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B eyond the Standard M odel

A Tthough the Standard M odel (SM ) is In perfect agreem ent w ith (@Im ost) all experin ental
data, theorists are not content w ith it and believe that som ething must lie beyond it. It is
comm on to categorize the open problem s kft by the SM into the problem of uni cation,
which m otivates the search for a sin ple gauge theory that contains all the gauge forces, the
problem of avour, namely why are there so m any di erent types of quarks and Ieptons,
and what explains their weak m ixing and CP violation, and the problem of m ass. This
Ihclides not only the question of the origin of the particle m asses, to which the SM answer
is an elem entary H iggs boson, but also why all the SM particlke m asses are so an all, to which
one possibl ansverm ay be provided by supersym m etry, as we shall discuss in the rest of this
talk. A Il these problem s should be resolved in a Theory O fEverything (TOE) which includes
gravity and reconcikes it w ith quantum m echanics. Such a theory should also explain the origin
of spacetin e, why we live In four dim ensions and m any other fiindam ental problem s of particle
physics and coan ology. The only candidate we have for such a TOE is the superstring, which
w ill also be discussed at the end of this tak.

1. M otivations for Supersym m etry

Supersym m eUy:]-J is a beautifi1l theory, but the m otivations for it to appear at accessble
energies are related to the problkm ofm assm entioned above, nam ely the origin ofthe hierarchy
of m ass scales in physics, and its naturalness in the presence of radiative correctiong. The
question why my ismudh lss than mpna Ormgyr can be rephrased as a question: W hy
isGr Gy , or even why the Coulomb potential inside an atom is much stronger than the
N ew tonian potential:

— <Gy — @)

This hierarchy is valuabl to radiative corrections. W e say that a theory is natural if the
radiative corrections are not m uch larger than the physical values of observable quantities. For
exam ple, the leading one-loop correction to a ferm ion m ass takes the fom

mf:O — mf]n — (2)
m g

which isnot mudh larger than m ¢ for any reasonable cut-o <mp.

N aturahess is, however, a problem foran elem entary H iggsboson, which In the electroweak
sector of the SM must have a m ass

r— o1

The one-loop diagram s shown In Fig. 1 lead to \large" radiative corrections of the form

Z 4
dk 1
mﬁ’gﬁmﬁ WP=O - 2 (4)
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Fig. 1. Q uadratically-divergent one-loop diagram s contrbutingtom 2 ,m 2 .

These are much larger than the physical value mZ if the cuto , representing the scale at
which new physics appears, isoforderm, ormgyr -

Supersym m etry solves the naturalness problem of an elem entary H iggs boson:‘g by virtue
of the fact that it has no quadratic divergences and few er logarithm ic djvergenoeg than non-
supersym m etric theordes. T he ferm ion and boson diagram s shown in F ig. 1 have opposite signs,
50 that their net resukt is
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T he lrading divergences cancel ifthere are the sam e num bers ofbosons and farm ions, and ifthey

have the sam e couplings g = gg , as In a supersym m etric theory. T he residual contrdution is
an all if supersym m etry is approxin ately valid, ie., ifmg ’ my :

mvzq & 0 — mﬁ mﬁ ©)

which isno largerthan m§ ,, if
m mi < 1Tev? 7)
T hisproperty providesthe rstm otivation for supersym m etry at low energies. H owever, tmust
be em phasized that this isa qualitative argum ent w hich should be regarded asam atter oftaste.
A fter all, m athem atically an unnatural theory is still renom alizable, even if it requires ne
tuning of param eters to obtain the correct physical values. A second supersym m etric m iracke
is the absence ofm any logarithm ic divergences: form any Yukawa couplings and quartic tem s
In the e ective poten‘dalé,
/ @®)

which vanishes if the rare coupling = 0. Thism eans that couplings between light and heavy
H iggses, which could devastate the hjerard’ly"-" , willnot appear via quantum ocorrections if they
are absent at the tree kvel. The combination ofEgs. §) and @) means that ifmy mp

at the tree level, it stays an all in all orders of perturbation theory, solving the naturalness
problam and providing a context for attacking the hierarchy problem .

obtained to weigh soft



The m inin al supersym m etric extension of the Standard M odel M SSM ):5: is characterized
by gauge Interactions which are the sam e as those In the Standard M odel (SM ), and Yukawa
Interactions obtained from a cubic superpotential which is an analytic function of the keft-
handed elds

X X X
W = . LE°H, + v QUSH, + > OD°H,;+ HH, 9)
LE®¢° QuUc QD¢

The rst three tem s give m asses to the charged leptons, charge2/3 quarks and charge-1/3
quarks respectively. Two H iggs doublets are needed in order to preserve the analyticity of W
and to cancel triangle anom alies. This in plies the introduction of the ourth tem in Eq. @),
which couples the H iggs supem ultiplts. The quartic part of the e ective scalar potential is
determm ined by the gauge and Yukawa interactions, which lads to the relations between the
physical H iggs boson m asses to be discussed later.

