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A bstract
P recision electrow eak data allow one to test the standard m odel, constrain its param —
eters, and search for the e ects of som e kinds of new physics. The results of the m ost
recent data from LEP, SLC, and elsew here are describbed, as are their predictions form ¢,
My ,and 4. The inplications for the two m apr classes of extensions of the standard
m odel, supersym m etry/uni cation and com positeness, are described.

1 RecentD ata

The four LEP experiments ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, and OPAL have recently presented com —
bined resuls at the B russels E urophysics C onference and at the Lepton-P hoton conference in
Beijing. These include prelin nary results from the 1994 run, and altogether inclide nearly
14 m illion events. T he averages nclude a proper treatm ent of comm on system atic uncertain-—
ties 1. Sin ilarly, the SLD experin ent at the SLC [l haspresented new resultson the keftright
asymm etry A1y , hcliding the data from the very successfiil 1994-1995 run, aswellasthe rst
direct determm ination of nalstate couplings oftheband c. Them aprZ pol resuls are shown
in Tabk[l. The st row gives the value of the Z mass, which is now known to rem arkable
precision. A 1so shown are the lineshape variables ;,R,and y.4; the heavy quark production
rates; various forw ard-backward asym m etries, Ay ; quantities derived from the polarzation
P and its angular distrdbution; nal state b and ¢ couplings determ Ined by SLD from m ixed
polarization forward-backward asym m etries; and the e ective weak angle s? obtained from the
£t charge asymm etry. N is the num ber of e ective active neutrino avors w ith m asses light
enough to be produced in Z decays. It is cbtained by subtracting the w idths for decays into
hadrons and charged leptons from the totalwidth , from the lineshape. The asymm etries are
expressed In tem s of the quantity
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Imvited tak presented at SUSY -95, Palaiseau, France, M ay 1995. The results presented here are from a
collaboration w ith Jens E rler. For m ore details, see ].
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Q uantity Value Standard M odel
M, Gev) 91:1884  0:0022 input

2 Gev) 24963 00032 2:497 0001 0002 P00Z]
R = (ad)= (*"Y) 20788 0032  20:77 0004 0002 P02
haa = 22y 202D () 41488 0078 4145 0002 0004 D02
Ry= (b= (ad) 02219  0:0017 02156 0 00003
R.= ()= had) 0:1540  0:0074 0172 0 0
AQy =2 @9’ 00172 00012 00155 0:0004  0:0004
A @) 0:1418  0:0075 0:144 0002 0002
A2 @) 0:1390  0:0089 0144 0002 0002
A = 3a%A) 00997  0:0031 0:101 0001 0001
AJ; = 2Aln? 00729 0:0058 0072 0001 0001

$ AZ, 02325 0:0013 02319 00002 0:0002
A2@?%) (SLD) 0:1551  0:0040 0144 0002 0002
Al (SLD) 0:841 0053 0934 0 O
A% (SLD) 0:606 0090 0667 0001 0001
N 2991 0016 3

Tablk 1l:Z pokocbservables from LEP and SLD ocom pared to their standard m odelexpectations.
T he standard m odel prediction isbased on M ; and uses the globalbest t values form . and
syWIth My in the range 60 1000 G&€V.

where gy 4 ¢ are the vector and axial vector couplings to ferm ion f.
From theZ m assone can predict the other observables, ncluding electroweak loop e ects.
T he predictions also depend on the top quark and H iggsm ass, and 4 isneeded forthe QCD
corrections to the hadronic w idths. T he predictions are shown In the third column of Tabk 1,
usihg the valuem = 180 7 G&V obtained orMy = 300 G&V in a globalbest tto alldata
(ncluding the direct detemm ination m. = 180 12 GeV by CDF m7] and DO @]). The rst
uncertainty is from M ; and r (related to the munningf] of up to M ;), whike the second
is from my and M g , allow Ing the H iggs m ass to vary in the range 60 1000 GeV.The last
uncertainty is the QCD uncertainty from the value of ;. Here the value and uncertainty are
given by = 0:123 0:004, obtained from the global t to the lneshape.
The data is generally in excellent agreem ent w ith the standard m odel predictions. How —
ever,
(ob)
had)

is 377 higher than the standard m odel expectation, while R, = (c0)= (had) is24 below.
T hese are correlated: ifR . is xed at the standard m odelvalue of0.172, then E] Ry = 02205

00016, which is still 30 too high. W ithin the standard m odel fram ework, these must be
considered statistical uctuations or system atic errors. However, because of special vertex
corrections, the o w idth actually decreases w ith m ¢, as opposed to the other w idths which all
increase. This can be seen in Figurefl. Thus, R, favors low values form.. By iself Ry is
Insensitive to the Higgsmass M y , but when combined w ith other cbservables, for which the
t quark and Higgsmass M 5 are strongly correlated, Ry, favors low values for M y . Anocther
possibility, ifthe e ect ism ore than a statistical uctuation, isthat i m ay be due to som e sort
of new physics. M any types of new physics w ill coupl preferentially to the third generation,

Ry = = 02219 00017 @)

“There have been several recent reevaluations E]—@] of the hadronic contribution to the running of
Follow ing a correction to @] these are in reasonabk agreement. Weuse ™ ;) '= 12809 0:09 from E].



