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A ftera quick tourthrough thepresentstatusoftheStandard M odel,an attem ptis

m ade to setup a fram ework to discusssom e presently available exotica,including

R b and the CD F ee

 + ET= \event." Supersym m etry seem s to be a key player in

establishing a paradigm shiftbeyond the Standard M odel.

1 Introduction

M y task here is twofold: to sum m arize the theory talks given at this very

exciting workshop and to providesom ediscussion on som etheoreticalaspects

ofsupersym m etry,supergravity,and superstringsin a sim pli�ed way.Clearly,

thisseem svirtually im possible,ifitwere notforthe high quality and clarity

ofthetalksweheard,and by thefactthatsupersym m etry hasbeen oneofthe

m ain experim entalissuesin this workshop. In the nextsection Iwilldiscuss

som etopicswithin theStandard M odel,whilein Section 3 Iwillprovidesom e

possibleevidence/hintsentailing an extension oftheStandard M odel.Section

4 isdevoted to som echaracteristicsoftheSuperworld,paving theway to som e

possibleinterpretationsofpresently existing exotica,such asR b and theCDF

ee

 + ET= \event",discussed in Section 5.

2 Standard M odelForever (?)

As we have repeatedly heard in this workshop, the Standard M odel(SM )

seem sto be alive and in very good shape. M ore and m ore sectorsofthe SM

get probed experim entally and stillthe results start to sound m onotonous:

no problem ! From LEP1/1.5,to FNAL collider to HERA to ... allthe data

seem to beunanim ously in favoroftheSM .Som etim esonewonderswhatisso

specialaboutan SU (3)C � SU (2)L � U (1)Y gaugetheorywith threegenerations

aX ITopicalW orkshop on Proton-antiproton ColliderPhysics,A bano Term e (Padua),Italy,

26 M ay{1 June,1996.
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ofquarks and leptons and spontaneous electroweak breaking (by the Higgs

m echanism ?) to describe nature so well.And to think thatno theoristworth

hersoulwantsitto bevalid becauseofitsnum erouswell-known defaults:too

m anyparam eters,no\real"uni�cation,nogravityin sight,etc,etc.AsHollik1

told us,the Electroweak (EW ) precision observables,not only �t within the

SM ,but their sensitivity,through radiative corrections,to the m ass ofthe

Higgsboson,enablesusto putan upperbound ofM H � 300 G eV at95% CL.

Afterthe successfulprediction ofthe top-quark m ass2,EW precision physics

providesonce m ore valuable inform ation.W hile clearly EW precision data is

the de�ning factorofthe experim entalworthinessofthe Standard M odel,all

other inform ation is in excellent agreem ent with the SM .As discussed here

by Pilaftsis3,the weak sectorofthe SM ,related to the Cabibbo-K obayashi-

M askawa (CK M )weak m ixing m atrix,including CP violation,seem to be in

good phenom enologicalshape,am id the fact that we m ay not have as yet a

universally acceptable theoreticalexplanation ofthe ferm ion m assspectrum ,

theirm ixingsaswellasoftheorigin ofCP violation.M any ofusbelievethat

the \
avor problem " will�nd its solution at high energies/short distances,

involving \new physics" beyond the Standard M odel.

The statusofCPT sym m etry wasalso discussed here3 rejecting,prem a-

turely in m y opinion,any possiblefram ework thatm ay lead to CPT violation.

Since thisis(orcould be)a m atterofthe upm ostim portance,letm e digress

a bit. In point-like Q uantum Field Theory one can prove,based on general

principleslike locality,Lorentz invariance,and unitarity,thatCPT isalways

conserved,the well-known CPT theorem 4. O n the otherhand,in Q uantum

G ravity one m ay see one orm ore ofthe above generalprinciplesnotto hold,

thusgiving a chance to CPT violation.Speci�cally,in string theory,the only

known fram ework fora consistenttheory ofQ uantum G ravity,thispossibility

hasbeen raised5,and experim entale�orts,m ainly by the CPLEAR Collabo-

ration6,arereaching a very exciting rangewheresom eform ofCPT violation

m ay be observable. Nam ely, while the CPLEAR Collaboration determ ines

that6 m K 0 � m �K 0=m K 0 � 9� 10� 19,naivequantum gravitation expectations

lead oneto believethat

m K 0 � m �K 0

m K 0

�
m K 0

M P l

� (10� 18 � 10� 19) (1)

with M P l = (
p
G N )

� 1,with G N the gravitationalconstant. It m ay be that

these naive expectations, elaborated further and supported by som e string

calculations5,are too optim istic and thatthe RHS ofthisequation isfurther

suppressed,but stilllit is a very worthwhile e�ort and we have to know the

bestpossible lim itsto CPT violation.Afterall,introducing an arrow oftim e

in m icroscopicphysics,isnota m arginalissue.
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The statusofQ uantum Chrom odynam ics(Q CD)isnotin bad shape ei-

ther.Forexam ple,asdiscussed hereby M angano7,ratherelaborateperturba-

tiveQ CD calculations,including resum m ation e�ects,takecareofthebulk of

the experim entaldata on jetphysics,presented abundantly atthisworkshop.

To m y relief,theso called \CDF anom aly",referring to theCDF observation8

thatthehigh statisticsinclusivejetproduction m easurem entsattheTevatron

im ply a largercrosssection athigh jetE t than expected from NLO Q CD cal-

culations,seem to be accountable within the standard Q CD fram ework7;9;10.

Indeed,both the CDF and D0 inclusive jetcrosssectionsare found to be in

good agreem entusingauniform theoreticalNLO Q CD calculation,takinginto

accountthe di�erent kinem atic coveragesofthe pseudo-rapidity variable (�)

in thetwo experim ents9.Subtlee�ectsofjetalgorithm s,scale-choiceand del-

icate cancellations am oung various contributions needed to be handled with

extra carein theNLO Q CD calculations,ifprecision down to thefew percent

levelisrequired.Anyway,thisisa very delicateanalysis,stillin progress,and

we m ay havenotyetheard the �nalverdict,butitlookslike there isno need

to callfor\new physics" in orderto explain the observed excess.