In addition to the above supersym m etric parts ofthe e ective action, supersym m etry break—
ing is necessary to cbtain mZ 6 mZ, which is usually param etrized by soft m ass param eters
for scalars m o, and gauginos M ,-,, , as well as soft trilinear and bilinear coe cients A i3 and
Bij. In much the same way as gauge couplings in conventional GUT s, these are subfct to
renomm alization:

Mio / ai M§ MZ+CuM{, +DM;] (10)

w here the coe cients C andDiarecabJ]ab]é?. It is often assum ed that the soft supersym —
m etry breaking param eters are universal at som e high renomm alization scale Q = M gyr Or
Mp:

Mg, =Mip; Mj=Mg 1)

This asgum ption protects the low-energy theory against avour-changing neutral currents
EFECNC)?, but i isnot necessarily true. Forexam ple, there could be non-trivial renom alization
at scalesM gyt < Q < M, so that:

M3)ss Mg (12)

in a context of an SU (5) GUT%, and/or di erences may em erge when the GUT degrees, of
freedom are integrated out, and/or the nput param etersm ay not be universalatQ = M, 2:
MZ = f; moduli (13)

i

where \m oduli" isa fancy temm forvacuum expectation valies In a string theory. Som e such vi-
olations of universality m ay be consistent w ith the FCNC constraintst?, particularly for heavier
generations.

If one nevertheless assum es universality, di erent experin ental constraints can be com bined
to com pile the physics reach, both present and future, as n the fn ;M 1) plane shown in Fig.
2, orthe ( ;M i-,) plane shown In Fig. 3 %i. T each case, the diagonally-shaded regions are
those excluded by present experim ental constraints. A Iso shown In Fig. 2 are regions excluded
by theoretical considerations. Both gures show them ass contours for sparticles that could be
studied w ith future accelerators such as LEP 2 orthe LHC .



Fig.2. Presentexperin ental (shaded) and theoretical (oricked) constraints in the m o;m ;-,) plane,
assum ing universal supersym m etry breakingth.

In addition to the search for supersymm etric particles, a prom isihg avenue for probing
supersym m etry isthe search for supersym m etric H iggsbosons. T he two com plex H iggsdoublets
required in the M SSM oontain eight real degrees of freedom , of which three are eaten by the
W and the 2° to give them theirm asses, Jeaving ve physical H iggs bosons to be discovered .
Three of these (h;H ;A) are neutral and two H ) are charged. At the tree level, all their
m asses and couplings are speci ed In tem s of two param eters, which m ay be taken asm 5 or
my and tan y=v; . These restrictions follow from the supersymm etric form of the H iggs
potential, and would mply that my < m; at the tree levelbut there are in portant radiative
correctiond?

which depend strongly on the m ass of the top quark, which is now knowni? to be large:
|
2y ﬁ m ¢

m In
h 2 2
8 m

(14)
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Fig. 3. Present experimental constraints and future LEP2 physics reach In the ( ;M.
— (NK
mi_, 2= gur) plane-u.

T hese raise the upper bound on my, to as large as 130 GeV, as seen 1n Fig. 4 24,

Before the inclusion ofthese radiative corrections, experin entalists at LEP 2 could have been
quite sure of nding the lightest neutral supersymm etric H iggs h. Even w ith these radiative
corrections ncluded, they are still able to explore a large fraction of the param eter space, as
seen In Fig. 52%. W e see here the in portance of increasing the centre-ofm ass energy of LEP 2
as high as possbl. The ssarch for supersym m etric H iggs bosons at the LHC has also been
studied intensively during the past year, and Fig. 6 exhibits the dom ains of param eter space
that m ay be explored by the ATLA S and CM S detectors using various supersym m etric H iggs
signatured?. W e see from Figs. 5 and 6 that LEP2 and the LHC between them should be abk
to explore allof the M SSM param eter soace, at least if the LEP 2 energy reaches 192 GV as
isnow being proposad.