Figure 1: Standard m odel prediction for Ry ()= (had) as a function ofm , com pared
w ith the LEP experim ental value. A Iso shown is the range 180 12 G&V detem ined by the
direct CDF and D 0 observations.

so this is a serious possibility. A s w illbe seen below , the possbility of new physics in the Z kb
vertex is strongly correlated w ith the value of ¢ extracted from the Z lheshape.
A nother discrepancy is the value of the left—right asym m etry

a?. =2a%= 01551 0:0040 3)

obtained by the SLD oollaboration using alldata from 1992-1995. This value hasm oved closer

to the standard m odel expectation of 0:144  0:003 than the previous value 0o£0:1637 00075
from 1992-1993. However, because of the an aller error it is still some 233 higher than the

standard m odel prediction. This result (combined with M ;) favors a large value of the top

quark m ass, around 220 G &€V, which is not in good agreem ent w ith other observables. One

possibility is that it is pointing to new physics. Possbilities here would include S < 0, where

S is a param eter descrbing certain types of heavy new physics (see Section B.4). In addition,

there are possble treelevel physics such as heavy Z° bosons or m ixing with heavy exotic

doublkt lptons, ERO , which ocould signi cantly a ect the asymm etry. However, new physics

probably cannot explain all of the discrepancy w ith the other observables, because som e of
the LEP observables m easure precisely the sam e com bination of couplings as does A xf]. In

particular, from the LEP measurementsof A2, ,A%2® ),and A% P ) one can obtain an average

A%, = 0147 0004, consistent w ith the standard m odel prediction but 1.5 below &), . If
one does not assum e kpton fam ily universality, the LEP observables A%, and A P ) inply

A% .. = 0141 0007,1.7 below &, .

F inally, the forward-backward asymm etry nto  ’s, AY, = 00206 0:0023 is22 above
the standard m odel prediction, and 1.6 above the average 0:0162  0:0014 ongB and A, .
This isamn allenough to be a uctuation, so we willassum e ¥pton avor universaliy.

T here arem any other precision observables. Som e recent onesare shown in Tabk[]. These
ncluide the W mass from CDF,DO0,and UA2 @], the e ective weak charge Q 3y measured In
atom ic parity violation in cesim [[§], recent results on the e ective vector and axial couplings
measured In neutrino elkectron scattering from CHARM IT E], and m easurem ents ofsvzq
1 MZ=M7 from the CCFR collaboration at Femm ilab [[]]. This on-shell de nition of the
weak angle is detemm ned from desp Inelastic neutrino scattering w ith an all sensitivity to the

3The relation m akes use only of the assum ption that the LEP and SLD observables are dom inated by the
Z pole. T he one loopholk is the possbility ofan in portant contribution from other sources, such asnew 4-ferm i
operators. These are m ainly signi cant slightly away from the pole (at the pol they are out of phase with
the Z am%]jtude and do not Interfere). H owever, a com bined analysis of all constraints renders this possbility
unlkely 1.



Q uantity Value Standard M odel

My Gev) 8026 0:6 8034 001 004
Qy Cs) 7104 158 DB88] 7288 005 003
g,° CHARM TII) 0:503  0:017 0507 0 00004
g, CHARM TII) 0:035 0:017 0:037 0:0005 0:0003
02218 00059 CCFR]
21 Mg 2237 00002 04
s2 s 02260 02048 B 1L 02237 00002 00008
0 (600); theory
My Gev) 60 LEP 0800); s
m . 180 12CDF/DO 179 83 Hndirect]

Tabl 2: Recent observables from the W m ass and other non-Z -pol cbservations com pared
w ith the standard m odel expectations. D irect lim its and valueson M 3 and m  are also shown.

F igure 2: Values of sin? AW M ;) as a function ofm ; from various cbservables.

top quark m ass. The result combined w ith earlier experin ents [[§] is also shown. A llof these
quantities are in excellent agreem ent w ith the standard m odel predictions.

In the global ts to be described, all of the earlier Iow energy observables not listed
In the tabk are fully incorporated. The electroweak corrections are now quite In portant.
T he resuls presented include full 1-doop corrections, as well as dom inant 2-doop e ects, QCD
corrections, and m ixed Q CD -electroweak corrections. For the renom alized weak angle, I use
them odi ed m inin alsubtraction M S) de nition [@] sin? AW ™) é . Thisbasically m eans
that one ram oves the ﬁ polks and som e associated constants from the gauge couplings. O ther
de nitionsare reviewed in [, §1.The valuesof 82 obtained from variouscbservablesasa finction
ofm. are shown in gurefg.