Furtherevidenceforthevalidity ofperturbativeQ CD calculations,includ-

ing resum m ation e�ects,waspresented by Berger11,concerning thistim e the

inclusive crosssection forthe production oftop quark-antiquark (t�t)pairsin

hadron reactions.A m easureofthesuccessofthesecalculationsistherem ark-

ableagreem entbetween thetheoreticalpredictions,worked outindependently

by three groups:(form t = 175 G eV and
p
s= 1:8 TeV)

�
th
t�t[pb]=

8

<

:

4:95+ 0:70
� 0:40 [12]

5:52+ 0:07
� 0:42 [13]

4:75+ 0:63
� 0:68 [14]

(2)

and the Tevatron m easurem ents:

�
exp

t�t
[pb]=

�

7:6
+ 1:9
� 1:5 (CDF) [15]

5:2� 1:8 (D0) [16]
(3)

O n the non-perturbative Q CD front, as we heard from DelDuca 17, quite

rem arkableprogresshasbeen m adein tryingtocom prehend thevastam ountof

new data on di�raction,presented atthisworkshop.Itlooksto m ethatthisis

averyprom ising�eld ofresearch,pickingup m om entum and m aturingrapidly.

Severalother m easurem ents at the Tevatron on di�erent processes including

W /Z production crosssections,W /Z+ jets,Drell-Yan,W charge asym m etry,

Z forward-backward asym m etry,doubleboson production,photon production,

seem to �tnicely within the Standard M odel.

3



Allin all,theagreem entbetween thepresentexperim entalstatusand the

SM isratherrem arkableand m akesonewonderwhy wehaveto go ...

3 B eyond the Standard M odel

There are m any theoreticalreasonsindicating thatan extension ofthe Stan-

dard M odelisunavoidable.Non-inclusion ofgravityin theuni�cation program

m akesitincom plete.Herethough,Iwould liketotakeam orepragm atic,close-

to-the-experim ent approach and argue that we have already experim entally

strong hintsthatwe have to enlarge the Standard M odel. Iam notreferring

hereto the possible\exi(s)ting exotics" thatm ay providethe �rstrealcracks

oftheSM ,aswillbediscussed below,butinstead puttogetheraconvincing(?)

case from within the Standard M odel. W hatIam referring to here isto two

tentativeindicationsfrom precision (m ainly LEP)data.The�rstoneconcerns

the Higgsboson,thataswe have heard here1 (see also2)isprobably \light"

(� 300 G eV).Actually,a recentglobal�t2,including allavailabledata gives

M H = 145+ 164
� 77 G eV and m t = 172� 6G eV (4)

a rather\light" Higgsboson indeed! W hile these are wonderfulnewsforsu-

persym m etricm odels,which generally predict

m
susy

h
� M Z � 40G eV ; (5)

it disfavors strongly-interacting Higgs scenarios,such as technicolor and the

likes.

The second clue refers to the m easured values ofthe three gauge cou-

pling constants,indicating uni�cation at a very high energy scale (M LEP �

1016 G eV)andstronglyfavoring18 supersym m etricG UTs,whileexcludingnon-

supersym m etricG UTs,which werealreadyin deep troubleby thestrictproton

decay stability lim its19. As a quantitative m easure ofthe above statem ents

we m ay use the predictions ofG UTs and supersym m etric G UTs concerning

sin2 �W and confrontthem with the corresponding experim entalvalue

sin2 �W j
exp

M Z

� 0:232; sin2 �W j
nosusy

M Z

� 0:203; sin2 �W j
susy

M Z

� 0:230 (6)

The num bersspeak forthem selves!O ne m ay wantto add the successfulpre-

diction ofthe m b=m � ratio and its straightforward im plication ofN � = 3,
20 vindicated by LEP m easurem ents,as further support for supersym m etric

uni�cation.Furtherm ore,theam azing successoftheStandard M odelseverely

constrainsany attem pt to extend it since new dynam icaldegreesoffreedom

m ay m ess up its rather delicate structure. In this case too,supersym m etric
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m odels m anage to escape unscathed,in sharp contrastwith dynam icalsym -

m etry breaking m odels,thataswehaveheard in thisworkshop,by DeCurtis

and Chiappetta21 m ay haveto justwalk orlim p or...

So ifwe look at the score board,supersym m etric m odels do pretty well

across-the-board,while dynam icalsym m etry breaking m odelsleavetoo m uch

to be desired. Thus,it is no accident or shouldn’t be that surprising that

the supersym m etric extension ofthe Standard M odelhas becom e the m ajor

fram eworkforanalyzing\new physics".In thelateseventies,twom ajorschools

ofthoughtwere form ed,one believed that\elem entarity" ofquarks,leptons,

gaugebosons,etccontinuesallthe way (or)closeto the Planck length (‘P l�

10� 33 cm ),whiletheotherschoolbelieved that\hellbreaksloose"attheFerm i

length (‘F � 10� 16 cm )and \elem entarity" ofatleastsom e ofthe Standard

M odelparticleshasto be given up. Istrongly believe thatwe have gathered

enough evidence supporting the �rst point ofview,, i.e., the fundam ental

constituentsoftheStandard M odelkeep their\elem entarity" up to very short

distances,thanksto ...