2.Possible Experim entalM otivations for
Supersym m etry

T he precision electroweak data from LEP and elsew here provide two (or three?) tentative
Indications favouring a supersym m etric world view . O ne is that they favour a elhtively light
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Fig.4.Upperlmitonmy in theM SSM asa function oftan for zero (dashed) and m axin al (solid)

m ixing, assum ingm 4 =1 Tev L4,

O2TRUEIN
Fig.5. Reach for Higgsbosons in theM SSM at LEP2 w ith a centre-ofm ass energy of 192 GeV .

T he dark shaded regions are exclided theoretica iy

O2TRUEIN o
Fig. 6. Reach rH iggsbosons in theM SSM  at the LHC%3.



Fiy.7. The valiesof 2 asa function ofM y from a global t1¢ to the precision electrow eak data.

H iggs bosontd?l. For several years, global ts have consistently given preferred valuesm 5 <
300.G &V, and are highly consistent w ith the prediction oftheM SSM thatm, " m;. 40Ge&V
1222 Figure 7 shows the 2 function fra recent global t in the SM , which yieldst?

My = 76 1" Gev (15)

The 2 obtaihable n the M SSM is essentially identical?, whilst strongly-interactiig H iggs
m odels such as those based on technicolour have much lrger 2 and are disfavouredi?.

The second indication favouring supersymm etry is that m easurem ents of the SM gauge
couplings 1,3 have for som e tin 2972 favoured supersymm etric G U T s over the m inin alnon—
supersymm etric GUT , which predict<£2:

400 M eV

M S s We=4)

sin® y @my) = 0208+ 0:004 Ny 1)+ 0:006 In
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Fig. 8. Geewhizz plot show ing how wellGUT predictions of sin® w agree w ith the experim ental

data.

= 0214 0004 ae)

T his tendency has been strongly reinforced by the higherprecision data recently provided by
LEP 22, Figure 8 gives an overview of the present theoretical and experim ental situation.
The qualitative success of GUT s In predicting sh?  is inpressive: i is only when we blow

the vertical scale up by a factor of 10 that we notice a discrepancy w ih the m inin al non—
supersymm etric GUT prediction in Eq. (L6), and only when we blow it up by a further factor
of 10 that we begi to wonderwhetherthe LEP data on sh? y may fallbelow the prediction of
am Inin alsupersymm etricGU T . H ow ever, it should be em phasized that supersymm etricGUT s
contain m any param eters, reducing the precision of their prediction®4%%: we shall retum to
them Jater.

A notherexperim entale ect which hasexcited m uch interest recently, Incluiding speculations
about supersymm etry, is the possble discrepancy between LEP m easurem ents and _the SM
predictions fr the rates for Z° decays into bottom and cham quarks R, and R, 2. Some
authors have investigated whether this possible discrepancy could be accom m odated, w ithin
the M SSM , if either supersym m etric H iggs bosons or stops and charginos are ]jghﬂ-zq, Just
above the m ass ranges excluded by direct sesarches. It is possbl to explain Ry, but it is
very di cul to explin the central experim ental value of R ., whose num erical discrepancy
with the SM value is even larger, though a sm aller num ber of standard deviationi. M any
theoretical m odels share this lack of success In explaining sim ultaneously Ry, and R, and the
latterwould be very surprising if it were to be con m ed. M y present attitude isto wait and see
how these experin ental discrepancies develop?}, and not yet to interpret them as evidence or
supersymm etry. W ith the resolution of the hierarchy problem , the indication of a light H iggs
boson and the GUT uni cation ofthe gauge couplings, wem ay already have enough m otivation
for supersym m etry!

3. Grand Uni ed T heories

Now is the tin e to delve deeper in the quts of GUT s, review Ing the extent to which they
accentuate the hierarchy problem , studying in m ore detail the correlation they provide between
thevaluiesof ;M ;) and sh? y , and review ing their predictions for novel phenom ena such as



proton decay and neutrino m asses.

The hierarchy problem reviewed in Section 2 can be restated as the question: \W hy is the
electroweak H iggs boson light?" In the context ofthem nimalSU (5) GUT, this question can
be reform ulated as: \W hy ism 5 m3?", where the subscripts denote the doubkt and triplkt
com ponents of the ve-din ensional H iggs representations._ T he enom ous ssparation between
these m asses is done by hand in them ininalSU (5) m odek?:

m3 =mg +2 < 0¥y, P>= OMcur) a7

m2 3 OMW)

which requires inelegant and extrem e netuning between the bare and < 24 > contrbutions
mgand 2 < 035490 >_to thedoubktmassm,. An inprovem ent is possible in principle
In m issing-partnerm odel$?, n which the triplet H iggs com ponents require Jarge D irac m asses
from couplings w ith other triplt elds, but there are no such partners for the doublkt elds,
which therefore rem ain Iight. T his is an elegant idea, but its realization In conventionalGUT s
is very com plicated, requiring several lJarge H iggs representations, such as>?