2 Resultsim¢ My, S,sjr12 W

There are now su ciently m any ocbservables that one can determ ine §§,mt,and sM ;) from
the Z -pole and other indirect precision data sin ultaneously. Forexam ple, 42 can be determ ined
from the asymm etries, m . from theW and Z masses,and (M ;) from the hadronic Z -w idths.
In practice all of these quantities are determ ined from a sinulaneous t. The results of ts
to various sets of data are shown in Tabk[J. The st row of the tablk shows the global t
to alldata, lncluding the direct production constraint m.= 180 12 G&V from CDF and DO.
The second row uses the indirect data only. The predicted value of m, = 179 g3 Gev is
n rem arkable agreem ent w ith the CDF /D 0 value. The other ts cshow the sensitivity to the
various data sets.



Set & Mz)  m Gev) 2

Indirect + CDF + DO 02315@)(3) 0:123@)@) 180 71 79

Tndirect 02315@) () 0:4123@)@) 179 &3, 85

LEP 02318(3) () 0:424@)@) 171 103 5.7

Z-polke (LEP + SLD) 02314(3)(1) 0:123@4)@) 181%5* 5 83
SLD + M, 02302 (5) (0) | 220" 15" 52

Tabl 3: Resuls forthe electrow eak param eters in the standard m odel from various setsofdata.
The centralvaluesassameM z = 300 G &V, whilke the second errorsare forM y ! 1000 (+) and
60( ). The last colmn is the ncrease in the overall 2 ofthe tasM y ihcreases from 60 to
1000.

The LEP data allow s a detem Ination of the strong coupling constant ¢ at the Z polk
w ith a an all experim ental error,

cM ;)= 0123 0004 0002 (lneshape); @)

where the second uncertainty isfrom M 5 . ¢ isaln ost uncorrelated w ith the other param eters.
It isdeterm ined m ainly from the ratio R had)= ('), which is insensitive tom  (except In
the b vertex), and also from ; . This detem nation is very clean theoretically, at least w ithin
the standard m odel. Tt is the Z pol version of the long held view that the ratio of hadronic
to Jeptonic rates in € e would be a \gold plated" extraction of 4 and test of QCD .Using a
recent estin ate PQ] ofthe ( ;= )* correctionsto Cp, ie. 90(¢= ), one can estin ate that
higherorder temm s lead to an additional uncertainty 0001 In the (M 3 ) value n @) i
should be cautioned, however, that the lineshape value is rather sensitive to the presence of
som e types of new physics which a ect the Z -hadron w idth, as is discussed below .
T he lineshape value of ¢ is In excellent agreem ent w ith the independent value M 3 ) =

0123  0:006 extracted from Ft event shapes at LEP usihg resummed QCD [RA]. k isalo in
agream ent w ith the prediction

sMz) 0:130 0:010; sSUSY GUT ©)

of supersym m etric grand uni cation] P, P41. A s can be seen in Tablk [, however, i is som e~
what Jarger than som e of the low energy determm inations of ¢ Which are then extrapolated
theoretically to the Z polk), In particular those from desp inelastic scattering and the lattice
calculations of the cham oniim and bottom oniuim spectra. This slight discrepancy has led
som e authors to suggest that there m ight be a light gluino which would m odify the running of
s, or that there is a problm i the high energy detemm inations P3]. I think, however, that it
is pram ature to draw such strong conclusions, especially since m ost of the detem inations are
dom inated by theoretical uncertainties.
T here is, however, one signi cant uncertainty In the lneshape value: if the high experi-
m ental value of Ry, is due to a new physics contrbution to the Z ! I vertex, and not jist a
uctuation, then the formulae or R and ; are a ected, and the valuie of (M ;) extracted
from the lineshape is reduced []. A lowing for that possbility, one nds the lower value
sM ;)= 01401 0:008, n better agreem ent w ith som e of the Iow energy detem inations.
One could also consider the possbility that the low value of R is due to new physics.
However, allow Ing for that possibility, one cbtains ™M ;)= 019 003 0r0:16 004, where
the form er (latter) value doesnot (does) allow for new physics n Ry, aswell. The rst value in

4In this case one should actually use the valie M 5 ) = 0:121 (4) (1) appropriate to the lower H iggs range
expected In the supersym m etric extension of the standard m odel.



Source sMz)

R 0422 0005
D esp inelastic 0412 0005
, J= 0413 0006
cc spectrum  (lattice) 0110 0:006
o spectrum  (lattice) 0115 0002
LEP, lneshape 0423 0004
LEP, event topologies 0:123 0006

Tabl 4: Values of ¢ at the Z polk extracted from variousm ethods.

Figure 3: Allowed regions n m vs. My at various con dence kevels. The direct constraint
My > 60 GeV isalo Indicated.

particular is in clear disagreem ent w ith other detemm inations, so Iw illtake the view that R is
a statistical uctuation.

21 The H iggsM ass

The new data signi cantly constrain the H iggs boson m ass. This enters the relation between
M ; and the other cbservables logarithm ically and is strongly correlated w ith the quadraticm
dependence in everything but the Z ! b vertex correction. T he data strongly favor a H iggs
m ass near the direct lower lin £ of 60 G &V . This can be seen i the last colum n of Tablk[B,
which lists the hcrease In 2 for the overall tsasM y icreases from 60 to 1000 G&V . For
exam ple, n the t to alldata (ncluding the direct constraints) the best tisforM 5y = 60
GeV,withthelmit My < 320430) G&V at 90(95)% CL.The allowed regions In m + vs. M y
at various con dence kevels are shown In F igure f§.