4 T he Superw orld

Since the rudim ents of supersym m etry (SUSY) have been discussed rather

extensively in thisworkshop by ourexperim entalcolleagueswhile presenting

discovery lim its on di�erentSUSY particles,Iwillconcentrate here on som e

issuesbearing directconsequenceson the \exi(s)ting exotics" to be discussed

in the next section. From a pragm atic/practicalpoint ofview,the role of

supersym m etry m ay be e�ectively described as a gauge hierarchy stabilizer,

thusleading to the following well-known relation

em
2 � m

2
B � m

2
F � O (0:1� 1TeV)2 (7)

where em representsthe m asssplitting between the ferm ion and boson in the

sam e superm ultiplet,i.e.,itisa characteristic,generic,SUSY breaking scale,

while the RHS represents the quantitative statem ent ofthe gauge hierarchy

stability. It is because ofthis rather fundam entalrole ofSUSY as a hier-

archy stabilizer (7) that the hope exists for a whole new world,that ofthe

superpartnersof‘ourworld’,to be within the discovery potentialofpresently

available or soon to exist accelerators. A new issue then arises,that ofthe

SUSY breaking m echanism ,i.e.,who provides the seeds for SUSY breaking

and why is the SUSY breaking scale (em ) O (M W )? Before we m ove further,

it is worth recalling that because the de�ning anticom m utator ofthe SUSY

generators (fQ ;Q g / P�) provides the four-m om entum generator (P�),and

since the latter is involved in G eneralRelativity,we autom atically get local
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SUSY orSupergravity.The only way to break a localsym m etry,consistently,

isspontaneously,thusweareled to considerspontaneousSUSY breaking.The

form and structureofsupergravityinteractionsissuch thatspontaneousSUSY

breaking is achievable in som e sector ofthe theory,let us callit the Hidden

Sector (H),and it is transm itted through the ubiquitous gravitationalinter-

actions,playing here the role ofthe M essenger Sector (M ),to the Observable

Sector(O )ofthe known quarks,leptons,gauge bosons,Higgsbosons,etc.22.

M inim alistic applicationsofthe abovescenario routinely give

m 3=2 � m 0 � m 1=2 � O (em )� O (0:1� 1TeV) (8)

wherem 3=2 isthem assofthegravitino,thespin-3/2 superpartnerofthespin-

2 graviton,while m 0 and m 1=2 are the prim ordialseedsofSUSY breaking in

chiralm ultiplets(e.g.,q� ~q,‘� ~‘,h� ~h,...) and in gaugem ultiplets(e.g.,
� ~
,

W � fW ,Z � eZ,g� ~g,...) respectively.Usually m 0 and m 1=2 getrenorm alized

through strong/electroweak interactionsbefore they yield the experim entally

m easurableSUSY spectrum ,generically represented hereby em .Thegravitino,

the gauge ferm ion oflocalSUSY,becom es m assive by absorbing a spin-1/2

ferm ion,theGoldstino,through thesuper-Higgsm echanism ,analogousto the

usualHiggsm echanism ofgaugetheories.Phenom enologically,withoutasking

toom anyquestionsatthem icroscopiclevel,such agenericpictureaspresented

above,hasm etwith considerablesuccessin thefollowing sense.Itsurvived all

the severe experim entaltests,itsucceeded to reproduce the Standard M odel,

withoutatthesam etim epushing SUSY m assesto very high values,thusstill

experim entally observable,while naturally leading to gauge coupling uni�ca-

tion ‘observed’atLEP 18.A characteristicexperim entalsignatureofSUSY has

been m issing E T . Indeed,in the standard SUSY fram ework SUSY particles

areproduced alwaysin pairs,and thusthereisalwaysa lightestsupersym m et-

ric particles(LSP),thatisstable and escapesthe detector. Usually the LSP

isidenti�ed with the neutralino (�01),a linearcom bination ofthe electroweak

neutralgauginosand the higgsinos23.The LSP isconsidered today asone of

the m ain candidatesforthe Dark M atter(DM )ofthe Universe,asexplained

to us here by Turner24. Thus the experim entalsignature ofSUSY,m issing

E T ,m ay be sum m arized asa dark signal.

W hilethism inim alisticpointofview hasbeen quitesuccessfulin deriving

phenom enologically viable SUSY m odels,itischaracterized by severaldraw-

backs. To start with, a gravitino m ass in the m ass range indicated in (8)

and dictated by the resolution ofthe gauge hierarchy problem is just in the

m iddle ofthe cosm ologically forbidden region, causing unacceptable m odi�-

cationsto the prim odialnucleosynthesisprogram 25;24.Furtherm ore,while in

theSUSY fram eworkpresented aboveitispossibletounderstand dynam ically,
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theelectroweak breakingcaused by SM radiativecorrectionsand \derive"that

M W � e� 1=\�"M P l,where \�" issone calculable function ofgauge and top-

quark Yukawa couplings22,the correlation em � O (M W ) rem ains a m ystery,

and looks like another hierarchy problem ! In addition,one has to resort to

extraneous �ne-tuning to banish the cosm ologicalconstant (� c) even at the

classical(tree)level,whileonehasto �ghthard them enaceofSUSY FCNC 26,

and ofdim ension-5operators,endem icin SUSY theories,causingveryfastpro-

ton decay27,notunrelated with the �ne-tuned way thatthe Higgspentaplet

gets split into a colored triplet and a weak doublet. W hile the above objec-

tionsm ay look to theeyesofsom eexperim entalistsorhard phenom enologists

assuper
uous�ne-printing,itlooksto m e likevery im portantguiding princi-

ples,thatm ay be able to navigate usto the rightm odel.Letm e rem ind you

thatthe absence ofFCNC in gauge theories,as exem pli�ed by the tiny rate

forK L ! �+ �� ,while itlooked ofm arginalim portance to m any,itdid not

so forG lashow,Iliopoulos,and M aiani,who tried to understand itnaturally,

thusintroducing charm ,and the restishistory.

There isa speci�c type ofsupergravity no-scale supergravity22,thatm ay

hold the key to the solution ofm any ofthe above m entioned conundrum s.It

has been discovered by its de�ning property ofproviding naturally,without

any �ne-tuning,a vanishing cosm ologicalconstant � c,at the classicallevel,

after spontaneous SUSY breaking 28. Furtherm ore,it has been used to dy-

nam ically determ ine,through SM radiative corrections,that em � O (M W ),

thusdynam ically justifying (7)and thuscom pleting theSUSY solution to the

gaugehierarchy problem 29.In addition,a largeclassofno-scalesupergravity

m odels30,possessing a global,non-com pact SU(N,1) sym m etry,endem ic in

extended supergravities,ischaracterized by an e�ective decouplingofthelocal

SUSY breaking scalefrom the globalSUSY breaking scale.In otherwords,it

ispossibletohavelocalSUSY breaking,whileatthesam etim eglobalSUSY is

unbroken,thusin principleenabling usto drop them 3=2 term from (8).M ore

speci�cally,in thisclassofm odelsonegetsdynam ically 30

m 0 = A 0 = B 0 = 0 (9)

