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ABSTRACT

Recentwork on the use ofdim ensionalreduction forthe regularisation ofnon{

supersym m etric theoriesisreviewed. Itisthen shown thatthere existsa class

oftheoriesforwhich a universalform ofthesoftsupersym m etry breaking term s

isinvariantunderrenorm alisation. Itisargued thatthis universalform m ight

be approached asan infra{red �xed pointforthe uni�ed theory above the uni-

�cation scale.The superparticlespectrum iscalculated forthese theories.

1. Introduction

Itiscom m onlyassum ed thatthesoftsupersym m etry term sin thesupersym m etric

standard m odel(SSM )unify athigh energies,and aredeterm ined ultim ately by four

param eters: m 0;M ;A and B which we willde�ne presently. The calculation ofthe

sparticlespectrum in term softheseparam etersisam ajorindustry.Atitsm ostbasic

level,thisconsistsofintegratingthesetofcoupleddi�erentialequationsforthevarious

running m assesand couplingsfrom thescaleofgaugeuni�cation (M G )down to M Z,

using the one{loop �{functions. Ifwe wish to re�ne these calculationsby including

threshold correctionsorusing thetwo{loop �{functionsthen interesting issuesarise,

associated with the regularisation ofboth supersym m etric and non{supersym m etric

theories.Theseissuesareexplained in Sec.2.

Even with theuniversalform forthesoftbreakingsalluded to above,thereisstill

a lotofparam eter{space. In Sec.3 itisexplained thatwith the furtherassum ption

thatin the underlying theory theuniversalform ofthesoftterm sisinvariantunder

renorm alisation,the sparticle spectrum becom esentirely determ ined by a single pa-

ram eter.Thisstrong universality m ightbea property ofthefundam entaltheory,or

it m ight arise to a good approxim ation in the infra{red lim it at M G ,from a m ore

generalclass oftheories at higher scales. The results for the SSM are explored in

Sec.4.

2. D R ED (Scylla) and D R EG (C harybdis)

Dim ensionalregularisation (DREG)isinconvenientforsupersym m etric theories.

Thefactthat,forexam ple,thequark{quark{gluon and thequark{squark{gluinocou-

�Talk atPASCO S m eeting,Baltim ore,M arch 1995.
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plingsareequal(becauseofsupersym m etry)isnotpreserved underrenorm alisation,

ifDREG is em ployed. Ifwe dem and that the two renorm alised couplings are the

sam e,then theassociated subtractionsaredi�erent:or,to putitanotherway,ifthe

couplingsareequalatonerenorm alisation scale,�,then they aredi�erentatanother.

Thispointisacadem ic ifwe are calculating ata single value of�,butbecom esim -

portantifwe wantto relate a given theory atone value of� to the sam e theory at

anothersuch value: aswhen we perform the standard running analysis. W hatthis

m eans is that DREG is very inconvenient for the SSM .Ifwe assum e \convenient"

valuesforthe couplingsatuni�cation (such asequality forthe couplingsm entioned

above)then these couplingswillbe di�erentatM Z and thisdi�erence willhave to

be accounted forboth in the actualevolution analysisand in the calculation ofthe

physicalm asses.

In 1979 Siegel1 proposed a m odi�cation ofDREG designed to render it m ore

com patible with supersym m etry. The essentialdi�erence between Siegel’s m ethod

(DRED a) and DREG is that the continuation from 4 to d dim ensions is m ade by

com pacti�cation or dim ensionalreduction. Thus while the m om entum (or space-

tim e)integralsare d-dim ensionalin the usualway,the num berof�eld com ponents

rem ainsunchanged and consequently supersym m etry isundisturbed.

M odulo certain am biguities that do not m anifest them selves at ordinary loop

levels,DRED is a practicalsupersym m etric regulator. So practical,in factthat it

hassom etim esbeen used asbeing sim plerthan DREG even fornon{supersym m etric

theoriessuch asQCD.ThatDRED isa viable alternative to DREG haslong been

believed2;butthere are subtletiesinvolved thathave only been resolved recently3;4.