These Iow values forM y are consistent w ith them inim al supersym m etric extension ofthe
standard m odel, which generally predicts a relatively light standard m odellike H iggs scalar.
However, a strong caveat is in order: the preference or smallM y is driven aln ost entirely by
Ry and AER , both ofwhich di ersigni cantly from the standard m odelpredictions. Ifthes are
due to large statistical uctuations or to som e new physics then the constraint on M y would
essentially disappear.

The weak My dependence does not Inply that the data is nsensitive to the soonta-
neous sym m etry breaking m echanian s. A femative schem es generally yvield large e ects on the
precision observables, as w illbe described below .



3 New Physics

3.1 Supersym m etry and P recision E xperim ents

Let us now oonsider how the predictions for the precision cbservabls are modi ed In the
presence of supersymm etry. There are basically three i plications for the precision results.
The rst, and m ost In portant, is In the H iggs sector. In the standard m odel the H iggsm ass is
arbirary. Ikt is controlled by an arbitrary quartic H iggs coupling, so that M y could be as am all
as 60 G&V (the experim ental 1im it) or as heavy as a TeV . The upper bound is not rigorous:
larger values of M y would corresoond to such large quartic couplings that perturbation theory
would break down. This cannot be excluded, but would lead to a theory that is qualitatively
di erent from the (perturbative) standard m odel. In particular, there are fairly convincing
triviality argum ents, related to the running of the quartic coupling, which exclude a H iggs
which acts lke a distinct elem entary particle forM ; above O (600 GeV) R3l.

However, In supersym m etric extensions of the standard m odel the quartic coupling is no
Ionger a free param eter. It is given by the squares of gauge couplings, w ith the resul that all
supersym m etric m odels have at last one H iggs scalar that is relatively light, typically wih a
m ass sin ilar to the Z m ass. In them Inin al supersym m etric standard m odel M SSM ) one has
My < 150 GeVf], which generally acts just lke the standard m odel H iggd] except that i is
necessarily light.

In the standard m odelthere isa largem . My correlation, and the global t yields

m, 180 7+ 13h301\§ﬁ @)
W e have seen that or 60 < My < 1000 G eV this corregoonds to
m.= 180 713 (SM): (7)
However, n theM SSM one hasthe snallerrange 60 < My < 150 G&€V, leading to
m.= 169 7% MSSM); ®)

which is on the lower side of the CDF /D 0 range, (180 12 G&V).Because of the lIower my,
one obtains & = 02313@Q) (1) and (M ;)= 0121 0:004 39, which di er slightly from the
values n Tabk f§.

There can be additional e ects on the radiative corrections due to sparticles and the
seocond H iggs doublet that m ust be present n the M SSM . However, for m ost of the allowed
param eter soace one hasM o M ; , and the e ects are negligible by the decoupling theorem .
Forexampl, a arge € D splitting would contrdbute to the  (SU,Jreaking) param eter (to
be discussed below ), leading to a an aller prediction form , but these e ects are negligble for
m o M ; . Sin ilarly, there would be new contrbutionsto the Z ! Ibvertex form ,m,, or
M, M, . TheM SSM yields a better t to the precision data than the standard m odel 4],
but that ism ainly due to the anom alous experim ental value ofRy,.

There are only am all window s of allowed param eter space for which the new particles
contribbute signi cantly to the radiative corrections. Except for these, the only In plications
of supersymm etry from the precision cbservabls are: (@) there is a light standard m odeltlike
Higgs, which n tum favors a sn aller value of m . O f course, if a light H iggs were obsarved
it would be consistent w ith supersym m etry but would not by iself establish it. That would

SAttreedevel, My < M4 .
5T his is true if the second H iggs doublet ismuch heavier than M 5 .



require the direct discovery of the superpartners, probably at the LHC . (o) A nother im portant
In plication of supersym m etry, at least n them inin alm odel, is the absence of other deviations
from the standard m odelpredictions. (c) In supersym m etric grand uni cation one expects the
gauge coupling constants to unify when extrapolated from their low energy values RIJ]. This
is consistent w ith the data in the M SSM but not In the ordinary standard m odel (unless other
new particlkes or thresholds are added). This is not actually a m odi cation of the precision
experin ents, but a prediction for the observed gauge couplings. O f course, one could have
supersym m etry w ithout grand uni cation.

32 Uni cation of G auge C ouplings

It is now well known that the (roperly nom alized) observed gauge couplings do not unify
when extrapolated to a Jarge scale using the standard m odel predictions for the running, but
they do w ithin experin ental uncertainties if they mun according to the M SSM  B1]]. Since the
electroweak couplings M ;) and & are known precisely, it is usefulto use them as iputs to
predict them ore uncertain ; R3]. U sing present data, one predicts M ;)= 0:130 0:001
0010, where the rst uncertainty is from the input couplings and the second is an estin ate
of the theoretical uncertainties from the low energy (supersymm etry) and superheavy (grand
uni cation) threshods, and from possbl nonrenom alizble operators NRO ). A s discussed
in Section [, this is .n good agreem ent w ith the experin ental values detem ined from the Z
lineshape and from the LEP $t event analysis, but is high com pared with som e low energy
detm inations of M ;). In contrast, the non-supersym m etric standard m odel prediction is
0073 0001 0001, wellbelow the experin ental values.

