
scale because of Interm ediate scale thresholds as assum ed here, onem ay view the \sucoess"
of gauge ocoupling uni cation as jist an accident. W e are im plicitly taking the point of
view that it is not com pktely accidental, and that it is still possible to understand gauge
coupling uni cation through calculable perturbative m eans. W e therefore assum e that
the three gauge couplings ram ain perturbative up to the uni cation scale M y, and that
the reason behind the raising of the uni cation scale is not som e artifact of eg. stringy
threshold e ects, but is really due to the presence of intermm ediate scale thresholds. W e also
assum e that the nom alization ofweak hypercharge is indeed the standard one appropriate
for uni cation wih SU (2);, and SU (3)¢ into a simple gauge group. Ref. [] explores
the possibility of di erent nom alizations of the hypercharge as a m eans of raising the

uni cation scale.)

T his paper is organized as follow s. In section 2 we develop the form alisn for uni ca—
tion of couplings w ith one interm ediate scale threshold, and then for several intermm ediate
thresholds. In section 3 we discuss the e ects of various possibilities for the new particles
at the intem ediate scale(s), lncluding both new chiral super elds and new gauge vec—
tor super elds. In section 4 we discuss the results for one interm ediate scale w ith raised
uni cation. Here we nd tight constraints on the particle content and location of the in—
term ediate scale. Section 5 deals w ith resuls form ore than one intermm ediate scale, using
as an exam ple a particular three-fam ily superstring m odel.

2.0neLoop EquationsW ith New Thresholds

Let usbegin by recalling som e salient facts about the running of the gauge couplings.
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Since we w ill be com paring the running of gauge couplings w ith an intemm ediate scale to
the \tem plate" case of the M SSM , it will be su cient to use onedoop renomm alization

group equations only. T he three gauge couplings run w ith scale according to

CE il(tx>+2¥]°i<t t) ; (2:1)
w here 5
G

1N

are the couplings for the three gauge groups, i= 1;2;3 ©orU 1)y, SU 2)1,, and SU 3)S,
respectively. T he scale is given by

where ( isan arbirary reference energy, and
% =IhMx= o)

is the uni cation scale. ForN = 1 supersymm etry we have

X
bi = 3Cdpnt Cr; 22)

r
where the ¢ 's are the D ynkin indices of the representations, and the sum is over the

left-handed chiralm ultijplets. T he hypercharge is nomm alized so that

3X
bl: % Yr;
r
corresponding to the electric charge
0= I3+~
3 2 "

For the three fam ilies and two H iggs doublets of chiral super elds in the M inin al Super-

sym m etric Standard M odel M SSM ), we have
33 .

b = El b= 1; bz=3:

W e start wih the tractordes or ;1 and 5 since their values at low energies are
known w ith the greatest accuracy. W e de ne ty as the scale at which these two appear to
meet In theM SSM :

1 1
% 1 Tx)= )
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T he extrapolated data, with N = 1 supersymm etry around 1 TeV , show that % Y 5,
with M ¢ 2 10 Gev.Howeverwedo not assum e precisely the sam e value for 3 (& )
at that scale, since we are assum Ing that the \uni cation" at M y isonly apparent; rather
we set

= s+ g

Introducing the param eter which param eterizes our ignorance about 3 M 5 ), our igno—
rance about the precise location of the SUSY thresholds, and our negligence of tw o—loop
e ects. T he present uncertainties indicate that

jj 15; 2:3)

using the m ost conservative estin ate. W e contrast this situation by noting that w ithout

Vog2,my 1083

low energy supersymm etry, the sam e param eters have the values

Gev,and 5.
C ase of O ne Interm ediate T hreshold

A ssum e rst only one intermm ediate threshold above the supersym m etric thresholds, at
the scale
=M= ; <k