These arise due to the e�ectofSiegel’scom pacti�cation on the gauge �elds. After

dim ensionalreduction tod = 4� �,itisonly the�rstd com ponentsofthegauge�eld

A �(x)thatform theactualgaugeconnection.Therem aining� com ponentstransform

undergaugetransform ationsasa m ultipletofscalar�elds,called �-scalars.

Now in a straightforward im plem entation ofDRED in,for exam ple,QCD,the

quark{quark{gluon andthequark{quark-�-scalarcouplingarebothequaltothegauge

coupling.Thisequality isnotpreserved underrenorm alisation,however,becausethe

latterinteraction isindependently gaugeinvariant.W ecallinteractionsinvolving the

�-scalarsevanescent interactions. Only in a supersym m etric theory do they rem ain

equaltotheir\natural"valuesunderrenorm alisation.Ifwedenotethegenuinem asses

and couplingsofa theory collectively as� and the evanescentonesas�E ,then itis

possible to show thatthe S-m atrix (S)isindependentof�E in the sense thatthere

existsa coupling constantrede�nition

�
0= �

0(�;�E ) and �
0
E = �

0
E (�;�E ) (2.1)

such thatwehave

S(�)= SD R ED (�
0
;�

0
E ) (2.2)

aDRED isa sym pathetic antipathy and an antipatheticsym pathy (K ierkegaard)
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Thishad to be the case,ofcourse,forDRED to be a consistent regulator. Ev-

idently varying �E de�nes a trajectory in (�0;�0E )-space without changing the S-

m atrix.Itfollowsthatwearefreeto choosea pointon thistrajectory such thatthe

�0E areindeed equaltotheirnaturalvalues.Ifthisisdone,however,itshould beclear

thatitwould not be possible (using DRED)to relate predictionsm ade atdi�erent

valuesoftherenorm alisation scale� by evolving only the�-functionscorresponding

to therealinteractions.

To sum up: DREG is inconvenient for a running analysis in a supersym m etric

theory becausecoupling constantrelationsprescribed by supersym m etry arenotpre-

served,whileDRED isinconvenientfornon{supersym m etrictheoriesbecauseevanes-

cent couplings do not rem ain equalto their naturalvalues,and enter into the �{

functionsforthe genuine couplings. Thisseem s to leave uswith an obvious choice

forany given theory;but,aswe shallsee in the next section,the case ofthe SSM

presentsspecialproblem s.

3. T he supersym m etric standard m odel

Letusconsiderthestandard running analysisfrom M G to M Z in theSSM ,start-

ing with the dim ensionlesscouplings. Ifwe use the whole SSM asoure�ective �eld

theory throughout,then thereisno need to introduceevanescentdim ensionlesscou-

plings,because as far as the dim ensionless coupling sector is concerned the theory

ise�ectively supersym m etric. W e can with con�dence proceed to include two{loop

contributionsto the�{functions.Onem ustensure thattheinputvaluesofthecou-

plingsatM Z arethoseappropriatetotheSSM ratherthan thestandard m odel,which

m eansthey willdepend through radiativecorrectionson thesparticlespectrum 5.

There is an alternative approach whereby for scales below any given particle

m ass,M S say,the contribution for the corresponding particle is excised from the

�{functions;in otherwords,below each particle m assa new e�ective theory isde-

�ned with thesaid particleintegrated out.Evidently thisapproach sum stoallorders

contributionsoftheform �ln(M S=M Z)butneglectsnon{logarithm icterm sthatare

equally im portantunlessM S >> M Z.W ithin thecontextofthee�ective�eld theory

approach itisdi�cultto recoverthese non{logarithm ic term s;oneneed only reect

thatthetruee�ectivetheorybelow M S containsnonrenorm alisableinteractionswhich

aresuppressed only by powersofM Z=M S.Anothercriticism ofthisapproach isthat

once we start decoupling particles we lose supersym m etry and thus to go beyond

oneloop wewould need to addresstheevanescentcoupling problem explained in the

previoussection. Ittherefore appearspreferable to work throughoutwith the SSM

asthee�ective�eld theory.