SUG): 50+ 50+ 75+ :::
SO (10) : 316+ 210+ 345+ 54+ 126+ 126 18)

The sinplest m issing-partner m echanism is that ¢ in the fpped SU 5) U (1) GUT’}Z-, in
which the GUT Higgses occupy 10 and 10 representations, and the triplet com ponents of the
ve-din ensional electroweak H iggs representations couple to triplet com ponents of the GUT
H iggses to require Jarge D irac m asses. Examples of Jpped SU (5) U (1) GUTs have been
derived in string theoryel. H owever, the other potential solutions to the hierarchy problm are
problem atic In string m odels: In general, these do not allow bilinear m ass temm s_of the type
required . Eq. {17), exotic representations ke those n Eq. {18) are not und®, and their

pattem of couplingsm ay also be di cul to arrange.

W e now explore In more detail the supersymmetric GUT relation between M ;) and
sh® 3 ¥. W hen one Joocks m ore carefully at the geewhizz plots of the gauge couplings In
the M SSM m eeting at a single G rand Uni cation scale around 10'® GeV, one nds a possble
m inor discrepancy w ith them inin alsupersymm etric GUT as already m entioned in the context

of Fig. 8. The supersymm etric GUT prediction ©r sh® ,; can be written I the fom 24

7 m 28 m
sin® y Mz) = 02029+ —= + = 3R —° 4+ 1 ¢
M S 15 3 20 M, 3 M,
32 m M
— n w ]n_A Ain — + == (19)
3 M, M, M,

w hich involvesm any supersym m etry-breaking param eters. It is convenient to sum m arize these
in the um ped param eters?

0 1._
! 14=19 ! ! 1=19
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Fiy.9.M inim al supersymm etric SU (5) GUT predictions or (M 5 ) 9.

If one further assum es universality at the G rand Uni cation scale, then approxin ately

, 32

Tsusy ' — "= @1)

3 7
It should be noted that Tgysy 300 G eV corresponds to squark masses around 2 TeV . The
prediction 19) is to be com pared w ith the experin ental valief!

sn® y Mz)ys = 02317 00003+ (54 10°) @y 100GevV)+ :::
303 10°) fm. 165GeV)+ :::

02312 00003 for my = 100GeV; mc= 180G&V (22)

where the e ects of M 4 and m . have been indicated explicitly, but there are additional super-
symm etric corrections®? which m ay reach the per cent level. T his com parison yield<£?

sMz)> 0126 for Tgysy < Mg
or > 0121 for Tgysy < 300 Ge&V (23)

asseen n Fig. 9, with an error of about 0.0015.

Before concluding that supersymm etric GUT s favour values of (M ;) above the present
world average, one should recall that there are In portant uncertainties In thism inin al super-
symm etric GUT analysis. For one thing, there are in general im portant GUT threshold e ects,
which have been evaluated as

M
ey = —— gur I — + (positive tem s) ©4)

10 Mguyr

n m inin al supersym m etric SU (5) 4¢¢, while ..., may be negative:

o\

@5)

’
heavy 4

in the SU (5) m issing doublkt m odelofEq. {18) %% and in ipped SU 5) U (1)¢2. As shown
n Fig. 10, the m issng-doublet m odel is In better agreem ent w ith the data on sin? y and
<M ;) than is the m inimal SU (5) m odeli. M oreover, there could easily be m odi cations

10
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Fig.10. The m issing-doyhlet m odeE% provides GUT threshold corrections 4.5 that are in better

agreem ent w ith the data 4 than is the m inin al supersymm etric SU (5) GUT28.

of the uni cation conditions 3 = , = ; due to non-renom alizable Interactions scaled by
inverse powers ofm, %4, which m ight yield an uncertainty

sMz)= 0006 @26)

In view of all these uncertainties, I take the point of view that supersymm etric GUT s are

still in very good shape, w hereas it should be repeated thatm inim alnon-supersymm etricGUT s
are unquestionably in disagreem ent w ith the m easured values of sh®  and <M ;).