T he previous equations are still valid as long as we are below the intem ediate threshold,

that is
1y 2&(1; te ) ; Gi= 1;2)

b3

1y =
i ®= %
2:4)
1y =
37 0=
fort t7.Atthe intem ediate threshold t= t;, new vector-like particles w ith electroweak

sihglet m asses at M 1, alter the b; coe cients to new values
by by 37 1= 172735

with all ; positive as long as the m atter ism ade up of chiral super elds. W e assum e that
their e ect is to push the true uni cation scale to the new value ty with 5 > t . Thus,
above the Interm ediate threshold, all three gauge couplings m ust satisfy
1 1, 1
;= U+2—(bj_ DE ) Tt t s
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w here there is only one coupling at uni cation, ;.
W e have thus two ways of w riting the equations for the gauge couplings below the
Interm ediate threshold; one is given by (2 .4), the other by
t

. 1
t) = U1+ 2&(‘5 tr) + 2—(bl D )i i=1;2;3: @)

i

C om parison of the two yields the three consistency equations

by = i= 1;2
" tU tX tU tX v x o (2:6)
Yy G 2 1 1
3 3 = U x T
U & v &
By subtracting the rst two, we obtain the constraint
28 t
2o o 2T oo @)
5 ty

which indicates that » 1 must be positive. T he di erence between the second and the
third equations in (2.6) yields

2 t
4 = (4 2) W =0 : ©:8)
U & U &
T he rem aining equation yields the value of the gauge coupling at uni cation
1 1 1
u = % 2—[2(tU )+t t%1: (2:29)

W ih only non-exotic m atter at the intermm ediate threshold, the com binations
a 3 2 and stz 1

are integers. Then (2.7) and (2.8) can be rew ritten as

r_ow &, 2:10)
1w 4
and
I_w X =, @:41)
1 ty  t

Tt may be pro table to consider an elem entary geom etric derivation of (2.10) and (2.11).
Consider the evolution of two inverse gauge couplings, which meet at a scale ty , and
assum e that they both change directions at a lower scale t;, to m eet at the lJarger scale t; ,

as shown in Figure 1.



Figure 1

T he ratios of the slopes of the lines above t; satisfy, for L and 5 L

b, b OB  t
B B 0BO g t @:12)

from which 2.10) follows. W e can apply the sam e technique to the evolution of 5 and

3 (ncluding the nearm issat M y param etrized by ) to obtain 2.11).

W em ay think ofthe interm ediate threshold asa \lens" w hich refocuses the lines 1 L ),
21(t), and 31(t) so that they meet at ty rather than t . Ifg > 4, the intem ediate

I and 31neverjntersect. If

threshold acts as a divergent lens, and the two lines for
g= 4, the sam e two lines are parallel and again never m eet. Thus we must have g < 4
for the two curves to intersect beyond t;. In addition, g cannot be negative or would
be too large. This is easy to understand, since g < 0 corresoonds to a strongly focusing
lenswhich would make 5 and 3 meet at a ower scale than they would In the M SSM .
To avold having ; and 3 meetpram aturely, would have to be large and positive when

g< 0. To see this, note that we can w rite
1
- Bt &%) gty ) (2:13)

So, or instance if g= 1, we nd that even in the case of an allhierarchies M ¢y =M 1 =
10 and M y=M y = 10, one has = 22, which corresponds to a larger error than the
experim ental uncertainties on 3 warrant. For m ore substantial hierarchies, or for m ore
negative values of g, the situation becom es rapidly even worse. Thus it is su cient to

consider only the four cases, g= 0;1;2;3. Simn ilarly, from (2.10) we nd thatifr 14, the

1
1

Iowered scale of uni cation. If r = 0, the uni cation scale isnot raised and M g = M x .

and 21 linesw illnever m ect, whik if r < 0, they willm eet prem aturely, In plying a

Thuswehave 0< r< 14.