In fact,ofcourse,theSSM isnotfullysupersym m etricbecauseofthesoftbreaking

term s,and so when we com eto run them asseswe cannotavoid worrying aboutthe

�-scalars6. The reason is that since they are indeed scalars,there is no sym m etry
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which forbidsthem from having a m ass.Ifwesetthism asszero at(say)M G then it

willbenon{zero atM Z,and itwillalso inuence(attwo{loops)theevolution ofthe

genuine scalarm asses. Thisisnota problem in principle,butitism ore convenient

to m ake a slight change in the regularisation schem e7 which decouples the �-scalar

m asses from the �{functions for the genuine scalar m asses. The sam e rede�nition

renderstheone{loop polem assesforthescalarsindependentofthe�-scalarm ass.

One m ightwonderwhetheritm ightnotbe sim plerto em ploy DREG since then

the�-scalarsdo notappearatall.The problem then,however,isthatthe evolution

ofthe dim ensionlesscouplingswould becom e m ore com plicated,asexplained atthe

beginning ofthelastsection.In subsequentsectionswe im plicitly assum e useofthe

hybrid schem e7 asindicated above.

4. U niversality

In thissection wedescribehow aparticular\universal" form forthesoft-breaking

couplingsin a softly broken N = 1 theory isrenorm alisation-group invariantthrough

two loops,provided weim poseonesim plecondition on thedim ensionlesscouplings8.

Theuniversalform forthetrilinearcouplingsand ��� m assterm sisidenticalto that

found in a derivation ofthesoft-breaking term sfrom string theory9.

W e begin with a generalN = 1 supersym m etric gauge theory. The Lagrangian

LSU SY (W )isde�ned by thesuperpotential

W =
1

6
Y
ijk�i�j�k +

1

2
�
ij�i�j: (4.1)

LSU SY is the Lagrangian for the N = 1 supersym m etric gauge theory,containing

the gauge m ultiplet fA �;�g (� being the gaugino) and a chiralsuper�eld � i with

com ponent �elds f�i; ig transform ing asa (in generalreducible) representation R

ofthe gauge group G. W e assum e thatthere are no gauge-singlet�eldsand thatG

issim ple.(Thegeneralisation to a sem i-sim plegroup istrivial.) Thesoftbreaking is

incorporated in LSB,given by

LSB = (m 2)
j

i�
i
�j +

�
1

6
h
ijk
�i�j�k +

1

2
b
ij
�i�j +

1

2
M �� + h:c:

�

(4.2)

(Here and elsewhere,quantities with superscripts are com plex conjugates ofthose

with subscripts;thus�i� (�i)
�.)

Given a certain constrainton thedim ensionlesscouplings,thefollowing relations

am ong thesoftbreakingsarerenorm alisation group invariantthrough two{loops6:

h
ijk = �M Y

ijk
; (4.3)

(m 2)ij =
1

3
(1�

1

16�2
2

3
g
2
Q)M M

�
�
i
j (4.4)

b
ij = �

2

3
M �

ij
: (4.5)
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Theaforem entioned constraintis

P
i
j =

1

3
g
2
Q�

i
j; (4.6)

where

Q = T(R)� 3C(G); and P
i
j =

1

2
Y
ikl
Yjkl� 2g2C(R)ij: (4.7)

Here

T(R)�A B = Tr(R AR B ); C(G)�A B = fA C D fB C D and C(R)ij = (R AR A)
i
j; (4.8)

wherethefA B C arethestructureconstantsofG.

In theusualSSM notation,Eqs.(4.3)-(4.5)correspond to a universalscalarm ass

m 0 and universalA and B param etersrelated (to lowestorderin g2)to thegaugino

m assM asfollows:

m 0 =
1
p
3
M ; (4.9)

A = �M ; (4.10)

B = �
2

3
M : (4.11)

Rem arkably,relations ofthis form can arise in e�ective supergravity theories m o-

tivated by superstring theory,where supersym m etry breaking is assum ed to occur

purely via vacuum expectation valuesfordilaton and m oduli�elds9.Eqs.(4.9)and

(4.10)are offairly generalvalidity in thiscontext;the relationship between B and

M ism orem odeldependent.Given certain assum ptionsincludingdilaton dom inance

the result is B = 2M =
p
3; this case has been subject to som e phenom enological

investigation10. The sim ilarity between the conditions on the soft-breaking term s

which arise from ouruniversality hypothesisand those thatem erge from string the-

ory iscertainly intriguing. Eqs.(4.9)and (4.10)also arise11 in the contextof�nite

supersym m etrictheories(which correspond toaspecialcaseofEq.(4.6),P = Q = 0).

