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A fter a quick tour through the present status ofthe Standard M odel, an attem pt is
m ade to set up a fram ew ork to discuss som e presently available exotica, including
Ry and the CDF ee + Er\event." Supersym m etry seem s to be a key player in
establishing a paradigm shift beyond the Standard M odel.

1 Introduction

My task here is twofold: to summ arize the theory talks given at this very
exciting workshop and to provide som e discussion on som e theoretical aspects
of supersym m etry, supergravity, and superstrings in a sin pli ed way. C learly,
this seem s virtually in possble, if it were not for the high quality and clarity
ofthe takswe heard, and by the fact that supersym m etry hasbeen one ofthe
m ain experin ental issues in this workshop. In the next section I will discuss
som e topics w ithin the Standard M odel, whilke In Section 3 Iw illprovide som e
possible evidence/hints entailing an extension of the Standard M odel. Section
4 is devoted to som e characteristics of the Superw orld, paving the way to som e
possbl interpretations of presently existing exotica, such asRy and the CDF
ee + Er\event", discussed in Section 5.

2 Standard M odelForever (?)

As we have repeatedly heard iIn this workshop, the Standard M odel (SM )
seam s to be alive and In very good shape. M ore and m ore sectors of the SM
get probed experim entally and still the results start to sound m onotonous:
no problem ! From LEP1/15, to FNAL collider to HERA to ... allthe data
seem to be unanin ously In favor ofthe SM . Som etin es one wonders w hat is so
specialaboutan SU 3)c SU ), U (1)y gaugetheory w ith three generations
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of quarks and leptons and spontaneous electroweak breaking (oy the H iggs
m echanisn ?) to describe nature so well. And to think that no theorist worth
her soulwants i to be valid because of its num erous w elkknow n defaults: toq
m any param eters, no \real" uni cation, no gravity i sight, etc, etc. A sH ollik®
told us, the E lectroweak EW ) precision observables, not only t within the
SM , but their sensitivity, through radiative corrections, to the m ass of the
H iggs boson, enables us to put an upper bound ofM 5, 300G€&V at 95% CL.
A fter the successfiil prediction of the top-quark m ass:a, EW precision physics
provides once m ore valuable nform ation. W hile clarly EW precision data is
the de ning factor of the experim ental worthiness of the Standard M ode], all
other nfom,ation is in excellent agreem ent w ith the SM . A s discussed here
by P ilaftsis?, the weak sector of the SM , related to the CabibboX obayashi-
M askawa (CKM ) weak m ixing m atrix, including CP wviolation, seem to be in
good phenom enological shape, am id the fact that we m ay not have as yet a
universally acceptable theoretical explanation of the ferm ion m ass spectrum ,
theirm ixings aswellas of the origin of CP violation. M any of us believe that
the \ avor problem " will nd its solution at high energies/short distances,
nvolving \new physics" beyond the Standard M odel. "

The status of CPT symm etry was also discussed heref refcting, prem a—
turely In my opinion, any possble fram ework that m ay lead to CP T violation.
Since this is (or could be) a m atter of the upm ost In portance, ket m e digress
a bi. In pointdke Quantum Field Theory one can prove, based on general
principles like locality, Lorentz jnvar:ianoel, and unitarity, that CPT is always
oconserved, the welltknown CPT theorem €. On the other hand, in Q uantum
G ravity one m ay see one orm ore of the above general principles not to hold,
thus giving a chance to CP T violation. Speci cally, in string theory, the only
known fram ework for a consistent theory ofQ uantum G ravity, this possibility
has belen rajsedb, and experin entale orts, m ainly by the CPLEAR Collabo-
ration®, are reaching a very exciting range w here som e om of CP T violation
m ay pe observable. Namely, while the CPLEAR Collaboration determ ines
thatfmygo myo=mgo 9 10 %, naive quantum gravitation expectations
Jead one to believe that

mgo myg o mgo (lO 18 10 19) (1)

