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A bstract

W e consider the M Inim al Supersym m etric Standard M odel M SSM ) w ithout in posing re-
Jations on the superpartner m asses that arise in grand uni ed theordies. G ven an arbitrary
pattem of superpartner m asses (consistent w ith experim ental constraints), it m ay happen
that the scalar potential is actually unstable, even though all scalarm asses-squared are pos—
itive at the weak scale My . This ism ost lkely to happen if the munning m ass-squared In
a \ at" direction n eld space becom es negative at som e scale Q ¢ which iswellbelow the
GUT scalk. In this case, either this pattem of m asses is ruled out, or there m ust be new
physics (peyond the M SSM ) at orbelow the scale Qq.
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T he appearance of supersym m etry at the electroweak scale isw dely regarded as a lkely
possibility. Them ain problem in analyzing supersym m etric extensions ofthe Standard M odel
isthe huge num berofnew param eters. Even in theM Inin alSupersym m etric Standard M odel
M SSM ), we must soecify m ass m atrices for the superpartners; these m asses softly break
supersymm etry, and are arbitrary unless we m ake som e assum ptions about their ulin ate
origin. O f course, som e of these new param eters are restricted by experim ental constraints,
In particular, by the absence of avorchanging neutral currents. Still, it is always necessary
tom ake som e sort of sin plifying assum ptions in order to dealw ih the rem aining com plexity.

O ne of the best m otivated assum ptions is that of conventional grand uni cation, w ith

the further assum ption that all squark and slepton m asses are equal at the grand uni ed
GUT) scale [, 2]. However, there are a number of reasons to doubt these assum ptions.
First ofall, even in a GU T, there isno reason for the squark and skpton m asses of di erent
generations to be equal. Tn addition, superstring m odels need not involve conventionalgrand
uni cation, and can in fact give very di erent m ass pattems [3]. The low energy content of
the theory is often enlarged, w ith extra U (1) gauge bosons and extra scalars m oduli elds),
and of course their superpartners. A lso, it m ay be that supersym m etry is broken by extra
strong Interactions (technicolor) at relatively low energies, leading to stillm ore com plicated
scenarios {4].

O ur purpose here is to point out that certain m ass pattems for the superpartners cannot
arise unless there is new physics (peyond the M SSM ) wellbelow GUT scale. To see this,
consider using the renom alization group equations to run the superpartner m asses-squared
up from theweak scale. Ttm ay happen that som e squark or slepton m ass-squared param eters
becom e negative at som e scale Q ¢ which iswellbelow the GUT scale, apparently leading to
large and disastrous vacuum expectation values for the corresponding elds. If this is the
case, clkarly this region of param eter space is ruled out, or we m ade a m istake In trusting
the renom alization group equations up to the scale Q¢. Thiswould Im ply the existence of
new physics at orbelow the scale Q o . However, there is an in portant caveat: the com puted
VEV s are not trustw orthy ifthey arem uch less than the renom alization scaleQ > Q which
we choose to em ploy. T his isbecause there are large logarithm s In the loop correctionswhich
cannot be absorbed into the running param eters. If, on the other hand, the VEV s tum out
to be moughly equalto (or greater than) Q , then disastrous breaking of color and/or electric
charge can be expected to occur.

Constraints on the param eter space (m ost notably on the soft supersym m etry breaking
trilinear couplings A ) arising from the existence of charge and/or color breaking m inin a

have been previously considered 'ﬁ]. As far as we know, however, previous authors have



considered only directions in eld space nvolving VEV s of H iggs elds, whereas the soeci ¢
exam ple we consider nvolres squark elds only.

O ur analysis w ill use m ethods used previously to study vacuum stability in the M SSM
eg. EE}] and references therein). There are two cases which can be considered ssparately.
In the rst, allthe VEV sappear in directions in eld space In which the treedevel potential
has nonvanishing quartic term s. (There may also be cubic tem s, but these will not be
qualitatively in portant, and we w ill neglect them for sin plicity.) Schem atically, we have
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The scalarm asses, m 2 Q ), are a ected by their gauge and Yukawa interactions. For a given

set of m asses at the weak scale, interactions w ith gauginos drive the scalarm asses down as
one m oves to higher energy scales w hereas their Yukawa interactions tend to drive them up

R]. The Yukawa interactions are in portant only for stops (@and perhaps for soottom s and
staus iftan is Jarge). D epending on the particular pattem of sferm ion m asses at the weak
scale, it m ay happen that the interactions w ith gauginos in fact drivesm ? (Q ) negative, in

which case the scalarpotentialhasamininum at = vQ)= [ m?Q)= Q)F?.Wewil
assum e that m 2 (Q ) is negative when Q is greater than som e particular scale Q.