where A 0 and B 0 refer to the Yukawa and Higgs SUSY breaking interaction

term s. Thus,according to (8),the whole burden for globalSUSY breaking

isplaced on m 1=2,and indeed very interesting m odelshave been constructed

realizing thispicture.Actually,the dynam ically derived universality (9)leads

to an autom atic resolution of the SUSY FCNC problem , since the squark

and slepton m assesare generated m ainly through SM gauge couplingsofthe

superpartnersand thusare the sam e for,say ~u and ~c,allproportionalto the

universalm 1=2!In otherwords,the down squark m assm atrix isproportional
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to the unit m atrix and thus diagonalin any basis,including that one that

diagonalizes the down quark m ass m atrix,thus enabling us to pass on the

naturalabsenceofFCNC in gaugetheoriesto SUSY theories.

The e�ective decoupling between localand globalSUSY breaking scales,

as em erges naturally in no-scale supergravity,has led to a very entertaining

possibility, nam ely that ofa Very Light G ravitino (VLG )31. Indeed, in a

certain classofno-scalem odelsonecan show thatthefollowingrelation holds31

m 3=2 �

�m 1=2

M

�p

M (10)

where M � 1018 G eV is the appropriate gravitationalscale. For 3
2
� p � 2

and m 1=2 � O (100G eV)asitisdynam ically determ ined,onegets

10� 5 eV � m 3=2 � 1K eV (11)

a rather light gravitino indeed. Interestingly enough, the m ass range (11)

liesoutsise the cosm ologically forbidden region25,thusthereisno em barrass-

m entin dealingwith prim ordialnucleosynthesis.Anotherpuzzlegetsresolved.

Nevertheless,such a very lightgravitino hasfar-reaching experim entalconse-

quences,as�rstem phasized by Fayet32.In anutshell,in interactionsinvolving

thegravitino,orm orecorrectly itslongitudinalspin-1/2 com ponenttheG old-

stino,onehastoreplacethegravitationalconstantG N by G N (em =m 3=2)
2,thus

e�ectively transm utting gravitationalinteractionsinto weak interactionsfora

large fraction ofthe m ass range (11)! Such a gigantic enhancem ent ofthe

gravitino interactions is bound to have a lot ofexperim entalconsequences.

Interestingly enough,m ostofthe m assrange (11)isstillphenom enologically

adm issible.Them ain characteristicofa VLG scenario isthatundoubtedly,in

thiscase,the gravitino isthe LSP.Asem phasized in 31,the neutralinos(�01)

areunstable,decayingm ainly to photons(
)and thegravitino,with a lifetim e

proportionalto (m 5
�0

1

=(M m 3=2)
2)� 1,thus depending on the gravitino m ass,

and o�ering the possibility ofneutralino decay inside the detector. In such a

case,thenew experim entalsignatureofVLG SUSY is
’splusm issing energy

(E T= ),in otherwordsa lightsignal,in sharp constrastwith m inim alisticSUSY

whereweexpect(asdiscussed above)a dark signal!In thecaseofVLG SUSY

one hasto resortto otherparticles(instead ofthe neutralino)to provide the

dark m atterin the universe,asdiscussed in thisworkshop24.

It should be em phasized that the no-scale supergravity fram ework can

accom odate any type ofgravitino,from superheavy (m 3=2 � O (M ))33,to

m inim alistic (m 3=2 � O (M W ))29;30,to very light(m 3=2 � (m 1=2=M )pM )31,

in each case providing a rather constrained,highly econom ical(in term s of
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free param eters),and experim entally falsi�able m odel. W hile no-scale super-

gravity seem sto resolveseveralofthedrawbacksofthem inim alisticviewpoint

discussed above,dueto itsspeci�cstructure,thequestion hasbeen frequently

raised about the stability of the no-scale structure, when quantum correc-

tions are taken into account. W hile naively the no-scale structure seem s to

collapse,we have retained for yearsthe hope thatsuch an am azing and rich

structure should m ay perhaps be an exact property in the \right" quantum

theory ofgravity. O urhopeswere notan illusion! Indeed,string theory,the

only known consistent quantum theory ofgravity,seem s to yield as its long

wavelength lim itSU(N,1)no-scale supergravity,as�rstproven by W itten 34.

This \derivation" wasvalid in the weak coupling lim it ofstring theory,thus

oncem orethequantum stability ofno-scalesupergravitywasin doubt.Loand

behold,during the lastfew m onthsthingshave changed dram atically. String

dualities,believed tobeexactsym m etries,haveprovided uswith very powerful

toolsto m ap strongly-coupled string theoriesto weakly coupled ones.Speci�-

cally,the E 8 � E 0

8 heteroticstring theory,which in itsweak coupling yields
34

no-scale supergravity,hasa strong coupling lim itdualto the 11-dim ensional

long-wavelength lim it of\M -theory",which has been very recently proven,

by Banks and Dine35 and Horava 36,to yield,within som e controllable ap-

proxim ations,nothing else by no-scalesupergravity!In otherwords,E 8 � E 0

8

heterotic string theory keeps,basically intact,the no-scale structure allthe

way from the weak coupling to the strong coupling lim it,i.e.,including all

quantum corrections,to som econtrollableapproxim ation.Itdoesnottakean

heroic e�ortto dare to suggestthatlike string duality,the no-scale structure

isan exactstring property,farbeyond the lim itsofperturbation theory that

hasbeen discovered,or\derived" in string theory,and thuseventually leading

to a clearunderstanding ofthenaturalvanishing ofthecosm ologicalconstant

(�c)exactly,and notm erely atthe classicallevel.