myg o Mp:
with Mp, = (pa) !, with Gy the gravitational constant. It m ay be that
these naive expectations, elaborated further and supported by som e string
ca]cu]au'onslr:‘, are too optim istic and that the RH S of this equation is further
suppressed, but stilll it is a very worthwhilk e ort and we have to know the
best possible lin itsto CPT violation. A fter all, introducing an arrow of tim e
In m icroscopic physics, is not a m arginal issue.
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T he status of Quantum Chrom odynam ics QLD ) is not In bad shape ei-
ther. For exam ple, as discussed here by M angano:! , rather elaborate perturba—
tive Q CD calculations, ncliding resum m ation e ects, take care of the buk of
the experin entaldata on Jt physics, presented abundantly at this workshop,
Tomy relief, the so called \CDF anom aly", referring to the CDF observation®
that the high statistics inclusive gt production m easurem ents at the Tevatron
In ply a Jarger cross section at high gt E+ than expected from NLO QCDQ ga.l—
culations, seem to be accountable w ithin the standard QCD fram ework 1]
Indeed, both the CDF and D 0 inclusive Ft cross sections are ound to be In
good agreem ent using a uniform theoreticalNLO Q CD calculation, taking into
account the di erent kinem atic coverages of the pseudo-rapidity variable ( )
in the two experin entsf. Subtle e ects of ft algorithm s, scalechoice and del-
icate cancellations am oung various contributions needed to be handled w ith
extra care In the NLO QCD calculations, if precision down to the few percent
Jevel is required. A nyw ay, this is a very delicate analysis, still in progress, and
we m ay have not yet heard the nalverdict, but i looks like there is no need
to call for \new physics" In order to explain the cbserved excess.

Further evidence for the validity ofpertur’oatmeQ CD calculations, includ-
Ing resum m ation e ects, was presented by Berger= 1y , conceming this tin e the
Inclusive cross section for the production of top quark-antiquark (tt) pairs in
hadron reactions. A m easure ofthe success of these calculations is the ram ark—
able agreem ent betw een the theoretical predictions, w orked out independently
by three groups: (orm¢= 175GeV and s= 18 TeV)

8
. < 4:9512)%;.’ 2]
o bbl= | 552704 3] @)
4:757 9% 4]

and the Tevatron m easurem ents:

exp 7612  (CDF) [5]

e PRI 5o T8 po)  ne 3

On the non-perturbative QCD front, as we heard from Del Duca 'H, quite
rem arkable progresshasbeen m ade in trying to com prehend the vast am ount of
new data on di raction, presented at thisworkshop. It looksto m e that this is
a very prom ising eld ofresearch, picking up m om entum and m aturing rapidly.
Several other m easurem ents at the Tevatron on di erent processes including
W /Z production cross sections, W /Z+ gts, DrellYan, W charge asym m etry,
Z forward-backw ard asym m etry, double boson production, photon production,
seam to tnicely within the Standard M odel
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A 1l n all, the agreem ent betw een the present experim ental status and the
SM is rather rem arkable and m akes one wonder w hy we have to go ...

3 Beyond the Standard M odel

T here are m any theoretical reasons indicating that an extension of the Stan—
dard M odelisunavoidable. N on-inclusion ofgravity in the uni cation program

m akes i incom plete. H ere though, Iwould like to take a m ore pragm atic, close—
to-the-experim ent approach and argue that we have already experin entally
strong hints that we have to enlarge the Standard M odel. T am not referring
here to the possibl \exi(s)ting exotics" that m ay provide the rst real cracks
ofthe SM , asw illbe discussed below , but Instead put together a convincing (?)
case from within the Standard M odel. W hat T am referring to here is to two
tentative indications from precision @ ainly LEP) data. The rstone concems
the H iggs boson, that as we have heard hlereg (see also?) is probably \light"
( 300 Gev).Actually, a recent global t?, including all available data gives

My = 145"1%Gev and m.= 172 6Gev @)

a rather \light" H iggs boson indeed! W hilke these are wonderfiil new s for su—
persym m etric m odels, which generally predict

U M, 40GeV ; (5)

my

it disfavors strongly-interacting H iggs scenarios, such as technicolor and the
likes.

