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ABSTRACT

Recent work on the use of dim ensional reduction for the reqularisation of non{
supersym m etric theordes is reviewed. It is then shown that there exists a class
oftheories forwhich a universal form ofthe soft supersym m etry breaking tem s
is Invariant under renom alisation. It is argued that this universal form m ight
be approached as an nfra{red xed point for the uni ed theory above the uni-
cation scale. T he superparticle spectrum is calculated for these theordies.

1. Introduction

It iscomm only assum ed that the soft supersym m etry tem s In the supersym m etric
standard m odel (SSM ) unify at high energies, and are determm ined ulim ately by four
param eters: m ;M ;A and B which we willde ne presently. The calculation of the
soarticle spectrum in tem s ofthese param eters isa m a pr industry. At itsm ost basic
Jeve], this consists of integrating the set of coupled di erentialequations forthe various
running m asses and couplings from the scale ofgauge uni cation M ¢ ) down toM 5,
using the one{loop {functions. Ifwe wish to r ne these calculations by incliding
threshold corrections or using the two{loop {functions then interesting issues ariss,
associated w ith the regularisation of both supersym m etric and non {supersym m etric
theories. These issues are explained In Sec. 2.

Even w ith the universal form for the soft breakings alluded to above, there is still
a lot of param eter{space. In Sec. 3 it is explained that w ith the further assum ption
that in the underlying theory the universal form of the soft temm s is invariant under
renom alisation, the sparticle spectrum becom es entirely determ ined by a single pa—
ram eter. T his strong universality m ight be a property of the fundam ental theory, or
i m ight arise to a good approxin ation in the mhfra{red lm it at M ¢, from a more
general class of theories at higher scales. The resuls for the SSM are explored In
Sec. 4.

2.DRED (Scylla) and DREG (Charybdis)

D mm ensional reqularisation O REG) is inconvenient for supersym m etric theories.
T he fact that, Prexam plk, the quark {quark {gluon and the quark { squark {gliino cou—
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plings are equal (pecause of supersym m etry) is not preserved under renom alisation,
IfDREG is emplyed. If we dem and that the two renom alised couplings are the
sam e, then the associated subtractions are di erent: or, to put it another way, if the
couplings are equalat one renom alisation scale, , then they are di erent at another.
This pont is academ ic if we are calculating at a single value of , but becom es in —
portant if we want to relate a given theory at one value of to the sam e theory at
another such value: as when we perform the standard running analysis. W hat this
means is that DREG is very inconvenient for the SSM . If we assum e \convenient"
values for the couplings at uni cation (such as equality for the couplings m entioned
above) then these couplings willbe di erent at M ; and this di erence w ill have to
be acoounted for both in the actual evolution analysis and in the calculation of the
physicalm asses.

In 1979 Sjegeﬂ proposed a modi cation of DREG designed to render i m ore
com patible with supersymm etry. The essential di erence between Siegel’s m ethod
ORED?®) and DREG is that the continuation from 4 to d dim ensions is m ade by
com pacti cation or dim ensional reduction. Thus whilke the m om entum (or space-
tin e) Integrals are d-din ensional n the usualway, the number of eld com ponents
rem ains unchanged and consequently supersym m etry is undisturbed.

M odulo certain ambiguities that do not m anifest them selves at ordinary loop
kvels, DRED is a practical supersym m etric regulator. So practical, In fact that it
has som etin es been used asbeing sin pler than DREG even for non {supersym m etric
theories such asQCD . That DRED is a viabk altemative to DREG has long been
be]jevedb ; but there are subtleties involved that have only been resolved recen 2
These arise due to the e ect of Siegel’s com pacti cation on the gauge elds. A fter
din ensional reduction tod = 4 , it isonly the st d com ponentsofthe gauge eld
A (x) that form the actualgauge connection. The ram aining com ponents transform
under gauge transform ations as a multiplet of scalar elds, called -scalars.

Now in a straightforward inplem entation of DRED 1n, for exampl, QCD, the
quark {quark {gluon and the quark {quark— -scalar coupling areboth equalto the gauge
coupling. T hisequality is not preserved under renom alisation, how ever, because the
latter Interaction is independently gauge invariant. W e call interactions involvring the

—scalars evanescent interactions. Only In a supersymm etric theory do they rem ain
equalto their \natural" values under renom alisation. Ifwe denote the genuinem asses
and couplings of a theory collectively as and the evanescent ones as i, then it is
possbl to show that the S-matrix (S) is ndependent of ; in the sense that there
exists a coupling constant rede nition

= % ;) and 2= 2(; g) 1)

such that we have
S()= Spren ( % &) 22)
®DRED isa sym pathetic antipathy and an antipathetic sym pathy K ierkegaard)




This had to be the cass, of course, r DRED to be a consistent regulator. Ev—
dently varying  de nes a trafctory in ( % 2)-space without changing the S—
m atrix. It follow s that we are free to choose a poInt on this tra ctory such that the

g are Indeed equalto their naturalvalues. Ifthis is done, however, it should be clear
that i would not be possbl (using DRED ) to relate predictions m ade at di erent
values of the renom alisation scale by evolving only the -fiinctions corresponding
to the real nteractions.