Beyond high-brow theoreticalconsequences,theserecentdevelopm entsin-

volving \M -theory" m ay haveratherdrasticand far-reaching phenom enologi-

cal/experim entalconsequences,giving an unforseeabletwistto the wholeuni-

�cation and SUSY m odelbuilding program .Hereisa m icrography ofwhatis

goingon.The11th dim ension,which becom esthe5th dim ension aftersuitable

com pacti�cation,seem sto play a very peculiarand unheard before role.The

extra 5th dim ension,instead ofbeing asusualperiodic,itisa segm ent,37 with

thegaugeand m atter�eldslivingattheendpointsonly,whilethesupergravity

and m oduli�eldspropagatein the�ve-dim ensionalbulk!Thatis,spacetim eis

anarrow �ve-dim ensionallayerbounded by four-dim ensionalwalls.Attheone

end \live" the\observable �elds" (quarks,leptons,gaugebosons,etc.) com ing

from oneoftheE 8’s,whileattheotherend \live"the\hidden orshadow �elds"
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contained in theotherE 8.Itisrem arkablethatwhen thecouplingconstantsof

theobservablesectorgettheir\norm alvalues"(e.g.,�G U T � 1=25)thehidden

sector(E 0

8)coupling constantisdriven to itsstrong lim it,enabling itto form

a gaugino condensate,a prerequisite for spontaneous localSUSY breaking.

Actually,fordistances‘between the\norm al"6-dim ensionalcom pacti�cation

radius R K K (i.e.,10D! 4D) and the 5-dim ensionalcom pact radius R 5 (i.e.,

R K K � ‘� R 5)even ifthe gaugino condensate hasbeen form ed,there isno

localSUSY breaking. Fordistances‘> R 5,localSUSY breaking occursand

clearly m 3=2 = f(R 5;:::),such thatm 3=2 ! 0 asR 5 ! 1 . Clearly,the 5th-

dim ension protects localSUSY,and the \geom etricalpicture" above is very

suggestiveand explainsnicely thenaturalem ergenceoftheno-scalestructure

in \M -theory".

Itshould notescapeourattention thefactthattheschem ediscussedabove:

hidden! m essenger! observable sector,for the transm ission ofSUSY break-

ing, is literally reproduced here. The one four-dim ensionalwallcontaining

the E 0

8 is the hidden sector,the �ve-dim ensionalbulk with the supergravity,

m oduli�eldsisthem essengersector,and theotherfour-dim ensionalwallcon-

tains the observable sector. W hat is surprising is the fact that the onset of

the �fth dim ension leavesthe observable sector intact. G auge,Yukawa,and

scalar interactions of the Standard M odelare oblivious to the existence of

the �fth dim ension! Thisobservation wasm ade by W itten 38,who suggested

that ifthe �fth dim ension is suitably turned on below the uni�cation scale

(M LEP � 1016 G eV),it m ay provide a kink in the gravitationalcoupling so

that allcouplings m eet at M LEP � 1016 G eV (i.e.,by G N E
2 ! G N E

3:::),

thus resolving the possible problem arising because ofthe disparity between

M LEP and the weak coupling string lim it M string � 5� 1017 G eV. G eom et-

rical/topologicaldecoupling between observable/supergravity/hidden �eldsin

\M -theory" issuspiciously rem iniscentofthedecoupling thatoccursnaturally

in SU(N,1) no-scale supergravity between localand globalSUSY breaking,

discussed above,and thus even ifthe \M -theory" is stillin its infancy,it is

notinconceivablethatsom eform ula sim ilarto (9),(10)m ay eventually pop up

from \M -theory". Further indirect evidence in support ofsuch a viewpoint

has been provided in Ref.36,where it has been shown that the role ofthe

would-be goldstino,to be absorbed by the gravitino in its way to becom ing

m assive and thus breaking localSUSY,is played by the norm alcom ponent

ofthe 11-dim ensionalgravitino! In a way \M -theory" providesan e�ectively

sealed,from the \observable sector",localSUSY breaking m echanism where

allthe ingredientsareingeniously provided by the 11th (eventually becom ing

the 5th)dim ension.

Itisam using to notice thatvery early (pre string-theory)attem pts39 to

10



m akesenseoutofD= 11,N= 1supergravity theoriessuggested a gravitinom ass

ofthe form m 3=2 � (m 1=2=M )2M ,i.e.,ofthe form given by (10)with p = 2!

Actually,the 5-dim ensionalgravitationalconstant G
5� D
N

seem s to be m uch

largerthatthe \norm al" 4-dim ensionalone G N ,m aking one wonderwhether

thee�ectivereplacem entin thecaseofVLG ,ofG N byG N (em =m 3=2)
2 discussed

above,issom ehow related (i.e.,G
5� D
N

= f[G N (em =m 3=2)
2]. To putitbluntly:

is the VLG scenario the m acroscopic \tip" ofa m icroscopic \M -theory" 5th

dim ension? W e don’tknow yet,butwearevery likely going to know soon.

W hile we havetried to providesolutionsto m ostofthe drawbacksofthe

m inim alistic SUSY fram ework,the puzzle ofthe dim ension-�ve proton decay

operatorhasnotbeen dism issed.Actually,thisproblem getsworseifsom ething

like(9)isvalid,becausewedonothaveenough freeparam eterstoplayaround,

and speci�cally m 0=m 1=2 > O (3)isrequired40.Stringtheory com esoncem ore

to ourrescue.Form any well-known reasons41,an SU(5)� U(1)uni�ed gauge

theory ism ostfavored in string theory.The sim ilarity to SU(2)� U(1)should

beobvious,asthelessknown factthatthistheonly known stringtheory where

fractionalelectriccharges(e.g.,� 1=2,etc.) getautom aticallycon�ned in away

resem bling SU(3)color (Q CD).
42

The de�ning property ofSU(5)� U(1)isthatitreshu�esquarksand lep-

tonsin a 10 and �5 in a way

10 =

��

u

d

�

;d
c
;�

c

�

;�5 =

�

u
c
;

�

�e

e

��

;1 = e
c (12)

di�erentfrom SU(5)

10 =

��

u

d

�

;u
c
;e

c

�

;�5 =

�

d
c
;