(Recently Ib�a~nezhasdiscussed whetherem ergenceofa�nitelow energy e�ective�eld

theory from a string theory m ightbenatural12.)

There is,however,an alternative interpretation ofthe above results. Considera

uni�ed theorywhereitwould bepossibletoim poseEq.(4.6).ThefactthatEqs.(4.6)

and (4.9){(4.11)arerenorm alisation group invariantisofcourseequivalentto saying

that they are �xed points ofthe evolution equations;�xed points,m oreover,that

are approached, given certain conditions, in the infra{red. For exam ple, given a

theory based on a sim plegroup with a singleYukawa coupling and a chiralm ultiplet

transform ing asan irreduciblerepresentation R,then Eqs.(4.6),(4.9)and (4.10)are

infra{red attractive aslong as�6C(R)< Q < 6C(R),while (4.11)istoo ifQ < 0.

At�rstsightitm ightappearthatthedi�erence between M P and M G isinsu�cient
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to allow signi�cant evolution,butithas recently been argued13 thatin the case of

theYukawa couplingstheevolution towardsthe�xed pointm ay occurm orerapidly

in theuni�ed theory than in thelow energy theory.Ifwebelievethatthisconclusion

holdsalsoforthesoftterm s,then itispossibletoarguethatforawiderangeofinput

param eterstheboundary conditions(4.9){(4.11)m ighthold atM G .(Since,however,

Q > 0 isfavoured forrapid evolution13 wem ay haveproblem swith Eq.(4.11).)

Let us turn now to phenom enology14. W e assum e that the SSM is valid below

gaugeuni�cation,and thattheuni�ed theory satis�esEq.(4.6),eitherexactly orin

theinfra{red lim itatM G .W ethen proceed to im poseEqs.(4.9)-(4.11)asboundary

conditionsatthegaugeuni�cation scale.

5. T he running analysis

W estartwith thesuperpotential:

W = �sH 1H 2 + �tH 2Qt+ �bH 1Qb+ ��H 1L� (5.1)

where we neglect Yukawa couplings except for those ofthe third generation. The

Lagrangian fortheSSM isde�ned by thesuperpotentialofEq.(5.1)augm ented with

softbreaking term sasfollows:

LSSM = LSU SY (W )+ LSO FT (5.2)

where

LSO FT = � m
2

1
H

y

1
H 1 � m

2

2
H

y

2
H 2 + [m 2

3
H 1H 2 + h.c.]

�
X

i

�

m
2

Q jQj
2 + m

2

LjLj
2 + m

2

t
jtj

2 + m
2

b
jbj

2 + m
2

�j�j
2

�

+ [A t�tH 2Qt+ A b�bH 1Qb+ A ���H 1L� + h.c.]

� 1

2
[M 1�1�1 + M 2�2�2 + M 3�3�3 + h.c.] (5.3)

and thesum overiforthem 2 term sisasum overthethreegenerations.Therunning

analysisofthe SSM hasbeen perform ed m any tim es. The novelfeature here isthe

restricted setofboundary conditionsatgauge uni�cation,where we im pose (in the

usualnotation)

m 1 = m 2 = m Q = m L = m t= m
b
= m � =

1
p
3
M ; (5.4)

A � = A b = A t = �M ; M 1 = M 2 = M 3 = M ; (5.5)

m
2

3
= �

2

3
�sM (5.6)

whereEq.(5.4)includesthesquarksand sleptonsofallthreegenerations.
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Fig.1.tan� vs.M form t = 175 G eV.