T hus, the cbserved couplings are consistent to  rst approxin ation w ith sin ple supersym —
m etric grand uni cation and the associated concept of a grand desert between the TeV and
GUT scales. However:

Threshold corrections associated w ith the supersym m etric particles are > 0003 and
are usually positive assum ing universal soft supersymm etry breaking tem s P71, and
supersym m etric contributions to the electroweak radiative corrections generally lead to
larger M ;) @]. T hus, Jow -scale threshold e ects are not lkely by them se]ves[] to lower
the predicted (M ;) much below 0:125. The experim ental value of M ;) isnot a
settled issue, but ifthe lower values (eg., 0110-0115) suggested by som e determ inations
are correct, one would have to invoke Jarge but not unreasonable GU T or string threshold
e ects, NRO, or intem ediate scale m atter to m aintain consistency.

TheM SSM oouplings unify at a scale M 3 18 Gev.This is far enough below the
Planck scale  10° Ge&V that it m ay be consistent to consider grand uni cation of the
strong and electroweak ocouplings w ithout gravity. Nevertheless, it is tem pting to bring
graviy Into the gam e. Forexam ple, one expects that in superstring com pacti cationsthe
ocouplingsw illunify around the string scaleM giring g 5 10Gev,which isoneorderof
m agniude aboveM yx . Tt ispossble that the string com pacti cation rstproducesa grand
uni ed theory in fourdin ensions, which then breaksat the ower scakeM x . However, it is
di cul to ndmodels in which this occurs and for which the necessary H iggsm ultiplets
to break the GUT symm etry are present. A ltematively, the string com pacti cation m ay
Jead directly to the standard m odelgroup, In which case onem ust Invoke string threshold
e ects, Intemm ediate scale m atter, or higher K acM oody levels to explain the discrepancy
of scales.

"N on-universal gaugino m asses can lkad to larger e ects @], but these would explicity break the grand
uni cation gauge symm etry.



M uch attention has been focussed on the deviation of My from M g.ng and on the pre-
dicted M ;). However, the actual uni cation predictions are or h™ x =M ;) and
1= M 3z). The fom er is consistent with the string scale to wihin 10% and the lat-
ter isaccurate to w thin 15% aswell. G Iven the enom ous num ber of perturbations on the
predictions that can occur in string and GUT m odels one should view the predictions as
a m apr success for the general idea of GUT or string uni cation.

M ost types of new physics at the TeV scale would have very large (order 1) e ectson the
gauge uni cation prediction. Unless the success is just an accident, and barring cancella—
tionsbetween large e ects, this severely restricts the possbilities for new physics beyond
theM SSM at the TeV scak. E ssentially the only possbilities are extended gauge groups
which commute w ith the standard m odel group, such as additionalU; factors associated
w ith heavy Z °bosons, com plete ordinary orm irror additional fam ilies, new exotic fam ilies
which correspond to com plete GUT muliplets, and standard m odel sihglets.

3.3 Extended Technicolor/C om positeness

In contrast, the other m a pr class of extensions, which includes com positeness and dynam ical
sym m etry breaking, leads to m any In plications at low energies. The m ost in portant are large

avor changing neutral currents EFCNC). Even if these are som ehow evaded one generally
expects anom alous contrbutions to the 2 ! kb vertex, typically (©b) < M (db) in the
sin plest extended technicolor TC) m odels @]. Sin ilarly, one expects o 6 1, and S 6
0;T 6 0, where (, S, and T param eterize certain types of new physics, as w ill be described
below . F Inally, in theoriesw ith com posite ferm ions one generally expectsnew 4-ferm ioperators
generated by constituent interchange, leading to e ective interactions of the form

4 ~
L= _Zfl f2f3 f4: (9)

G enerally, the Z pole observables are not sensitive to such operators, since they only m easure
the properties of the Z and its couplingd]. H owever, low energy experin ents are sensitive. In
particular, FCNC constraints typically set lin its of order O (100 TeV) on the scak ofthe
operatorsunless the avorchanging e ectsare ne-tuned away. Even then there are signi cant
lim its from other avor conserving cbservables. For exam pl, atom ic parity violation [BQ] is
sensitive to operators such as B1]

4
L= —e& aq q: (10)

T he existing data already sets linits > O (10 TeV ). Future experin ents should be sensitive
to 40 TEV .