T he scale of true uni cation can be extracted from (2.11) and (2.10) in term s ofM ¢ ,
M 1, and the param eters g; and r respectively:
M =G B
My=My —> 2 ¢ a (2:14)
M

M r=014 r)

X

M U= M X M— . (2:15)
I

7



Taken together, these inply

2
g= ;r ; (2:16)

or equivalently

N LQ

1
= Ty t) = @47)

If > 0,then rmustbe a positive integer in the range %q< r< 14. On the other hand if
isnegative, we have 0 < r< 7—2q. The specialcase = 0 yieldsa non-trivial result only
when 2r = 7q. In that case, for non-exotic m atter, the only solution isg= 2;r= 7, and
from (2.14) or (2.15),M ¢ is the geom etricm ean between M 1 and M ¢y . T his corresponds
to the seem ingly perverse case of the gauge couplings unifying both w ith and w ithout the
intermm ediate threshold! For non—zero , the hierarchies of scales are sum m arized by the

tw o equations

M x 14 1)

— S sep —————— (2:18)

M 2r Iq

MU r

—— =exp ——— : 2:19)
r

My 2 g

A nother constraint which should be taken into acoount is that our equations arem ean—

ingless if the gauge couplings becom e too large. It isdi cul to say exactly how large istoo

1

large, but ifwe arbitrarily require that 2 ;then given the num erical value L 25,

U X
from (2.9) we ocbtain (safely neglecting ty & ):
2y tr) < 145: (220)

M ulipl Interm ediate T hresholds

So far we have assum ed only one interm ediate threshold between 1 TeV and M x , but
as previously discussed, thism ay not be a realistic assum ption. M ore generally, suppose
there are N distinct Intermm ediate m ass scalesM 1; (@ = 1:::N ) between 1 TeV and the
uni cation scale. At each of these N thresholds, 15, 24, @and 3; are the decreases in
slope of the running inverse gauge couplings. O nem ay then use them aster formula 2.12)
freratively to build the correspoonding equations. T he resuls are

1 &
v &% =7 @b tadt i

a=1



1 &
ﬁ ra (tU tIa) .

a=1

v &=

where gy = 34 25 and rs = 5( o5 1a)=2 foreach ofthe N thresholds. Now requiring
ty t% > 0 constrains the particle content. One m ay view this case as one of multiple

lenses, som e divergent, som e convergent.

These multiple thresholds act likke one e ective lens, which leads us to recast these
equations by choosing a single e ective interm ediate scale t; which should re ect the
\average" of the individual thresholds in som e sense. The choice of t7 is to som e extent
arbitrary, as ong asty < ty < ty » and indeed the appropriate choice for a de nition of tr
depends on the particular exam ple being studied. T hen one de nes:

R 53] tra

i B g ( )

a=1

In which each i; isweighted m ore (less) when the corresponding interm ediate scale t75 is
lower (higher) than t;. In tem s of

R R
t t
Ei % tU—tIa i T rs tU—tIa ; @22)
=1 v & =1 v &
we obtain
g G =2
2-% o 223)
T
and
T G
Vi 72 g : (224)
T
T he gauge coupling at uni cation is
.1 Lo- )+ ty s 225
U - X > 2y Tt & o @225)

N ote that the above equations have the sam e form as In the case of a single interm ediate
threshold, but w ith \averaged" quantities _tI, q, T, etc. In fact, one stillhas the constraints

0 g< 4 ; 226)
0<T< 14 ; 227)
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from requiring that the coupling constants unify, but not too early. The m ain di erence
isthat g, r, and _2 need not be integers. E ach of the equations (2 .8)—(2 20) derived in the
case of a single interm ediate threshold now hold wih t;, i, 9, r replaced by T:I, _i, q, r.

3.Particles at the Intemm ediate T hreshold (s)

In order to analyze each case in detail, it is convenient to list the possble representa—
tions of the new particles that generate the intermm ediate thresholds, and com pute their ;

coe clents.

For the purposes of this paper, we focus on low energy theories that could have orig—
nated from superstring theories. T hus we restrict ourselves to representations contained

in 27;27 and 78 representations of E g, under the decom position
Eg SUQ) SU@® U@y :

In som e string com pacti cations, speci cally w ith higher levelK acM oody, chiralm uliplets
transform ing as the ad pint can surwvive 6], w ith their ram nants appearing in the low energy
theory. T he results are summ arized In Tabl 1.