Our procedure is as follows. W e input �1,�2,�3,m t and tan� at M Z,and

calculate the uni�cation scale M G (de�ned as the m eeting point of�1 and �2) by

running the dim ensionless couplings. Then we input the gaugino m ass M at M G ,

and run the dim ensionfulparam eters(apartfrom m 2

3
and �s)down to M Z.W e can

then determ ine m 2

3
and �2s as usualatM Z by m inim ising the (one{loop corrected)

Higgspotential.Then werun m 2

3
and �s back up to M G (forthetwo possibilitiesof

sign �s)and calculateB
0= B =M = (m 2

3
)=(M �s).By plotting B

0againsttheinput

value oftan� we can then determ ine whether (fora given inputM )there exists a

value oftan� such thatEq.(4.11)issatis�ed. Given a setM ;tan� satisfying our

boundary conditions we can calculate the sparticle spectrum in the usualway and

plotthe resulting m assesagainstM . W e have included one{loop correctionsin the

m inim isation ofthe Higgspotential,and in the calculation ofthe m ass(m h)ofthe

lighterCP{even Higgsboson.Ourresultsforotherm assesarebased on thetreem ass

m atricesbutagain with allrunning param etersevaluated atthe scale M .Since the

two{loop correctionstothe�{functionsarenow available6;15 weincorporatethese.In

generaltheire�ectisvery sm all,being m ostnoticeablein theHiggssector;although

the m ass ofthe lightestHiggsisessentially unchanged,the otherHiggsm asses are

increased by up to10% by thetwo loop corrections.Ofcourseforprecisepredictions,

weshould also includethreshold corrections.
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In Fig.(1) we plot tan� against the input gaugino m ass,M ,having satis�ed

Eq.(4.11). W e �nd thatthe results forthe m asses ofthe various particles exhibit

linearbehaviourforawiderangeofinputgauginom asses.Ratherthan givem ore�g-

ures,wethereforesum m ariseourresultsin Table1,which givesagoodapproxim ation

(within a few GeV)for100 GeV < M < 500 GeV.

Thephenom enologyofourresultsisfairlytypical.ForM � 150GeV,forexam ple,

we have a stable neutralino at55GeV,a �-slepton at80GeV,and the lightHiggsat

115 GeV.Notice that m h is alm ost independent ofM . The m ain distinguishing

feature ofour scenario lies in the relationship between tan� and M ,as shown in

Fig.(1).At�rstsightthisappearsto disfavourb� � uni�cation.Thisisofcoursein

any casesensitiveto thenatureoftheuni�ed theory which according to ourscenario

isrequired to satisfy Eq.(4.6).

Table 1.Linearapproxim ationsofthe form m = aM + bto the m assspectrum form t = 175 G eV,

m t = 185 G eV and m t = 190 G eV.

m t 175 185 190

m = aM + b a b a b a b

m h 0.048 109 0.060 108 0.070 106

m H 1.613 15 1.800 7 1.870 5

m A 1.585 8 1.782 4 1.855 2

m H � 1.555 25 1.755 20 1.829 17

m ~e1 0.872 12 0.873 12 0.874 11

m ~e2 0.666 12 0.667 12 0.668 12

m ~�e 0.930 -22 0.930 -21 0.930 -21

m ~�1 0.830 31 0.852 22 0.861 18

m ~�2 0.615 -11 0.644 1 0.657 5

m ~�� 0.903 -21 0.917 -21 0.923 -20

m
�
+

1

1.527 48 1.580 46 1.601 45

m
�
+

2

0.793 -21 0.799 -23 0.805 -25

m �0
1

1.532 44 1.583 44 1.603 45

m �0
2

1.566 22 1.622 20 1.645 18

m �0
3

0.789 -19 0.793 -20 0.797 -21

m �0
4

0.410 -7 0.413 -8 0.417 -9

m ~u1 2.264 26 2.266 26 2.269 26

m ~u2 2.189 29 2.191 30 2.194 30

m ~d1
2.245 37 2.247 37 2.251 37

m ~d2
2.175 33 2.177 33 2.180 33

m ~t1
1.829 143 1.849 143 1.861 142

m ~t2
1.645 0 1.615 18 1.609 27

m ~b1
2.040 56 2.113 46 2.142 42

m ~b2
1.963 20 1.992 28 2.009 30
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6. O utlook

W ehaveshown thattherestrictionsim posed bytheconjectureofrenorm alisation{

invariant universality at M G leaves a viable and welldeterm ined supersym m etric

phenom enology. W hat we need now is a com pelling uni�ed theory that satis�es

Eq.(4.6),(eitherexactly orin theinfra{red).
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