34 The ZIbVertex

T he Z o vertex is egpecially interesting, both In the standard m odeland in the presence of new

physics. In the standard m odel there are special vertex contributions which depend quadrat-
ically on the top quark mass. (b) actually decreases with m« B3, B3], as opposed to other
widthswhich allincrease. Them . and M y dependences in the radiative corrections are strongly

8At the Z pole the e ects of new operators are out of phase w ith the 2 am plitude and do not interfere.
Interference e ects can survive away from the pole, but there the Z am plitude is an aller.



correlated, but the special vertex correctionsto  (ob) are independent ofM y , allow Ing a sspa-—
ration ofm and M 4y e ects.
T he vertex is also sensitive to a number of types of new physics. O ne can param eterize
such e ectsby (4]
©b) ! M) @+ 55 (11)

Ifthe new physics gives sin ilar contributions to vector and axial vector vertices then the e ects
on A?B are sn all. Tn supersym m etry one can have both positive and negative contrbutions Bj].
In particular, light ¢ can give %Y > 0, as is suggested by the data, whik light charged
H iggs particles can yield . °%° < 0. Tn practice, both e ects are too am all to be in portant
In most allowed regions of param eter space. In extended technicolor ETC) m odels there are
typically new vertex contributions generated by the sam e ETC interactions which are needed
to generate the large top quark mass. It has been argued that these are typically large and
negative 23],

m ¢
150G ev
where is am odel dependent param eter of order unity. They m ay be sn aller n m odels w ith
waking technicolor, but nevertheless are expected to be negative and signi cant B4]. This is in
contrast to the data, which suggests a positive contribution if any, In plying a serious problem
form any ETC m odels. Possibble ways out arem odels in which the ETC and electrow eak groups
do not commute, for which etther sign is possble 1], m odels in which diagonal interactions
related to extended technicolor dom inate Bg], and topcolor or topcolor assisted technicolor
m odels, for which the ETC contrbution tom . is snall B3].

A notherpossibility ism ixing between the b and exotic heavy ferm ionsw ith non-canonical
weak Interaction quantum numbers. M any extensions of the standard m odel predict, for ex—
am ple, the existence ofa heavy D1, D g , which are both SU, singkt quarksw ith charge 1=3.
These can m ix with the d, s, or b quarks, but one typically expects such m ixing to be largest
for the third generation. H owever, thism echanisn gives a negative contribution

€ 0056 12)

o 2:3% 13)

to ¥ ,where s, isthe sheofthely  D; mixing angle.
One can extract ¥ from the data, n a global t to the standard m odel param eters as
wellas 5" . Thisyiklds
= 0032 0:010; 14)

which is 32 above zero. This value is hardly changed when one allow s additional new
physics, such as described by the S, T, and U parameters. 5 is comelated with M z):
one cbtains M) = 0101 0:008, considerably an aller than the standard m odel value
0:123@4) 2).Allowing 55" € 0 hasnegligble e ect on §§ orm .

In a more detailed analysis [§] one can allow separate corrections in the left and right-
handed b couplings,

1 .
ngZE(ng-l' Tap) ! 5"' 5531’1 w T E; 15)
and
1 1 o b
Grp = E(gvb Gp) ! ESJH wt gt 16)

Then Ry, A%, and the other cbservables can be used to sinulaneously constrain ©, £, and
the other param eters. From the global t

o= 00033 0:0035 2= 0018 0013; @7



Figure 4: Allowed regionsin 2 vs £ orM 4 = 300Gev.

with a correlation of 0.80. These should be com pared w ith the unperturbed standard m odel
values gip, = 0421 and gy, = 0077, respectively. O ne also obtains the low value (M ;) =

0101 0008, just as in the singke param eter case. At their centralvalues ? and £ contrbute
about equally to Ry, while their e ects partially cancel in A 2%, which is consistent w ith the

standard model. The allowed region In ;7§ is shown in Figure . O ne sees that there is a

tendency from the anom aly tobe in £, but it cannot be excluded that thee ect istn ? ora

m xture.

3.5 o: N onstandard H iggs or N on-degenerate H eavy M ultiplets

O ne param eterization of certain new typesofphysics isthe param eter o, which is introduced to
describe new sources 0fSU, breaking other than the ordinary H iggs doublets orth[gz 1_:op/bottom

wplittihhg. Onede nes ¢ MZ=M & *),where€ 1 %;~ 1+ 3Gm?Z=8 2 ? absorbs
the relevant standard m odel radiative corrections so that | 1 in the standard m odel. N ew
physics can a ect ( at either the tree or loop—level

o= =4 2P (18)
T he treeJlevel contrioution is given by H iggs representations larger than doublets, nam ely,
P
tree i (ﬁ §i+ ti) :h iif
6 = P , ; 19)
iztgi:h i
where t; (4;) istheweak isogoin (third com ponent) ofthe neutralH iggs eld ;. ForH iggs sin-—

glts and doublkts (t; = O;%) only, §&° = 1.However, in the presence of larger representations
w ith non—zero vacuum expectation valies

tree X hoidf
r1+4+ 2 " ) : = :
‘ + i £ 3+h r %if

O ne can also have Joop-induced contributions sin ilar to that of the top/bottom , due to
non-degenerate m ultiplets of ferm ions or bosons. For new doublets

20)

3G X Cy
Ioop _ £ i . .
0 - 8p E 2 . 3 F (m 117 21)/ (21)

1

where C; = 3 (1) for color triplets (singlkts) and

2 2
F@mimy) = mi+m, ——h—

M, my)°: ©2)



Figure 5: Allowed regions in o vs & orMy = 60, 300, and 1000 G &V .