Table 1

CHIRAL SUPERMULTIPLETS

Representation| 1| 2| 3| g r| #
;1) 1+c| 2] 1| 0] 1|1 ng
@;1%,+c: | €| 0] 0| 0 | 3| n
;3% s+c:| €] 0] 1| 1| 4] n3
1739 + c: 2l 0| 1| 1| 1| ng
239 + c: 11 3] 2| 1| 7]ns
@39 s+c:| 5| 3| 2| 1| 5| ne

B;i1%0 0| 2| 0| 2| 5] ny
138% 0| o| 3| 3| 0] ng

T he last three representations in Table 1 appearonly in the ad pint ofE . W enote that
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forallthese representations, 5( , 1) iseven, and r isan integer. M ore generally, it can be
show n that all representations forwhich 5(» 1) is odd necessarily describe leptonsw ith
half+integer electric charges, or quarks w hich yield bound states w ith non-integer charges.
It ollow s from Table 1 that

g= ni+n3z3tng nsg ng 2n7+ 3ng;

r=n7 3ny 4n3 ng+ 7ng Sng+ 5ny;

w here there are n; vector-like representations at the Intemm ediate threshold. In the super—
string com pacti cation scenario, the vector-like representations com e from the fundam ental
ofE ¢. If there are no chiral super eld rem nants ofthe adpint, ng= n7= ng= 0. W e s=e

from the above that the quantity g+ r must be a muliple of 3:

g+ r= 6ns 3ny 3n3 6ngt+ 3ny7+ 3ng:

W e should also take into account the possibility that the gauge group is enlarged above the
Interm ediate scale(s) . In such a case, it ispossble to identify the coupling constants for the
enlarged gauge group and run the new gauge couplings up to the high scale. H owever, it is
not really necessary to do so. Instead, one can sin ply ollow the running of the three low

energy gauge couplings even though they are em bedded w ithin the larger gauge group at
high scales. Because of the assum ption that the gauge couplings are properly nom alized
for uni cation into a sin ple gauge group, one can take into account the e ects of gauge

bosons and gauginos living at the interm ediate scales by sin ple step functions In the beta
functions. T herefore we generalize our analysis to include possible vector-ike rem nants of
a single vector supem ultiplet ad pint ofE ¢. Table 2 isexactly the sasme asthe rst 6 rows
of Table 1, except that the entries now appearm ultiplied by the factor 3, in accordance
w ith the omula 2 2) for the b;, since they belong to the vector supem ultiplet.
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Table 2

VECTOR SUPERMULTIPLETS

Representation | 1 > 3| g9l r #
;1% 1+ c:| 2| 3] 0| 3| 3|Ny( 1)
@;1%9+c: | B ol o] 0| 9|N2( 2
;3% s+ c:| | o] 3 3 12|N3( 2
1;39; + c: gl ol 3] 3 3|N4( 1)
;3% + c: 2 9 6 3| 21 Ns5( 2)
;3% s+c:| 15 9 6| 3| 15|Ng( 1)

5
3

T he num bers in parentheses re ect the m ultiplicity of the representation in a single
adpint ofE g. The ad pint contains also ve singlets w ith no hypercharge, as well as the
triplet which contains the SU (2) gauge and gaugino elds and the color octet of gluions
and gluinos, which are already contained in the M SSM .

In order to acoount for the representations already present in the W essZum ino m ul-
tiplets, we sin ply have to replace nj by ng = n; 3N ; Thus, the previous form ulae still
apply, w ith the di erence that the ng can now be negative.

For each choice of possible subgroups of E g as gauge group above M 1, we can write
down (up to several lnequivalent em beddings) the non-zero N ;’s corresponding to the
gauge bosons which get mass at M 1. Note that we must only consider gauge groups w ith
Ng= Ng= 0, because otherw ise SU (2);, and SU (3)° would necessarily beuni ed at M 1,
which is iIn con ict with the fact that they have di erent couplings at that scale. (The
corresponding gauge bosons surely could not have intermm ediate scale m asses in any case,

because of proton decay bounds.) So, we list the possibilities according to rank:

R ank 4:
Case 0:SU (2); SU () U @);ALN;= 0.
R ank 5:
Casel:SU (), SUE@C SUE) U@d); @ ALLN;=0or ) No,= 1.
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Case2:SU 3); SU QB U@Q);N;=1.