4. B aryon decay

Asiswellknown, In m inim alnon-supersymm etric SU (5) the preferred nuckon decay m odes
are:

p! e °; &1 ; T, TR
+ + 0
n! e ; e ; HEE 7)

and the best available num erical estin ate of the proton lifetim e ig??

M
1 %7 a4 o03) 1t 0 —3UF 28
© )" ) c  10i Moy @8)
which is to be com pared w ith the present experin ental lin fe
! & %>55 10% 29)

In view ofthe trend orhigherenergy m easurem entd} to nd largervaliesof E—fs: ! , which could

be as large as 400 M &V correspondingtomgyr / @ to8) 10 GeV, Ino longer consider the
con ict between Egs. ©8) and €9) to be conclusive. However, m inin al non-supersym m etric
GUT s are nevertheless excluded by the sih® ; argum ent discussed above.

The G rand Uni cation scalem gyr is increased to about 10'® GeV in m inin al supersym —
metric SU (5), yielding a lifetin e fr proton decay into e ° far beyond the present exper—
Inental lin . However, din ension— ve operators In this m odel yield the altemative decays

11



' K'; n! K°%, brwhih the present experin ental lin its are Jess stringent than Eq.

29) g

, 'O

;n! K)> 107y (30)

The linit_@B0) is arely) compatble with theory orM x < 10'° Gev %4, M isshg-partner
m odel¥?%? ncluding ipped SU (5) U (1) greatly suppress dim ension— ve operators, which
are no longer a problem . In the speci ¢ cage of Ipped SU () U (1), the grand uni cation
scale may be som ewhat below 10° Gev %3, particularly if one takes the lower end of the
presently-allowed range of M ;), in which casep ! € ° and related decays m ay occur
at cbservable rates, though w ith branching ratios di erent from m inin al non-supersym m etric
SU (5) 22, T herefore, the Superkam iokande detector about to start next year may nally be

able to reassure us that protons are not forever!

5. N eutrino m asses and oscillations

T here is no good reason why neutrino m asses should vanish, and grand uni ed theorists
certainly expect them to be non-zero. The sinplest orm of neutrino m ass m atrix is the see-
51
Saw =i

m™” mP L
( L7 R) mD M M s (31)
where y isa sihglkt right-handed neutrino eld, and
m® =gy < OH -1 P> (32)

isa generic D iracm ass which is of order the charge2/3 quark m assm ,_3 In m any m odels, and
m" ;MM are I = 1;0M aprana masses which are expected to be of order M 7 =M 4 ;M g,
respectively. W hen one diagonalizes the m atrix @31)), one ndsm ass elgenstates of the generic
form

m M 2
L + O " R = O n
m x M x
my
R + 0 L t M =0M X (33)
m x
where \M x " should be understood as anywhere between mp, and O ( = M gyt , depending on

the m odel. G enerically, (31), 32) and @B3) yield the guess that

m

WD

- (34)

mi
My,

for the three generations i= 1;2;3 of light neutrinos.

T here are of course m any m ore com plicated m odels of neutrino m asses ncorporating m ore
elds and/or m ore couplings, but this sinple see-saw m odel accomm odates in a very natural
way the apparent de cit of solar neutrinos??, and correlates it with the astrophysical wish

12



©ra hot D ark M atter particke’?. In my view, it is becom ing increasingly di cul to retain an

astrophysical explanation forthe solarneutrino de cit, particularly in view ofthe strengthening

helioseism ological constraints on the solarm odel, including its centraltem perature. A sreviewed

hereby W inte®?, them ost appealing interpretation ofthe solarneutrino de cit invokesm atter—

enhanoced neutrino oscillations4 :

10 2

o ! w : m? 10°ev?; sih®2 , or (35)
o1

N o

T heoretical prejadice (34) and the sn all values of intergenerationalm ixing angles cbserved in
the quark sector favour the scenario

m m 3 10°ev m ; sih®2. 10 2 (36)

e

Scaling the nferred value ofm by m Z=m? and allowingM ,=M ;  1=10 kads naturally to the
guess that

m 7 eV 37)
as favoured In m ixed dark m atter m odels of coan ological structure fomm ation, and
sin? 2 10 °® (38)

which m ay be accessible to the new generation of accelerator neutrino oscillation experin ents,
CHORUS and NOMAD at CERN, and E 803 at Ferm ilab®4.

A s reviewed here by W inter?d, there are other suggestions of m ass and oscillation e ects
in atm ospheric neutrino€? and the LSND experin ent?, but I prefer to wait and see whether
these clain s becom e con m ed.