The presence of the mininum at = v Q) can be trusted only if it is stabl wih
respect to radiative corrections; in general, at the oneJoop kvel these are of the form V
v ) hiQ)*=0?] {1]. Hence, them ininum at = v(Q) istrustworthy ifvQ)’ Q,where
the one-Joop corrections can safely be assum ed to be an all. Thus, the best value ofQ to use
isthe one which yieldsvQ ) = Q. IfQ( is large, then it can happen that this equation has
no solution. T his Indicates that the true, renom alization-group invariant value ofthe VEV
is zero. In general, however, we usually nd that there is, In fact, a solution tovQ) = Q,
and thism eans that either (1) the pattem of superpartnerm asses w hich resuls in a nonzero
VEV isrmuled out, or (2) new physicsm ust appear at orbelow the scale Q , new physicsw hich
som ehow forces the VEV back to zero.

T he analysis outlined above is som ewhat com plicated, since there are m any directions
In eld space to check. Luckily, we nd that the strongest constraints arise in the second
case: directions in eld space forwhich Q) = 0 forallQ . This case is the simnplst to
analyze, and the M SSM has, in fact, m any such \ at" directions. Let us denote by m Z Q)
the m ass-squared along one of these at directions. Then if a negative m Z Q) is ound for
Q greater than som e value Q o, the potential is unbounded below for large eld values in
the at direction. T his unboundedness m ight still be cured, but only by nonrenom alizable
temm s In the scalar potential, such asVyg ( ) M% " " wheren > 4,andM isanew mass



scale eg., the Planck m ass or an intem ediate scalke) corresponding to new physics. In this
case, the ed willacquire a VEV

vQ) M" PRI mE)ptt @)

and forM > Qg, there willusually be a solution ofvQ )= Q.

There are many at directions which In principle must be checked. W e concentrate on
a particular exam ple, the direction v = st = B v(Q) 'Bl. W e expect this direction to
provide particularly strongbounds, as it nvolves only squarks (Whosem asses run faster than
the skptons due to their strong coupling to gluinos) and it does not involre the stop m ass
(whose running is slowed by Yukawa interactions). Forthiscasswehavem? = mZ +m7 +

méR , whose renom alization group equation is
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where g; isthe standard m odelU (1) coupling, M ; is a gaugino m ass, hy, is the bottom quark
Yukaw a coupling, and A}, is the bottom quark trilinearm ixing param eter; we have neglected
tem s involving rst and second generation Yukawa ooup]jngs'f: . The fullset ofRGE s can be
found, Prexampl, n §,9,10]. Iftan (the ratio ofthe two Higgs VEV s) is not too large,
then hy, is an all, and the temm proportional to hﬁ has a nearly negliglbble e ect. W e see that,
asQ increases, m ? decreases, and m ay becom e negative.

Eq.(3) can be solved in closed form by m aking use of the onedoop relationsM ; Q) /
FQ)and gf Q1) = G Q=0 BFQ)NQ:=02)=@ *)Iwih by = 3and h = +11.
A ssum ing that the physical (propagator polk) squark m asses entering m 2 are Jess than the
gluinom assM ; and the binomassM 1, then the solution ofeq.3) is
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where allm asses on the right-hand side are physical (propagator pok) m asses. The only
undeterm ined factors are g5 M 3) and g7 M ;), which depend on the fiill spectrum of super-
partner m asses (via threshold e ects).