Case3:SU (2);; SU @S U@); @ N3=1lor ) Ng= 1.

Case4:SU (2);; SU (4)¢ SU @Q);N3=1,N,= 1.
R ank 6:

Case 5:SU (2); SU QR SUQE) U@);N,= 2.

Case6:SU 3); SUQ@BCS SUER) U@;@N1=1Ny,=1or )N;= 1.

Case 7: SU 3);, SU @3) SU@);Ni=1,Ny= 2.

Case 8:SU (2);; SU @) SUQR) U@);Ngz=1.

Cae9:SU (), SUG)C U@); @Ny=1,N3=1,Ng=1lor o) N3= 2.

Case 10: SU @2);, SU (6);N,=2,N3=2,Ng=1

In each ofcases 1, 3, 6, and 9, there are inequivalent em beddings ofthe standard m odel
gauge group, resulting in two di erent possibilities for the N ;. There are also acceptable
subgroups of E ¢ obtained by adding U (1) factors to the rank 4 and 5 possbilities listed

above. The extra U (1) factors do not contribute to the N ;, and do not a ect the one loop

renom alization group equations for the gauge couplings.

If the gauge group above the intermm ediate scale is Jarger than the standard m odels,
there m ust appear at the sam e interm ediate threshold chiral super elds containing stan—
dard m odel singlkts, to break the gauge group. In particular m odels, one m ust check for
their presence and that the order param eters do not produce unacceptable R -parity viola—
tion (or baryon num ber violation in m odels which have altemative discrete sym m etries).

4. Resuls: O ne Intem ediate T hreshold

In the case of only one threshold, one can combine the resuls of the previous two
Ssections to enum erate the possibilities for raising the uni cation scale. In section 2 we
found that g= 0;1;2;3 and that r is an Integer between 0 and 14, and from section 3 we
found that g+ r isa muliple of 3. O f special interest, perhaps, are the cases for which
M x =M 1 is large, so that the di erent scales are cleanly separated and m ay be de nitely
associated w ith di erent physics. For exam ple, ifM 1 is to be associated w ith an nvisble
axion scale, we expect M g 1019 2 Gev, so that M x M1 = 10° 2. Ifwe want the
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hierarchy M ¢ =M 1 to be large, w thout having j jbe too large or giving M y outside of
the correct range between M ¢ and the P lanck scale, there are tight restrictions which we

now discuss, classi ed in tem s of the value ofg.

W hen g= 0, the uni cation scale does not depend on r. It is given by

=exp —/— (4:1)

M x 11 4 51

M—I: exp 7(§;§;§;g) ; “4z2)
respectively. C learly, must be positive in order to raise the uni cation scale in this cass,
with larger values of corresponding to m ore substantial hierarchies n M y=M y and
M x =M ;. However, note that the hierarchy M y =M ; is severely lin ited unless r = 3, and
even then M y =M 1 cannot exceed 6 10° or < 1:5. Inthecasesr= 6;9;12, M x M1

cannot be large.

Forg= 1, the uni cation scal is given by

e ; @3)
I

Independent of r. The possible values of r are 2, 5, 8, and 11, and the resuls for in
tem s ofthe hierarchies y t and ty t from (2.18) and (2.19) are given in Table 3.

Tabl 3
r 2 5 8 11
=ty %) 48| 19| 36| 43
=(tyx ) 08| d41| 48| 16

From Tabl 3 and (4.3), we can see that the hierarchy M y =M 1 can be very large if
r=2or5. Thecase r = 2 can accom odate interm ediate scales as low as 108 Gev for
negative, and r= 5 can give M 1 as Iow as 1010 Gev, for positive. The case r= 8 does
not allow M y =M 1 to be larger than about 20, because otherw ise we see from Table 3 that
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would be larger than allowed by the experim ental constraint 2.3). The case r = 11
does not allow M ¢ =M 1 to be large enough to be m eaningfiil at all.

Forg= 2, the uni cation scal is given by

My=—Xe (4:4)

Thepossble valuesofr are 1, 4, 7, 10, and 13, and the resuls for aregiven in Tabl 4.