6. Further D ynam ical Ideas

6.1l. E kctroweak Symm etry B reaking

Tt has been suggested®? that the breaking of electrow eak symm etry m ay be driven by renor-
m alization of the soft supersym m etry breaking param eters® introduced earlier. T his renom al-
ization m ay resolve the apparent con ict between the preference of the superH iggsm echanisn
forgeneratingm 3 > 0 w ith the requirem ent thatm 2 < 0 for the electroweak H iggsm echanisn .
T he dom inant renom alization e ects are those due to gauge couplings and the top Yukawa
coupling, which have opposite signs. If one follow s the renom alization down to su ciently low
scales Q , Jarge top Yukawa couplingmay drivem 2 Q) < 0, triggeringm 6 022. This occurs
at a scale Q hierarchically sm aller than the Input scale, so that
|
m g 0@

2
_ . t
= exp ;ootT T
mp £ 4

me= < H > (39)

13



T ypical dynam ical caloulation<? yield m ;. i the range now fund by experin ent.

6.2. Supersym m etry B reaking

The above m echanisn for ekctroweak symm etry breaking requires soft supersym m etry
breaking to be put In a priori: &t is also possibl that the scale of supersymm etry break-
ingm ay be detem ined by quantum e ects®®. C onsider, for exam ple, a m odelw ith no potential
at the tree vel in som e at direction In the space ofm odul®l, so that it is Independent of the
generic supersymm etry breaking scale m :

@Veff
@y

=0 (40)

O ne then calculates the quantum ocorrections to the potential, which inclide the follow Ing term s
at the oneJdoop level:

X X , X X , 5 X X . m 2
Veee 3 ( ) i M i ( jm " In — 41)
B F B F B F

where isa cuto scak which wemay dentify with M p» . The st tem is absent In any
supersym m etric theory, since the numbers of bosons and fermm ions are equal. The second tem
m ay be absent in speci ¢ supergravity or superstring m odels®2%2. A ssum ing that this is the
case®?, the e ective potential enables the supersym m etry breaking scale and hence M y to be
detemm ined dynam ically€?.

Another suggestion is that supersymm etry breaking m ay_occur non-perturbatively in a
hidden sector of the theory, triggered by gaugio condensation®d. It is even possble to in agine
m echanisn s which com bine features ofboth of these scenarios. T here are also ideas that, even
within a xed overall scale of supersym m etry breaking, the ratios of supersym m etry breaking
param eters, ie., the intemal direction In super- avour space, m ay be determm ined dynam ically
by radiative correction’l.

6.3. Quark and Lepton M asses

T he next step In a program m e of determm ning dynam ically all Iight m ass scales is to tadkle
the ferm ion m ass problam . For exam ple, In m any superstring m odels, the top m ass is given by

me= t< H2> . t= g f(InOdu]i) (42)

w here g is the gauge coupling and the m oduli (vacuum param eters) m ay inclide radii of com —
pacti cation and other quantities which are to be treated as quantum elds. These m oduli
are also offen undetemm ined at the tree evel. Perhaps these are also detem ined by quantum

corrections, in much the sameway asmy andm £2. Such a scenario can be developed not only
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for determ ning m ¢, but alsomy, and m

7. The Constrained M SSM

It is apparent from the preceding discussion that the M SSM contains m any param eters
beyond those already present in the SM :m ¢ ;M 1, ; ;tan ;Ai;Bis7:::. In an attempt to
reduce the din ensionality ofthisparam eter space, it isdesirable to In pose necessary (plausible)
phenom enological and theoretical constraints, which m ay include the ollow ng:

N o goarticles seen: W e know from LEP1 thaﬂﬁ-’
m,; m ~ 45Gev 43)
and from the Fem ilab pp collider that??

Mg ; Mg~ 150 Gev (44)

No Higgsbosons seen: W e know from LEP thdd

Mya - 50 Gev (45)

SmallFCNC : A sm entioned earlier, this occurs naturally if them, are universal?, but
q

this assum ption is not necessary-s.

b! s : The fact that this decay has been seen at a rate close to that predicted in the
SM oonstrainsM SSM param eters’t . Ifthere are no light sparticles, this constraint places
a stringent lowerbound onmy , which m ay, however, be relaxed if som e other sparticles
are light.

! e : This isnot such a stringent constraint at the present tim e, but m ight becom e
so in the fiturd.

g 2:The forthcom Ing BN L experin enfd should in pose signi cant constraints on the
soarticle spectrum 74 when it achieves is designed sensitivity.