�

�e

e

��

(13)

by 
ipping uc $ dc and ec $ �c and thusthe reason som e callSU(5)� U(1)


ipped SU(5).By m aking the 10 contain an SU(3)� SU(2)� U(1)singlet(�c),

itm akesituseful(in theHiggsversion)to break SU(5)� U(1)directly down to

SU(3)� SU(2)� U(1),withoutthe use ofadjointrepresentations,thus getting

theblessing ofstring theory.Thestructure(12)leadsalso to a naturalHiggs-

triplet-doublet splitting, resolving thus another m inim alistic SUSY puzzle,

while atthe sam e tim e banishing the dangerousdim ension-�ve proton-decay

operators! Thus,we were led to consider43 a stringy,no-scale,SU(5)� U(1)

theory obeying (9),butstillfree ofd= 5 proton decay operators,eitherin its

m inim alistic form 43 (i.e.,satisfying (8))orin itsVLG form 44 (i.e.,satisfying

(10)).In orderto �nd outwhich way natureprefersifany in theratherbroad

fram ework developed in thissection,wehaveto pay som edueattention to the

presently available...
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5 Exi(s)ting Exotics

M ostofthe experim entaland theoreticaltalksin thisworkshop �nished with

the,by now,expected words to the e�ect \we have seen nothing unusualor

unexplainable by the Standard M odel...". Fortunately there are two very

noticeable exceptions,that ofR b and the CDF ee

 + ET= \event". Let m e

discusseach ofthese in turn.

5.1 R b

It is by now well-known that if we de�ne R Q � �(Z 0 ! Q �Q )=�(Z 0 !

hadrons),then wehavethefollowing theoretical(SM )-experim entalm ism atch

forR b and R c:

R
exp

b
=

�

0:2202� 0:0016; forR SM
c = 0:172

0:2211� 0:0016; forR c \free"
(14)

while R SM
b

= 0:2157,and

R
exp
c = 0:160� 0:007 (15)

while R SM
c = 0:172.

W hat is even m ore peculiar is the fact that the leptonic Z-widths (�lep)

and thetotalhadronicZ-width (�had)seem to bein very good agreem entwith

theSM (j�� hadj< 3M eV).O neofcoursem ay taketheattitudethatR
exp

b;c
are

justsom eexperim ental
ukes/
uctuationsand they willeventually \relax" to

their SM values. Som ething perhaps already happening,with at least R exp
c !

O n the otherhand,asdiscussed in considerable detailby Feruglio10,we can

usetheso-called \R b;c-crisis" to seehow wellwearedoing with theextensions

ofthe SM discussed in the previous sections. The �rst thing that com es to

m ind isofcourse SUSY contributions. Indeed,it hasbeen suggested 45 that

SUSY loop correctionsto theZ � b� �bvertex involving \light" charginos(��1 )

and top squarks(~t) m ay provide a �R
susy

b
such as to close the gap between

theory and experim ent,asindicated in (14).W hileat�rstsightthisstatem ent

soundsplausible,thingsgeta bitm ore com plicated. Ifwe take into account

allavailable constraintsfrom : LEP 1.5 lim its on chargino (m
�
�

1

> 65G eV if

m
�
�

1

� m �0

1

> 10G eV)and top-squark(m ~t)m asses,lim itsfrom D0on chargino

m asses,lim itson Higgsboson m asses,etc,and run 365,000 SUSY m odels(for

1 < tan� � v2
v1

< 5)and other91,000 SUSY m odels(for1 < tan� < 1:5)one

�nds46

�R
susy

b
� 0:0017 ; (16)
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not big enough to �llin the gap in (14). There are som e recent claim s 47

thatthe upperbound (16)m ay be avoided in certain very restrictive regions

ofparam eterspace thatrequire a severe �ne-tuning ofthe param etersin the

top-squark m assm atrix.Ifthen SUSY contributionscannotm akeup the dif-

ference,whatelseisthereto �x up R b? Asexplained in10,theexistenceofan

extra lightneutralgaugeboson Z 0,coupled only to quarks,and notto leptons,

thusleptophobic48,and with the rightm ixing with the regularZ,can do the

job. A leptophobic Z 0 does not upset �lep,while by its appropriate m ixing

(�)with theregularZ itm ay bem adephenom enologically consistentwith the

SM ,including�had.Actually,detailed �tstotheelectroweakdata
48;49;50 allow

valuesfortheparam eter� � �gZ 0=gZ aslargeas10� 2.Even ifan appropriate

Z 0 m ay �t R
exp

b
,the standard question arises: \who asked for that?" Put it

in a di�erentway,ifsuch a Z 0 explanation isto be taken seriously,one m ust

providea consistenttheoreticalfram ework wherethenew gaugeboson and its

required propertiesarise naturally. Since a m ostim portanttheoreticalissue,

that ofcancellation ofgauge anom aliesinvolving Z 0,is dealtwith autom ati-

cally in thestring fram ework developed in theprevioussection,thereiswhere

wehaveto look.New lightneutralgaugebosons(Z 0)wereearly on considered

to be the \sm oking guns" ofstring,back when E 6(� E 8)was the favorable,

string-inspired gauge group 51. It has been shown recently 48 that dynam ic

leptophobia ispossible via RG E U(1)m ixing,and speci�cally the so-called �-

m odel52 in (string-inspired)E 6 standsoutasthem ostreasonablem odelthat

�tsallthe SM constraintsand R
exp

b
. O ne m ay wonderifa m ore naturalway

to achieve leptophobia exists,nam ely sym m etry-based leptophobia. Actually,

we don’thave to wondervery farsince SU(5)� U(1)does the job 53. Letm e

rem ind you that generically in string theory,your \chosen" (or \preferred")

gauge group isunavoidably accom panied by extra U(1)factors.Som etim esit

m ay be that the extra U(1)’s are broken atthe string scale,thus useless for

providing lightZ 0s.Nevertheless,itm ay happen thatoneextra U(1)survives

unbroken down to low energies,and ifwe are lucky,it m ay even �t the bill.

Indeed,wem anaged53 to arrangeour\preferred"SU(5)� U(1)m odelto beac-

com panied byan extraU(1)survivingtolow energies.W hatitratherstunning

isthatleptophobia isvery naturalin SU(5)� U(1).The reason isvery sim ple.