Tabl 4
r 1 4 71 10| 13
=ty %) 38 48| 0| 49| 29
=tx 1t 29 19| 0| 48| 38

C learly, In the case r= 13 there can be no appreciable hierarchy In M ¢ =M 1, because
ofthe constraint 2.3) on . Inthecaser= 10,the constrainton dmpliesthatM y =M ¢
can be at most 20 orso. Thecaser= 1 can give M x =M 1 as large as 200, but then does
not allow M  to be signi cantly largerthan M y . In thecase r= 7, must be zero, as
we have already noted, and from (4 4), the hierarchy M ¢ =M ; must be less than 103 in
order that M yy not exceed the P lanck scale. The reamainingcaser= 4 can allow M y =M ¢
to be as lJarge as about 3 103, but no larger, because otherw ise we see from Table 4 that

would be too negative.

Forg= 3, the uni cation scale is given by
4
My = X . @:5)

The possble values of r are 3, 6, 9, and 12, and the results or are given in Tabl 5.

Table 5
r 3 6 9 12
=ty t%) 1:6 48 11| 08
=(tx tr) 43 36 19| 48
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C Jearly there isno way to get even an order ofm agnitude hierarchy n M y =M 1 in the
case r = 12, because otherw ise from (4.5), M y would exceed the P lanck scale since is
positive. T he other cases have negative , and therefore can accom odate a slightly larger
hierarchy; orp = 3;6;9, one can have M ¢ =M 1 as large as 30, 70, and 50 respectively,
w Ithout having be too negative or exceeding the P lanck-scale bound on M 5 .

To summ arize the preceding results, there are rem arkably few cases in which one can
have a large hierarchy of scalesM y =M 1. Only In the casesg= 1;r= 2and g= 1l;r= 5
can one hope to haveM y =M 1 10%. These appear to be the only acosptable cases if one
w ishes to associate M 1 with an invisble axion scale (or anything else below 1012 Gev).
Thecasesg= 0;r= 3and g= 2;r= 4 and g= 2;r= 7 can give hierarchies which are
roughly in the range M y =M ¢ 103. A 1l of the other cases give an aller upper lin is for
My =M .

In the superstring scenario, an estin ate of string e ects indicates that the scale of
string uni cation should be related to the gauge coupling through the formula [7]

My 25 , 10%Gev : (4:6)

1 1
u S x

superstring can be m ade provided that M =M ¢ > 50.

Taking M y = 1016 Gev, and 25, eq. (4.6) im plies that contact w ith the

Asan exam ple, suppose we take = 082wih r= 5 g= 1. Then eq. (4.8) can be
satis ed together w ith the other constraintsby ny = 4,n; = n3= 0,ng = 6 and ng= 1.
W e nd that

My=75 10'Gev ; Miy=44 10%Gev ; yl=11:

T his isone ofthe solutionsw ith low r forw hich there isonly one interm ediate threshold well
separated from M y . It is Interesting that m ost ofthe solutions w ith Jjust one interm ediate
scale threshold do not allow M y =M 1 to be very large.

5. Resuls: Several Intermm ediate T hresholds

In m ost superstring theories, the e ective low energy gauge group at the string scale is
largerthan the standard m odelgauge group, and it isnecessary to have several interm ediate
scale thresholds. Even ifthere isonly one order param eter associated w ith the interm ediate
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scale, the m asses of the vector-like particles are related to that order param eter by various
din ensionless couplings which are certainly not always close to unity. This will result in
som e \an earing" ofthe threshold associated w ith each order param eter. T hus In a realistic
m odel, the assum ption of just one interm ediate scale is probably not Jjusti ed. H owever,
we can still pro tably analyze the situation in temn s of the averaged quantities t;;G;T,
etc. which were introduced in section 2. These quantities sum m arize the e ects of the
Interm ediate scale m ass thresholds in temm s of a single e ective Intermm ediate scale, w ith

the m ain di erence being that g and r need not be integers.
Let usapply ouranalysisto the Interesting exam ple ofthe 3-fam ily G epner-Schin m rigk
superstring m odel [B,9]. Below the string scale, the surviving gauge group is the