Neutron electric dipole mom ent: This Inposes In portant constraints on possible CP—
violating phase param eters n the M SSM 72, which depend on the overall sparticle m ass
scale.

Cold D ark M atter density: T he lightest supersym m etric particke is a good candidate for
Cold D ark M atter, since R parity guarantees its stability In m any m odels, and is relic
density lies in the desired range

01> h*>1 (46)
for generic values of the param eters’?. T he resulting constraints on the M SSM are quite
sensitive to the m agnitude of CP violationd?.
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Fig.1ll. Fietuning upper lim is on the possble gparticle spectrum assum ing universal (dashed,

solid) or non-universal (dash-dotted) squark m assetd.

O nem ay add to the above phenom enological constraints som e theoretical constraints, which
are m ore speculative and hence m ore nteresting. These include dynam ical electroweak sym —
m etry breakihaf?, possbly supplem ented by som e no— ne-tuning requirem ent’? :

Moy I,

i 477
M L @)

where I; is som e generic input param eter, and ; param etrizes the am ount of ne tuning. The
absence of netuning wasthebasic phenom enologicalm otivation for supersym m etry introduced
in Section 1, but it is a m atter of taste how to quantify it: should ; be lessthan 1? 10? 100?
10°? This argum ent certainly fvoursm ¢;M 1, < a fw hundred Gev 7%, asseen n Fig. 11.

O nem ght also postulate the dynam ical determ nation of other scales, such asm ;jm ¢;:::as
discussed above, or constraints arising from an nfrared xed-point analysifl. One may also
In pose som e string-m otivated A nsatz for supersym m etry breaking, such as

ml=23=A=B=m3=2; m0i=0 (48)
at the string nput scakfi. This type of gam e is very exciting and predictive, but one should
always ram em ber that

¥
Prob Resul) = Prob (A ssum ption), 49)

=1

A fter expressing these w ords of caution, let usnow look at som e exam ples of constrained M SSM
calculations.

Figure 12 shows an exam pk? in which the measured valie of m. favours two possble
solutions, one with analltan and one with large tan . The large tan solution has the
additional attractive feature that i can accom m odate equality between the t and b Yukawa
couplings, as favoured In som e string m odels. T he two solutions yield di erent preferred ranges
of sparticle m asses, as seen in Fig. 12. Another exampl of a M SSM  scenaric®? is shown in
Fig. 13, where the possbl m asses of the sparticlke species are plotted as a function of the
lightest chargino m ass. In this scenario, the right-handed skptons have only barely escaped
detection at LEP 1 and the lightest chargino should be discovered at LEP 2, as should the lightest
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Fig.12. Results from a constrained M SSM 24, indicating two preferred regions at sm all and large

tan , the latter being consistent w ith equal t—and bquark Yukawa couplings.

O2TRUEIN _
1
Fig.13. Results for the sparticle spectrum in a constrained M SSM &1 .

supersym m etric H iggs boson. T his scenario also suggests that the pp collider at Fem ilab m ay
be able to see dilepton and trilepton events due to sparticle pair production and decay.

8. String T heory

This is the only candidate we have for a Theory of Everything (TOE). &t is an apparently
consistent quantum theory of gravity, at least at the perturbative level and possbly also non—
perturbatively. Tt provides a fram ework for tackling the thomy issues of space-tim e foam ,
coam ology, the cosn ological constant, etc. Tt also provides a fram ew ork forunifying the particle
Interactions. However, whereas initially it was_thought that there m ight be a unigue string
m odel, nam ely the D = 10 E g heterotic stringt?, or perhaps only a w m odels, subsequently
m any consistent string m odels have been found. These include a mulitude of apparently
consistent com pacti cations of the original heterotic strjnggq , but the m ost general form ulation
of such m odels is as heterotic strings directly i four dim ension$?. These di erent m odels
m ay be regarded as di erent vacua, ie. solutions of the classical equations for the m oduli,
of the sam e underlying string theory. A 1l couplings correspond to expectation values of elds
m oduli), or exam plk for the gauge couplings g;:

k?
9= — (50)

<S>

where the k; are KacM oody kvel param eters to whith we retum later, and S is a type of
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dilaton eld.

In all this confusing thicket of string m odels, one can m ake som e generic predictions. For
exam ple, the string uni cation scalke at which ;= 3= gavion Can be predictedﬂ

mgy 7 5 10'ggur Gev (51)
T here is also a generic prediction form ., asm entioned earlier
t= Qeur f fmoduli (62)

which leads to the qualitative expectation thatm =M y = O (1), w ith the possibility of dynam —
ical determ ination discussed earlier.