To sum up: DREG is lnoonvenient for a running analysis in a supersym m etric
theory because coupling constant relations prescribed by supersym m etry are not pre—
served, while DRED is nconvenient fornon {supersym m etric theories because evanes—
cent couplings do not ram ain equal to their natural values, and enter into the {
finctions for the genuine couplings. This seem s to Jkave us w ith an obvious choice
for any given theory; but, as we shall see In the next section, the case of the SSM
presents special problem s.

3. The supersym m etric standard m odel

Let us consider the standard running analysis from M ¢ toM ; In the SSM , start—
Ing w ith the dim ensionless couplings. If we use the whole SSM as our e ective eld
theory throughout, then there is no need to introduce evanescent din ensionless cou—
plings, because as far as the din ensionless coupling sector is concemed the theory
is e ectively supersymm etric. W e can with con dence proceed to include two{loop
contributions to the {functions. O ne must ensure that the Input values of the cou—
plingsatM ; arethose appropriate to the SSM rather than the standard m odel, which
m eans they w ill depend through radiative corrections on the sparticle specm,un?l.

There is an altemative approach whereby for scales below any given particle
mass, M 5 say, the contrbution for the corresponding partick is excised from the

{functions; In other words, below each particke m ass a new e ective theory is de-

ned w ith the said particle Integrated out. Evidently this approach sum sto allorders
contrbutions ofthe orm I M =M ;) but neglects non {logarithm ic term s that are
equally m portant unlessM g >> M ; . W ihin the context ofthe e ective eld theory
approach it is di cul to recover these non{logarithm ic tem s; one need only re ect
that the true e ective theory below M g contains nonrenom alisable interactionswhich
are suppressed only by powers ofM ;=M 5 . Another crtician of this approadch is that
once we start deocoupling particles we lose supersymm etry and thus to go beyond
one loop we would need to address the evanescent coupling problm explained in the
previous section. It therefore appears preferable to work throughout w ith the SSM
asthe e ective eld theory.

In fact, ofcourse, the SSM isnot fully supersym m etric because ofthe soft breaking
tem s, and so when we com e to run the m asses we cannot avoid worrying about the

—sca]arﬁ The reason is that since they are ndeed scalars, there is no symm etry



which forbidsthem from having am ass. If we set thism ass zero at (say) M ¢ then it
willbe non{zero at M ; , and it willalso n uence (at two{loops) the evolution of the

genuine scalarm asses. This is not a problm in principle, but it ism ore convenient
to m ake a slight change in the regularisation schem elz which decouples the -scalar
masses from the {functions for the genuine scalar m asses. The sam e rede nition

renders the one{loop pole m asses Por the scalars ndependent ofthe -scalarm ass.

O ne m ight wonder w hether it m ight not be sin pler to em ploy DREG since then
the -scalars do not appear at all. The problem then, however, is that the evolution
of the dim ensionless couplings would becom e m ore com plicated, as explained at the
beginning of the last section. In subsequent sections we in plicitly assum e use of the
hybrid schem & as indicated above.

4. U niversality

In this section we describe how a particular \universal" form for the soft-breaking
couplings in a softly broken N = 1 theory is renom alisation-group invariant through
two Joops, provided we in pose one sin ple condition on the din ensionless coupling< .
The universal form for the trilinear couplings and m ass term s is dentical to that
found in a derivation of the soft-breaking tem s from string theory:E‘ .