SU 3), SU (3¢ SU By

subgroup ofE ¢, corresponding to our case 7 (ofsection 3) with N1 = 1 and Ny, = 2. This
gauge group is subsequently broken to

SU @), SU @) SUE) UQ);

corresponding to ourcase 1 o) with N, = 1, and then to the standard m odel gauge group.
T here are thus at least tw o a prioridistinct intermm ediate scale order param eters associated
w ith each reduction in rank. The chiral super elds which survive below the string scale
are classi ed under the gauge group SU (3);, SU 3)¢ SU (3)g as:

9 keptons (371;3)

6m irror leptons (3;1;3)
3 quarks 3;3;1)

3 antiquarks 1;3;3)

and, unlike m ost other string m odels, no m irror quarks 3 ;3;1) or m irror antiquarks
1;3;3).

T his particle content includes, besides the chiral super elds for the three fam ilies of
quarksand leptonsand two H iggsdoublets ofthem inin alsupersym m etric standard m odel,

chiral super elds corresponding to

nq = 20; n, = 6; n3= 0; ng= 3; ng= 0:
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Combining these w ith the vector super elds, we have a total vector-like particle content
yielding
n(l)=l7; n8=0; ng=0; n2=3; ng=0:
T hus if all of these particles were concentrated at just one intem ediate m ass scale, we
would have
]_:57:5; 2=l7,‘ 3=3
giving

T hese values lie outside the range established by 226) and 227). If the particle
thresholds a ect the gauge coupling uni cation in a perturbative and m eaningfil way
below M y , there must be som e sn earing, w ith the \averaged" quantiy g higher than
Giotal @nd T Iower than rygp,1. O therw ise, from the discussion In section 2, 3 and » would
m eet too early (just above the intem ediate scale) and 5, and 7 would nevermeet. Tt
is clear that to m ove things in the right direction, the contributions of the 55 to each of
g and T should be weighted less heavily than those of 15 and 35;. This can only occur
if the m asses of the electrosinglet down quark vector-like chiral super elds corresponding
to ng4 are an aller than the average e ective scale of the other particles. (N ote that in this

example, N3= N4= 0.)

Let us denote by ty, , tn,, and t,, the arithm etic m eans of the scales associated w ith
the chiral super elds corresponding to the weak doublet vector-like leptons, ni, the weak
singlet charged leptons, ny, and the dow n—-like electrow eak singlet quarks, ng, respectively.
Sim ilarly, the arithm etic m eans of the scales associated w ith the vector supem ultiplets
corresponding to N 1 and N are denoted by ty, and ty, . Then it is convenient to choose
for the e ective interm ediate scale t; = tn,, which is just the scale associated w ith the
e ective threshold for 3. W ih this choice, one nds:

g= 20 BT g T WL, 4 52)
o v 4
T= g+ 18 JGER P ; 5:3)
t
,= g+ 3: (5:4)

N ote that t; cannot be larger than ty | orty,, because the vectorlike color triplets can

only obtain their m asses at or below the scale at which the gauge group is broken down
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to that of the standard m odel. A 1so, two of the vectorlike pairs corresponding to ni must
have m asses at scales below ty L for the sam e reason. Since these contribute negatively
to the RH S of (52), the net positive contribbutions to g are quite lim ited. So we see that
the only way to obtain 0 < < 4 is for the vectorlike weak doublet leptons, corresponding
to ni to be located (on average) well above t;. From (5.3), one can also see that the
scale Enz associated w ith the charged lepton chiral super elds m ust also be located above
Gy ,- Finally, we see from (5.4) that if the thresholds are arranged appropriately for gauge
coupling uni cation, then _2 is autom atically not larger than 3, so that the constraint
(2 20) from perturbativity of the couplings does not lim it the e ective Intermm ediate scale

t; at all. Another way to see this is to note that the slope of 3 L

can never be negative
w ith thisparticle content. (O foourse, in m odelsw ith a Jarger sector of strongly interacting

chiral super elds, the requirem ent of perturbativity can be quite in portant.)