Am ong the techniques used In stringm odelbuilding are the com pacti cationsoftheD = 10
heterotic string®? m entioned earlier, orbiod<?, free form ions on the world sheet®?, etc., all of
w hich have been used to produce m odelsw ith gauge groups ofthe form SU (3) SU (2) U (1)
2%. M aking a string GUT is m ore problem atic, because these typically require ad-pint H iggs
representations eg., the24 ofSU (5)), which are not availabl ifwem aintain spacetin e super-
symm etry and restrict ourselves to the kvelk; = 12%. Thiswas a m otivation for resuscitating

pped SU 5) U (1)%, which, as discussed earlier, also has an elegant m issing-partner m ech—
anism , a seesaw neutrino m assm atrix, and proton decay at a rate which m ay be accessble to
Superkam iokande if (M ;) is In the lower half of the range presently allowed by experin ent.
However, this and other string m odels lose (or at least weaken) the m inin al supersym m etric
GUT prediction for sin® . Forthisand other reasons, theorists have been trying to construct
supersymm etric SU (5) and SO (10) G U T susing higherdevel K acM oody a]gebragl-' . Them od-
els ound so far either have m ore than three generations’? or other additional chiralstu 2%, but
developm ents in this quest are very prom ising and should be watched.

Let ustum nally to a dram atic new developm ent In string theory, which m ay dim inish
signi cantly the apparent proliferation of string m odels. A s discussed here by Rubako 2%, 1t
has recently been realized that gauge theories w ith extended supersym m etries havel? am az—
ing duality properties?, which interrelate strong-and weak-coupling descriptions of the sam_e
physics. It has also been realized that string theories possess m any such duality propertie€? .
These include socalled T duality, of which the sin plest exam ple is the equivalence between
a string com pacti ed on a loop of radius R and one com pacti ed on a loop of radiis 1=R .
This symm etry relating di erent m oduli is believed to be elevated to a symm etry at least as
lrge as SL (2;2 ). String theory m ay also possess an S duality interrelating strong and weak
coupling < S >$ 1=< S > in Eq. $0), which may also be ekvated to SL 2;2) 2%. Even
m ore excitingly, m any exam ples have been found of string-string dualities, nam ely equivalences
between di erent types of string, one weakly coupled and one strongly coupled. Figure 14 is
a provisionalm ap of som e string dualities, which apparently inclide, for exam ple, an equiv—
alence between the D = 10 heterotic string com pacti ed on a fourdin ensional torus T, and
the type TIA string compactiedonaK iz m aniod®?, aswellasm any others. O ne ofthem ost
striking dualities is that between the heterotic SO (32) string and the type IS0 (32) stringt%d,
w ith spinors of the form er interpreted as solitons of the Jatter, and the type IIB string appears
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Fig.14. A provisionalm ap of som e of the string dualities recently discovered.

to be self—du_a_jlo-i . There are also duality symm eud_e:;(lq relating string theories with D = 11
supergravityt? and w ith supem em brane theories! 203

This is a rapidly-m oving eld with many new results being obtajned'fﬂ- . &t o ers the pos-
sibility that m any di erent types of string m odel m ay sin ply be reexpressions of the sam e
underlying theory, whose m ost basic form ulation m ay well lie beyond the concept of string.
Any such developm ent could only com fort the belief that we have found the TOE .

9. Conclusions

T here are good theoretical and experim entalm otivations to hope that we are nally on the
brink of discovering new physics beyond the Standard M odel. P recision data from LEP1 and
elsew here suggest that the H iggs boson is light, In agreem ent w ith the prediction of supersym —
m etry, and m ay wellbe accessible to LEP 2. T he consistency between m easurem entsof (M ;)
and sin®? ; and the predictions of supersymm etric GUT s is certainly encouraging, even if it
does not yet enabl us to determm ine w ith any accuracy the scale of supersym m etry breaking.
T he persistent solar neutrino de cit seem severm ore di cult to explain using astrophysics, and
m ay be the harbinger of neutrino m asses and oscillations.

The exploration of large new dom ains of supersymm etry and GUT param eter soace is
about to start, w ith the advent of LEP 2, a new generation of accelerator neutrino oscillation
experin ents pioneered by CHORU S and NOM AD, and a new generation of large underground
experin ents pioneered by Superkam iokande and SNO . W ill our uck nally change? W ill the
next m esting In this series becom e the rst Skpton-P hotino Sym posium ?
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