W e begin wih a generalN = 1 supersymm etric gauge theory. T he Lagrangian
Lsysy W ) isde ned by the superpotential

w=%yijkijk+%ij i3t @a)
Lsysy is the Lagrangian for the N = 1 supersymm etric gauge theory, containing
the gauge multiplt fA ; g ( being the gaugho) and a chiral super eld ; wih
com ponent elds £ ;; ;g transfom Ing as a (in general reducible) representation R
of the gauge group G. W e assum e that there are no gaugesinglet elds and that G
is sinple. (T he generalisation to a sam isin ple group is trivial) The soft breaking is
ncorporated In Lgg, given by
Les = m?)] * 5+ L i3 k+}bij i j+}M + he: 42)
6 2 2
Here and elsswhere, quantities w ith superscripts are com plex conjigates of those
with subscripts; thus ' (3) )
G iven a certain constraint on the din ensionless couplings, the follow ing relations
am ong the soft breakings are renom alisation group invariant through Uﬂo{loops;§ :

h¥ = My 423)
. 1 1 2 .
@5y = S0 ppggemMM (4 4)
. 2 .
bl = §M B 4.5)



T he aforem entioned constraint is

.1
pL= ggZQ Y57 (4.6)
where
i 1 ik 1. i
Q=TR) 3CE) and PY=_Y"¥y 29°C R)%: @

Here

TR)ap = TtRaRg); C G) ap = facpfacp and C R)5= RaRa)Yy; ©48)

where the fj 5 are the structure constants ofG.

Tn the usual SSM notation, Egs. (4.3)-{4.5) correspond to a universal scalarm ass
m, and universal A and B param eters related (to Jowest order in ¢?) to the gaugino
massM as ollows:

1
mop = p—gM H @ -9)
A = M ; (4.10)
2
B = gM : (4.11)

Rem arkably, relations of this form can arise In e ective supergraviy theories m o—
tivated by superstring theory, where supersymm etry breaking is assum ed to occur
purely via vacuum expectation values for dilaton and m oduli eds?. Egs. {@4.9) and
{4 10) are of fairly general valdity in this context; the relationship between B and
M ism orem odeldependent. G iven certain assum ptions incluiding dilaton dom inance
the result sB = 2M = 3; this case has been sub Ect to som e phenom enological
investigationi?. The sin ilarity between the conditions on the soft-breaking tem s
which arise from our universality hypothesis and those that em erge from string the-
ory is certainly intriguing. Egs. @.9) and @.10) also arisa!? in the context of nite
supersym m etric theories (which correspond to a specialcase ofEq. 4.6),P = Q = 0).
R ecently Ibanez has discussed whether em ergence ofa nite Iow energy e ective eld
theory from a string theory m ight be natural?.)

There is, however, an altemative interpretation of the above resuls. Consider a
uni ed theory where it would be possibke to in poseEq. &.6). The fact that Egs. 4.6)
and (4.9){ @.11) are renom alisation group invariant is of course equivalent to saying
that they are xed points of the evolution equations; xed points, m oreover, that
are approached, given certain conditions, In the nfra{red. For exampl, given a
theory based on a sim ple group w ith a single Yukawa coupling and a chiralm ultiplet
transform ing as an irreducble representation R, then Egs. @.6), @.9) and (¢.10) are
infra{red attractive as longas 6C R) < Q < 6C R), while @.11) istoo ifQ < 0.
At rst sight i m ight appear that the di erence between M ; and M ¢ is lnsu cient



to allow signi cant evolution, but it has recently been arguedi? that in the case of
the Yukawa couplings the evolution towards the xed pointm ay occurm ore rapidly
in the uni ed theory than in the low energy theory. If we believe that this conclision
holds also for the soft temm s, then it ispossible to argue that for a w ide range of Input
param eters the boundary conditions @.9){ @.11) m ight hold atM g . (Since, however,
Q > 0 is favoured for rapid evolutiont wem ay have problem sw ith Eqg. @it

Let us tum now to phenom eno]ogY'H . W e assum e that the SSM is valid below
gauge uni cation, and that the uni ed theory satis esEq. (4.6), either exactly or in
the Infra{red lin it at M ¢ . W e then proceed to inpose Egs. (4.9)-¢.11) asboundary
conditions at the gauge uni cation scale.

5. The running analysis
W e start w ith the superpotential:
W = H.H,+ H,Qt+ H:Qb+ H L™ G1)

where we neglect Yukawa couplings exospt for those of the third generation. The
Lagrangian for the SSM isde ned by the superpotential of Eq. 6.0) augm ented w ith
soft breaking tem s as follow s:

Lgsvu = Lgysy W )+ Lsorr 62)
where

Lsopr = m?H{H; miHJH,+ m3H.H,+ hc.]
2 2 2 23 2 2
megPF+miLF+miFF+mipf+miy]
i
+ B, H,0t+ A, H0b+A H;L” + hel

and the sum overiforthem ? tem sisa sum over the three generations. T he running
analysis of the SSM has been perform ed m any tin es. The novel feature here is the
restricted set of boundary conditions at gauge uni cation, where we in pose (In the
usualnotation)

1
m1=m2=mQ=mL=m£=m5=m—=p—§M; G4
A=Ab=At= M ; M1=M2=M3=M; (5.5)
5 2
ms = ESM (5.6)

where Eq. (6.4) ncludes the squarks and skptons of all three generations.



tan beta vs input gaugino mass
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Fig.l.tan vs.M form¢= 175Ge&V.