A look atthe way thatquarksand leptonsaredistributed in the 10 and �5 of

SU(5)� U(1),see(12),m akesitclearthefactthatthe10 containsonly quarks

(the �c issuperheavy),and the �5 m ixesquarksand leptons. Thus,itisvery

easy to im aginea schem ewheresom eZ 0couplesonly to 10’sand notthe �5’s,

thus\leptophobic" because ofsym m etry reasons!Notice thatwe cannotpull

the sam e trick for\canonical" SU(5)because,asisapparentfrom (13),both

10 and �5 m ix quarksand leptons.String-based Z 0chargeassignm entslead to

13



scenarioswhereR b isshifted signi�cantly in thedirection indicated experim en-

tally,while keeping �had essentially unchanged and producing m uch sm aller

shiftsforR c
53.Itisworth m entioning that,whilethespeci�cZ 0couplingsto

quarksm ay change for di�erent string realizationsofSU(5)� U(1),there are

certain phenom enologicalcharacteristicsthatre
ecttheendem icSU(5)� U(1)

leptophobia,as quarks are largely split from leptons in the SU(5) represen-

tations. Nam ely,m axim alparity-violating couplings to up-type quarks and

parity-conserving couplings to down-type quarks,that have the potentialof

yielding observable spin asym m etries in polarized pp scattering at RHIC 54.

The present experim entalstatus ofZ 0 gauge bosons was discussed here by

Eppley and W enzel55.Fora detailed phenom enologicalstudy ofSU(5)� U(1)

Z 0bosons,including production crosssections,additionalcontributionsto the

top-quark crosssection,and spin asym m etriesatRHIC,see53. Itisvery im -

portantto realize thateven ifZ-Z 0 m ixing is notfound to be the resolution

oftheR b puzzle,leptophobicZ
0gaugebosonsm ay stillbepredicted by string

m odels(unm ixed ornegligibly m ixed with the Z 0)and theirexistence should

be probed experim entally in allpossible ways. It is worth em phasizing that

even ifthe \R b;c-crisis" gets resolved purely experim entally,som ething that

looks,at least to m e not inconceivable,the would-be \agreem ent" between

R SM
b;c

and R
exp

b;c
would putsevereconstraintson possibleextensionsofthe SM .

In otherwords,the\im agination stretch"now triggered by R
exp

b;c
wouldn’thave

been futile,because now \allchipsaredown",e.g.,(16),orpossibleexistence

ofleptophobicZ 0 thatcan be probed experim entally in the nearfuture.

5.2 The CDF ee

 + ET= \event"

As we heard from Carithers56,and further discussed in 10,recent observa-

tions at the Tevatron,in the form ofa puzzling ee

 + ET= event57,appear

to indicate thatexperim entm ay have�nally reach the sensitivity required to

observe the �rstdirectm anifestation ofsupersym m etry 58;59;44. Ifthis event

is indeed the result ofan underlying supersym m etric production process,as

m ight be deduced from the observation of additionalrelated events at the

Tevatron orLEP 2,then indeed we would have crossed a new threshold,lit-

erally and m ethaphorically,in elem entary particle physics.The particularsof

the eventare listed in Table 1. The directevidence for supersym m etry con-

tainsthestandard m issing-energycharacteristicofsupersym m etricproduction

processes,butitalso containsa surprising hard-photon com ponent(asfaras

m inim alistic SUSY is concerned),which elim inates allconceivable Standard

M odelbackgrounds(e.g.,ifW W 

 istheorigin ofthe\event",lessthan 10� 3

eventsareexpected with thecurrentCDF data)and m ay proveextrem ely dis-
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Table 1:The kinem aticalinform ation ofthe observed CD F ee

 + ET= event. A llm om enta

and energies in G eV .A lso im portant are E T= = 52:81G eV at � = 2:91rad.

Variable e1 e2 
1 
2

px 58:75 � 33:41 � 12:98 31:53

py 18:44 11:13 � 29:68 � 17:48

pz � 167:24 21:00 � 22:69 � 34:77

E 178:21 41:00 39:55 50:09

E T 61:58 35:21 32:39 36:05

crim inatingam ongdi�erentm odelsoflow-energysupersym m etry.Thepresent

supersym m etric explanationsofthe CDF eventfallinto two phenom enologi-

calclasses: either the lightestneutralino (�01) is the lightestsupersym m etric

particle,and the second-to-lightestneutralino decays radiatively to it at the

one-loop level(�02 ! �01
)
59;orthegravitino(eG )isthelightestsupersym m et-

ricparticle,and thelightestneutralino decaysradiatively to itatthetreelevel

(�01 !
eG 
)58;59;44;60. These two explanationsfallrespectively into the \m in-

im alistic SUSY" fram ework and the Very LightG ravitino (VLG )fram ework,

discussed in Section 4.Theform er\neutralino-LSP"scenariorequires59 acon-

�guration ofgauginom assesthatprecludestheusualgauginom assuni�cation

relation ofuni�ed m odels,although itcan occurin som erestricted region ofthe

\m inim alisticSUSY"param eterspace.Thelatter\gravitino-LSP"scenariore-

quiresonly thatthelightestneutralino hasa photino com ponent,asisgeneri-

cally thecase.Theunderlying processthatleadsto such �nalstateshasbeen

suggested to be that ofselectron pair-production (q�q ! ee+ ee� ,ee = eeR ;eeL ),

with subsequent decay ee ! e�02 or ee ! e�01 in the \neutralino-LSP" and

\gravitino-LSP" scenariosrespectively. In the \gravitino-LSP" scenario,the

alternativepossibility ofchargino pair-production (q�q! �
+
1 �

�

1 ,�
�

1 ! e� �e�
0
1)

hasalso been suggested60.