Loop contrbutionsto , are generally positivef] and ifpresent would lead to low er values for the
predictedm .. 5 1 can be either positive or negative depending on the quantum num bers of
the Higgs eld. The , param eter is extrem ely in portant because one expects o 1 nhmost
superstring theories, which generally do not have higherdin ensional H iggs representations,
while typically (6 1 from m any sources in m odels nvolving com positeness.

In the presence of  the standard m odel form ulas for the observables are m odi ed. O ne

has 1
Mg ! p=MJ"; ;! o 3% Lyc! oLyg: (23)
0

It has long been known that , is close to 1. However, until recently it has been di cul to
Sparate ( from m, because in m ost observables one has only the combination (. The one
exoeption hasbeen the Z ! b vertex. However, the direct cbservation ofthe tby CDF and
D0, wih theiraveragem . = 180 12 G&V, allow sone to calculate © and therefore separate .
In practice one tstom ., o and the other param eters, using the CDF /D 0 value ofm . as an
additional constrant. O ne can determ ine é§ ; orM¢,and ¢ sinulaneously, yielding

= 10012 00013 00018

0
& = 02314Q)Q)
s = 0:121@4)@Q)
m, = 171 12Gev; 4)

where the second uncertanty is from My . Even in the presence of the classes of new physics
param eterized by  one stillhas robust predictions forthe weak anglk and a good determ ination
of 5. M ost ram arkably, given the CDF /D 0 constraint, , is constrained to be very close to
unity, causing serious problem s or com positeness m odels. The allowed region n ( vs & are
shown in Figurefj. Thisplaces lin its h ;iFh 1,1j< Bw$ on non-doublet vacuum expectation
values, and places constraints %F mqi;m5) (100 G eV ¥ on the splittings ofadditional ferm ion
or boson m ultiplets.

3.6 Heavy Physics by G auge Self Energies

A Jarger class of extensions of the standard m odel can be param eterized by the S, T and U
param eters 3], which describbe that subset of new physics which a ect only the gauge boson

°One can have *©°° < 0 for M a’prana fom ions @] or boson muliplets w th vacuum expectation valies

k).



s=lfenergies but do not directly a ect new vertices, etc. O ne introduces three param etersﬂ

S = Snew + Smt + SMH
= Thew + T t Tny 25)
U = Upew * Umt:

S describes the breaking ofthe SU,, axialgeneratorsand is generated, for exam ple, by degener—
ate heavy chiral fam ilies of form ions. T and U describe the breaking of SU,y vector generators:
T isequivalent to the  param eter and is induced by m ass splitting in m ultiplets of ferm ions
or bosons. U is zero in m ost extensions of the standard model. S, T and U were Introduced
to describe the contrdbutions of new physics. However, they can also param etrize the e ects
of very heavy m and My (compared to M ;). Until recently it was di cul to separate the

m ¢ and new physics contributions. Now , however, with the CDF /D 0 m easurem ent ofm . it is
possibl to directly extract the new physics contrbutions. In the llowing, Iwilluse S, T,
and U to represent the e ects of new physics only, wih them . and M 5 e ects on cbservables
Included separately.

A new multiplet of degenerate chiral ferm ions w ill contribute to S by

S Jiegenerate = Cidar ) & W F=3 0; 26)

where C; is the number of colors and ty,r are the 5 quantum numbers. A fourth fam ily of
degenerate ferm ionswould yield 31 021, whilke Q CD —lke technicolor m odels, which typically
have m any particlkes, can give larger contributions. Forexam pl, S 045 from an isodoublt of
farm jonsw ith ourtechnicolors, and an entire technigeneration would yield 162 4]. Non-QCD —

like theordes such as those involving walking could yield an aller or even negative contributions

[3]. Loops involving scalars, nondegenerate ferm ions, or M a prana particles can contribute to

S with either sign [4]. Note that S, T, and U are induced by loop corrections and have a

factor of extracted, so they are expected to be O (1) if there is new physics.)

The T param eter is analogousto ¢ . For a non-degenerate fam ily

Joop 2
O m
T 04 ; @7)
(100G eV )?
w here
2_ % Cy
m °= gF (M 1i7m 24) : (@8)

Usually T > 0, although there m ay be exceptions for theories with M aprana femn ions or
additional H iggs doublts. In practice, higherdin ensional H iggs m ultiplets could min ic T
w ith either sign (see equation {I9)), and cannot be separated from loop e ects unlkss they are
seen directly or have other e ects. Iw ill therefore deviate slightly from the historicalde nition
and rede ne T to include the tree levele ects of such m ultiplets, so that

= ! "1+ T: (29)
0 T :

Usually U is anall.
T here is enough data to sim ultaneously detem ine the new physics contribbutionsto S, T,

and U, the standard m odelparam eters, and also 5" = SM&’]Zb) l.Forexampl, S,T,U, 5°,

10T hree additional param eters are needed if the new physics scale is com parable to M 4 @].