Our procedure is as follows. We input 4, ,, 3, myand tan atM,, and
calculate the uni cation scale M ¢ (de ned as the m esting point of ; and ,) by
running the dim ensionless couplings. Then we nput the gaugho massM at M ¢,
and run the din ensionful param eters (@part from m§ and ) downtoM,.Wecan
then determ nem % and £ asusualat M ; by m inin ising the (one{loop corrected)
H iggs potential. Then we run m % and ¢ back up toM s (for the two possbilities of

sion ;) and calulate B’= B=M = m3)=M .).By pbtting B° against the nput
value of tan we can then detemm ine whether (for a given Input M ) there exists a
value of tan such that Eq. @.11) is satis ed. Given a st M ;tan satisfying our
boundary conditions we can caloulate the sparticle spectrum in the usualway and
plot the resulting m asses against M . W e have Included one{loop corrections in the
m inin isation of the H iggs potential, and in the calculation of the m ass (m ) of the
lighter CP {even H iggsboson. O ur resuls for otherm asses are based on the treem ass
m atrices but again w ith all running param eters evaluated at the scale M . Since the
two{loop correctionsto the {functionsarenow availabl i we hoorporate these. Tn
general their e ect is very an all, being m ost noticeable in the H iggs sector; although
the m ass of the lightest H iggs is essentially unchanged, the other H iggs m asses are
Increased by up to 10% by the two Joop corrections. O fcourse for precise predictions,
we should also lnclude threshold corrections.



In Fig. () we plot tan against the nput gaugino mass, M , having satis ed
Eqg. @.Il). We nd that the results for the m asses of the various particlkes exhibit
Iinearbehaviour for a w ide range of Input gaugino m asses. R ather than givem ore g—
ures, we therefore sum m arise ourresults in Tablk 1, which gives a good approxin ation
wWihihafow GeV) or100GeV < M < 500 Gé&v.

T he phenom enology ofour resuls is fairly typical. ForM 150G eV, orexam ple,
we have a stabl neutralino at 55G eV, a -skpton at 80G &V, and the light H iggs at
115 G&V .. Notice that my, is alm ost ndependent of M . The m ain distinguishing
feature of our scenario lies n the relationship between tan and M , as shown In
Fig. ). At rst sight this appears to disfavourb uni cation. This is of course in
any case sensitive to the nature of the uni ed theory which according to our scenario

is required to satisfy Eq. @.4).

Tabl 1. Linear approxin ations ofthe form m = aM + bto them ass spectrum form = 175 G€&V,
mi= 185Ge&V andm= 190 GeV.

m ¢ 175 185 190
m=aM +Db a b a b a b
my, 0.048 109 0.060 108 0.070 106
my 1613 15 1.800 7 1.870 5
ma 1.585 8 1.782 4 1.855 2
my 1555 25 1.755 20 1.829 17
me, 0.872 12 0.873 12 0.874 11
Mme, 0.666 12 0.667 12 0.668 12
m . 0.930 22 0.930 21 0.930 21
m. 0.830 31 0.852 22 0.861 18
m . 0.615 -11 0.644 1 0.657 5
m . 0.903 21 0.917 21 0.923 -20
m 1527 48 1580 46 1.601 45
m -+ 0.793 21 0.799 23 0.805 25
m o 1532 44 1583 44 1.603 45
m o 1.566 22 1.622 20 1.645 18
m o 0.789 -19 0.793 -20 0.797 21
m o 0410 =7 0413 -8 0417 -9
m, 2264 26 2266 26 2269 26
My, 2189 29 2191 30 2194 30
m . 2245 37 2247 37 2251 37
m . 2175 33 2177 33 2180 33
m . 1.829 143 1.849 143 1861 142
m.,, 1.645 0 1615 18 1.609 27
my 2040 56 2113 46 2142 42
m,y 1.963 20 1.992 28 2009 30




6. Outlook

W ehave shown that the restrictions In posaed by the con ecture of renom alisation {
Invariant universality at M ¢ leaves a viabl and well determ ined supersymm etric
phencom enology. W hat we need now is a com pelling uni ed theory that satis es
Eqg. 46), (either exactly or in the nfra{red).
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