Theoretically, the \gravitino-LSP" explanation, belonging to the VLG

fram ework (see Section 4),is m uch m ore exciting and has generated m odel-

building e�orts that try to em bed such a scenario into a m ore fundam ental

theory at higher m ass scales. These m ore predictive theories include low-

energy gauge-m ediated dynam icalsupersym m etry breaking58;61 and no-scale

supergravity44. In the form ercase (super)gravity seem sto play a ratherm i-

nuscule role in the low-energy world, by essentially putting allthe burden

ofSUSY breaking into gauge (old or new) interactions. This sounds a little

bizarre,as one ofthe striking consequences ofthe VLG fram ework,as dis-

cussed in Section 4,istheim m enseenhancem entofthegravitationalconstant

(G N ! G N (em =m 3=2)
2),in processesinvolvingthewould-begoldstino,pushing
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itup toatleasttheFerm iconstant(G F � 10� 5m 2
proton)!O n theotherhand,in

thelattercase,thatofno-scalesupergravity44;60,asdiscussed in theprevious

section,(super)gravity playsa ratherdrasticrolein thelow-energy world,and

theaform entioned enhancem entofthegravitationalconstantisused toprovide

a window ofopportunity to probe very high m assscales/very shortdistances,

including the exciting possibility ofthe unfolding ofa �fth-space dim ension!

Assuch,Iwillconcentratehenceforth in the no-scalesupergravity interpreta-

tion44;60,since furtherm ore,the low-energy gauge-m ediated dynam icalSUSY

breaking hasbeen covered in10.

The alert reader m ay have already noticed that the CDF \event" is a

striking exam ple ofthe VLG signature:
’splusm issing energy (ET),ascon-

tained in theVLG one-param eterno-scalesupergravity44,thatwasdeveloped

in Section 4. Here is our strategy. W e delineated the regions in param eter

space thatare consistentwith the experim entalkinem aticalinform ation (see

Table 1),and then we considerthe ratesforthe variousunderlying processes

that m ay occur within such regions of param eter space. W e also consider

the constraintsfrom LEP 1.5 and the prospects for SUSY particle detection

atLEP161 and LEP190. The ratherrestrictive nature ofourone-param eter

m odelm akeourexperim entalpredictionsunam biguousand highly correlated.

Hereareourresults.

(A ) Selectron interpretation

Theunderlyingprocessisq�q! ee
+
R
ee
�

R
orq�q! ee

+
L
ee
�

L
,with subsequentselectron

decay via ee�
R ;L

! e� �01 with 100% B.R.,followed by neutralinosdecaying via

�01 ! 
eG ,also with 100% B.R.The�nalstatethuscontainse+ e� 

eG eG ,with

the (essentially) m assless gravitinos carrying away the m issing energy. W e

found thatin ourm odel44;60 eeL production isdisfavored,whileeeR isperfectly

consistentwith the kinem aticsofthe event,with

m ~eR � (85� 135)G eV ;m �0

1

� (50� 100)G eV im plying m
�
�

1

� (90� 190)G eV

(17)

The speci�cm icroprocessesin the selectron interpretation are

q�q! 
;Z ! e‘
+
R
e‘
�

R
;e‘

+
L
e‘
�

L
! (‘+ �01)(‘

�
�
0
1)! ‘

+
‘
�


 + ET=

q�q0! W
� ! e‘

�

L
e�‘ ! (‘� �01)(�‘�

0
1)! ‘

�


 + ET= ; (18)

q�q! Z ! e�‘e�‘ ! (�‘�
0
1)(�‘�

0
1)! 

 + ET= ;

where ‘= e;�;�. O urcalculationsindicate60 thatatthe one dilepton-event

level,the expected num berofsingle-lepton events(two)orno-lepton (dipho-

ton) events (negligible) is stillconsistent with observation (zero). However,
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possibleobservation ofm oreee

 + ET= eventswould need to beaccom panied

by m any m oree

 + ET= or

 + ET= events.

(B ) C hargino interpretation

Theunderlyingprocessisassum ed tobeq�q! �
+
1 �

�

1 ,with subsequentchargino

decay via ��1 ! e� �e�
0
1 (with a calculable B.R.),followed by the usualneu-

tralinodecay�01 ! 
eG .The�nalstatethuscontainse+ e� 

�e��e eG eG ,with the

(essentially)m asslessgravitinosand the neutrinoscarrying away the m issing

energy. A sim ilaranalysisas above (A) showsthat in this case one predicts

com parablerates(to the ee

 + ET= event)for(‘� ‘
0
+ ‘

0
� ;‘+ ‘� ;‘+ ‘� jj)

 +

E T= .In thisinterpretation itwould bereasonabletorequire100G eV < m
�
�

1

<

150G eV (which im pliesm ~eR > 85G eV and m �0

1

> 55G eV).

In theVLG {no-scalesupergravity44;60 interpretation(selectronorchargino)

oftheCDF \event",both selectronsandcharginos(with m assesintheO (100G eV)

region)seem tobekinem atically inaccessibleatany LEP2energy presently be-

ing considered (i.e.,
p
s = 161;175;190 G eV).O ne then has to focus on the

�01�
0
1 and perhapsalso�

0
1�

0
2,astheonly observablechannels.In eithercasean

acoplanarphoton pairplusm issing energy (

 + ET= )�nalstate,constitutes

a ratherclean signal.The \non-observation" ofthese eventsatLEP 1.5 does

not exclude any region ofparam eter space. It is worth m entioning that we

have pointed out60 that one ofthe acoplanar photon pairs observed by the

O PAL Collaboration62 atLEP 1.5 m ay be attributable to supersym m etry in

the VLG {no-scale supergravity 44;60 m odelvia e+ e� ! �01�
0
1 ! 

 + ET= !

Needlessto say thatwe eagerly expectthe com pletion ofthe analysesofthe

currentLEP run (
p
s= 161 G eV).

Itgoeswithoutsaying thatthe consequencesofcon�rm ing thesupersym -

m etry origin oftheCDF \event"willberatherdram atic.In atleastoneinter-

pretation itwould notonly provideevidencefora fundam entalnew sym m etry

ofNature (supersym m etry),butitwould also connectusdirectly,through a

�fth space dim ension,to Planck-scalephysics. O n the otherhand,itm ay be

thattheCDF eventissom esortof
uctuation/glitch/orwhatever...Hopefully,

by the nextworkshop (XII)in thisseries,nextyear,wewillknow.
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