If som e of the chiral super elds have m asses located far below M y , we have seen
that som e of these must include the oolor triplet elds corresponding to ng. This can
be understood from the fact that only these color triplets give a positive contribution
to q am ong the chiral super elds of the m odel. One should note, however, that there
is a potential em barrasan ent associated with such light color triplets; they can easily
Jead to proton decay at unacceptable rates if their m asses are below M y , depending on
their couplings to the quark and lepton super elds of the M SSM . This can be avoided if
eg.one assum es the existence of a discrete symm etry [10] prohibiing som e or all of the
baryon num ber and lepton num ber violating couplings. A ctually, the presence of vectorlike
dow n-type quarksbelow M y seem s to be a firly general feature of string-type m odels in
w hich interm ediate scale thresholds are used to raise the uni cation scale; see for exam ple
[11,12]. One can understand this sem iquantitatively by exam ining the values of g and
r for the chiral supem ultiplets in Table 1. Only the chiral super elds corresponding to
n3 and ng can give a positive contribution to . However, the super elds for n3y (Wwhich
are Innocuous for proton decay) also give a relatively large negative contrdoution to T.
Since g and T both m ust be positive to raise the uni cation scale, it seem s that the color
triplet w ith electric charge 1=3 corresponding to ng must be welghted relatively heavily
In the averaged quantities. This is another way of saying that they are relatively light
com pared to the other chiral super elds which are im portant In redirecting the running

gauge couplings to their new m eeting point. O £ course, one can always achieve a raised
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uni cation scale fairly safely by em ploying only thresholds which are closeto M y . In
m ost superstring m odels[l2], this is alm ost required, since the large num ber of strongly
iInteracting chiral super elds would cause the gauge couplings to be non-perturbative ifthe
e ective Intem ediate scale were much lower than about 101° Gev .

6.C onclusion

In this paper, we have exam Ined the possibility that the true uni cation scale can be
raised above its apparent value of 2 1016 Gev by calculable perturbative m eans. Ttm ight
seam rather surprising that in the M SSM the gauge couplings should appear to be nicely
headed foruni cation atM y , only to be redirected to a new m eeting place at M ¢y . Indeed,
the apparent perverseness of this situation allow s us to put som e non-trivial constraints on
the scenario. In the sin plest case of Just one clkeanly de ned interm ediate scale, it is strdking
that the hierarchy M =M 1 is generally quite Iim ited. In the probably m ore realistic case
ofa \an eared" interm ediate scale or several interm ediate scales, one cannot be as precise
because of the vastly increased num ber of unknown param eters. However, one can still
put usefil constraints on the placem ent ofthe interm ediate scales and particles, by w riting
things in tem s of a single e ective intermm ediate threshold. Here too, in m ost realistic
m odelsbasad on superstrings, there isa tendency form any ofthe vector-like particles to be
very heavy, based sin ply on the requiram ent that the gauge coupling rem ain perturbative
and thus calculable in principle at high energies. Even in m odels like the one considered
In section 5, n which the absence of a lJarge num ber of vectorlike strongly interacting
particles causes perturbativity to be easily m aintained, one nds that it is di cul to
raise the uni cation scale consistently w ith interm ediate scales much below M y . If one
Insists on having som e chiral super elds at relatively low interm ediate scales, we nd that
generally these chiral super elds include color triplets w ith electric charge 1=3, which

m ay be dangerous for proton decay w ithout assum ing som e extra sym m etry.

The di culty In obtaining exam ples In which a raised uni cation scale is achieved
due to a relatively low intermm ediate scale corresponds to our intuition that it would be
surprising if the uni cation of gauge couplings were totally accidental. T he lower the in—
term ediate scale(s) are, the m ore we m ust regard the apparent success of the uni cation
of gauge couplings as just a perverse accident. On the other hand, if there are intermm e-
diate scale thresholds which are only slightly below the uni cation scale, then the near
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perfect uni cation of couplings should be regarded as partly, but certainly not com pletely,
accidental. T his scenario seem s to be the one preferred by superstring m odels.
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