1 Note that orthis at direction we have a cancellation ofthe U (1) D ~tem s which m ust be ncluded for
generic pattems of scalar m asses. T hese oontt:ibgijons are absent in GUT m odels, where one assum es that
the scalarm asses are allequal at som e scale ig, 101,



W e have solved the full sst of RGE s num erically, and In g. (1), we show contours of
constant vQ ) = Q In them k=p §{M 3 plane; note that them k=p 3 is the rootm ean-square
average of the three relevant squark masses. We have taken M ;) = 012, Apx = O,
the higgsino m ass parameter = 1000GeV, tan = 3, and the pseudoscalar H iggs m ass
m, = 400G &/ . W e have actually run the RGE s for several sets of param eter choices, and
we nd negligble varation wih respect to A; ,and tan , iftan < 10. Also, we have
taken M ; = M, = M 3 as an illustrative choice; our resuls are not at all sensitive to the
value ofM ,, and sensitive to the value ofM ; only ifM ; M ;. Furthem ore, we have taken
Vyr ()= 2M ? *withM = Mp;= 12 10°GeV.The value of v(Q) which labels the
contours depends on this choice, roughly asv(Q) / M 2, so that lowering M in plies new
physics at a Iower scale. However, the location of the uppem ost contour does not depend
on M . Above this contour, there is no solution ofv(Q ) = Q, and so there is no unphysical
m ininum of the scalar potential; these values of m, and M 3, given by the approxin ate
formula

m,= 3> 0aM, ()

forM ; < 2000G eV, are allowed. Below this contour, there isa solution ofv({Q ) = Q, and so
either these values ofm, and M ; are ruled out, ornew physicsmust appear at orbelow the
scake Q Which dependson the choice 0f Vg ). Them ost exciting possibility is the eventually
experin ental discovery of squarks and gliinos w ith m asses which do not satisfy eq. ), as
this would predict new physics (beyond the M SSM ) at orbelow the corresponding value of
Q shown In g. (1). Note that based on our constraint, we do not expect to nd squark

m asses with m, lower than our lowest contour labeled 10° G &V, as we do not expect new

physics below this scale. In addition, forM < M p; our constraints on m, are strengthened.
Sin ilar constraints can also be found for other com binations of squarks and skptons along
other at directions.

O ur constraint nvolves fairly large squark m asses, and these can have coan ological con—
sequences. W e m ust ensure that the lightest supersym m etric particke (LSP) hasan e cient
annihilation channel, so that their relic m ass density does not overclose the universe. Ifthis
particke is a gaugino, annihilation via squark and skpton exchange is the dom nant m ech—
anism , and so the squarks and slkptons cannot all be too heavy [1]. The large sfemm ion
m asses In plied by our constraints lead to a relic density of gauginos eh2 1 unless either
som e com bination of squark and skpton m asses are light while still satisfying the bound
on m, or there is signi cant m xing am ong the stops providing us w ith a relatively light
stop. (T his possbility requires of course that the LSP is heavier than the top quark [12].)
Thus, the comm only m ade ansatz of taking equal squark and skpton m asses at the weak



scale is coan ologically excluded unlessm o > m and we have a light stop. W hen the LSP
is a higgsino, for which annihilation through intem ediate sfemm ions is not as im portant,
these coan ological restrictions do not apply. H owever, fora H iggsino LSP, eh2 1, unlss
m.,> 1Gev.

To conclude, we have identi ed a new constraint on supersym m etric m odels which do
not include conventional grand uni cation. T he soarticle m asses at the weak scale must be
such that the squark and skpton elds do not acquire lJarge VEV s. Charge and/or color
breaking m Inin a can occur if a squark or skepton m ass-squared becom es negative at som e
scale Q. Directions in eld space for which the quartic temm wvanishes which are in fact
comm on In supersymm etric m odels) are particularly susosptible to the fom ation of large
VEV s. In general, ifthe e ective potentialat scale Q predictsa VEV ofa squark or skepton

edvQ) such thatv(Q ) = Q, then new physics m ust appear at orbelow thisvalie ofQ .
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Figure C aptions

Fig.1l) Contoursofconstant v(Q ) = Q asa function ofthe glilnom assM 3 and the
root-m ean-square average squark massm, . W e take a non-renom alizabl
operator of the form Vg = £ °M £, to stabilize the scalar potential at high
scales. Successive contours represent an increase by a factorof 10 m vQ).
Regionsbelow a contour are forbidden unless new physics appearsbelow that

scale. There are no solutionstovQ )= Q forv> 101°Gear.
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