&, sM;)andm, are constrained by M ,, ,M y , Ry, asymmetries, R, andm. (CDF/DO0),
respectively. O ne obtains

s = 028 0:199%8
T = 020 026);]
U = 031 054
per= 0032 0010
& = 0231103)
sMz) = 0:103@)
me = 181 12Ge&V; (30)

where the second error is from My . The T value corresponds to o = 0:9985  0:0019 39355,
which di ers from thevaluie in @4) because of the presence of S, U, and w - The data is con—
sistent w ith the standard m odel: S and T are consistent w ith the standard m odel expectation
of 0 at ornearthe 1 lvel, although there is a an all tendency for negative values. T he con—
straintson S are a problem for those classes of new physics such as Q CD —like technicolor w hich
tend to give S large and positive, and S allow s, at m ost, one additional fam ily of ordinary or
m irror ferm ions at 95% CL. (O foourse the nvisbl Z w idth precludes any new fam ilies unless
the additional neutrinos are heavier than M ;=2.) The allowed regions In S vs T are shown in
Figure[§. The seven param eter t still favors a non—zero Z ! kb vertex correction W -Asi
themodelwih S = T = U = 0, the extracted M ;) is strongly conrelated with 55 . For
m = Oonewould cbtain ;M ;)= 0:122(5).

Figure 6: Constraintson S and T from various observables and from the global tto alldata.
S and T represent the e ects of new physics only; uncertainties from m . are lncluded in the
errors.

4 Conclusions

T he precision data have con m ed the standard electroweak m odel. H owever, there are
possble hints of discrepancies at the 2 { 3 lvelin (b)= had) and A D, .

T he data not only probes the tree-level structure, but the electroweak loops have been
observed at the 2 Jlvel. These consist ofm uch larger ferm ionic pieces nvolving the top
quark and QED , which only partially cancel the bosonic loops. T he bosonic loops, w hich
probe non-abelian vertices and gauge-H iggs vertices, are de nitely needed to describe the
data.



The global t to the data (ncluiding the constraint m = 180 12 G&V from CDF and
D 0) w ithin the standard m odel yields

MS:& = 02315@2)@3)
2
on chell:§ p M = 02236 (8)
M 7
m, = 180 7T }3
sMz) = 0:123@)@); 31)

where the second uncertainty is from My . A t to the Indirect data only yields the
prediction my = 179 8"} GeV, in rem arkable agreem ent with the direct CDF /D 0
value. The data also allow a clkan and precise extraction of ¢ from the lineshape. This
is in excellent agreem ent w ith thevalue M ;) = 0123 0:006 from event shapes. Both
are lJarger than m any of the low energy determ inations when extrapolated to the Z pol.
T he lineshape determ ination, however, is sensitive to the presence of certain types ofnew

physics.

The agream ent between the indirect prediction for m with the direct CDF /D 0 obser-
vation, and of 4 with the various other detem nations is an im pressive success for the
entire program ofprecision observables.

Combining the direct CDF /D 0 value ofm w ith the indirect constraints does not m ake
a large di erence w thin the context of the standard m odel. However, when one goes
beyond the standard m odel, the direct m . allow s a clean extraction of the new physics
contribbutions to (, which isnow shown to be very close to unity, o = 1:0012 (13) (18).
T his strongly lim its H iggs trplet vacuum expectation values and non-degenerate heavy
muliplets. Sin ilarly, it allow s an extraction ofthe new physics contributionsto s, T, U,
which are consistent w ith zero. F nally, one can detem ine the new physics contrioutions
to the b vertex: 5 is approxin ately 32 away from zero, re ecting the large value of
the o w idth.

The data exhbit a preference for a light Higgs. One nds My 320420) Gev at
90 (95% ) CL.H owever, the preference depends crucially on the observed values ofRy, and
A% ,both ofwhich di ersigni cantly from the standard m odel expectations. Ifthese are
due to new physics, the M 3 constraint is relaxed or disappears.

Them aprprediction of supersym m etry isthat one doesnot expect large deviations in the
precision cbservables. T he new particles tend to be heavy and decouple. O ne in plication
that is relevant, how ever, is that supersym m etric theories have a light standard m odellike
H iggs. T hey therefore favor the lighter H iggsm ass and the lower end ofthe predicted m +
range.

T he observed gauge couplings are consistent w ithin 15% w ith the coupling constant uni —
cation expected in supersym m etric grand uni cation, but not w ith the sin plest version of
non-supersym m etric uni cation. T he logarithm ofthe uni cation scale is also consistent
within 10% wih the expectations of superstring com pacti cations which break directly
to the standard m odelgroup . Perhaps we should take this as a hint that the grand desert
hypothesis is correct, and focuson G U T s and string com pacti cations forw hich threshold
and new particlke e ects are an all (of order 10% ).



In com positeness and dynam ical sym m etry breaking theories one typically expects not
only large avor changing neutral currentsbut signi cant deviationsof o from unity and
ofS and T from zero. O ne further expects that 55 < 0, at Jeast in the sin plest m odels.
T herefore, the precision experin ents are a m aprdi culy for this class ofm odels.
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