The second clie refers to the m easured values of the three gauge cou-
pling constants, indicating unilcatjon at a very high energy scale M rep
106 G eV ) and strongly fvoringti supersym m etricG U T s, w hile excliding non—
supersymm etricGU T Isg,whj(:h w ere already in deep trouble by the strict proton
decay stability lin itstd. Asa quantitative m easure of the above statem ents
we may use the predictions of GUT s and supersymm etric GUT s conceming
sin? w and confront them w ith the corresponding experin ental value

sin® w 3% 0232; sin® § 77 0203; sin® § Y 0230 (6)

T he num bers speak for them selves! O ne m ay want to add the successfiil pre—
diction of the my=m ratio and its straightforward im plication of N = 3,
20 vindicated by LEP m easurem ents, as fiirther support for supersym m etric
uni cation. Furthem ore, the am azing success of the Standard M odel severely
constrains any attem pt to extend it since new dynam ical degrees of freedom

may mess up is rather delicate structure. In this case too, supersym m etric
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m odels m anage to escape unscathed, in sharp contrast w ith dynam ical sym —
m etry breaking models, that as we have heard in this workshop, by D e Curtis
and Chjappettagl: m ay have to just wak or limp or ...

So if we look at the score board, supersym m etric m odels do pretty well
across-theboard, whilke dynam ical sym m etry breaking m odels leave too m uch
to be desired. Thus, i is no accident or shouldn’t be that surprising that
the supersym m etric extension of the Standard M odel has becom e the m a pr
fram ew ork foranalyzing \new physics". In the lJate seventies, tw om a prschools
of thought were fom ed, one believed that \elem entarity" of quarks, leptons,
gauge bosons, etc continues allthe way (or) close to the P lanck length (%1
10 33 an ), while the other schoolbelieved that \hellbreaks loose" at the Ferm i
length (¥ 10 '® an) and \elem entarity" of at least som e of the Standard
M odel particles has to be given up. I strongly believe that we have gathered
enough evidence supporting the rst point of view, , ie., the fundam ental
constituents of the Standard M odel keep their \elem entarity" up to very short
distances, thanks to ...

4 The Superworld

Since the rudim ents of supersymm etry (SUSY ) have been discussed rather
extensively in this workshop by our experim ental colleagues w hile presenting
discovery lim its on di erent SUSY particles, I w ill concentrate here on som e
issues bearing direct consequences on the \exi(s)ting exotics" to be discussed
In the next section. From a pragm atic/practical point of view, the role of
supersymm etry m ay be e ectively described as a gauge hierarchy stabilizer,
thus leading to the follow ing wellkknow n relation

e’ mZ mZ OO0l 1Tev)? )

where @ represents the m ass splitting between the ferm ion and boson In the
sam e supem ultiplt, ie., i is a characteristic, generic, SUSY breaking scale,
while the RHS represents the quantitative statem ent of the gauge hierarchy
stability. It is because of this rather fundam ental role of SUSY as a hier-
archy stabilizer ('j) that the hope exists for a whole new world, that of the
superpartners of bur world’, to be w thin the discovery potential of presently
available or soon to exist accelerators. A new issue then arises, that of the
SUSY breaking m echanism , ie., who provides the seeds for SUSY breaking
and why is the SUSY breaking scale (@) O My )? Before we m ove further,
it is worth recalling that because the de ning anticom m utator of the SU SY

generators (fQ ;Qg / P ) provides the fourm om entum generator @ ), and
since the latter is nvolved in G eneral Relativity, we autom atically get local
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SUSY or Supergravity. The only way to break a local sym m etry, consistently,
is spontaneously, thus w e are led to consider spontaneous SU SY breaking. The
form and structure of supergraviy interactions is such that spontaneous SU SY

breaking is achievable in som e sector of the theory, let us call it the H idden
Sector (), and i is transm ited through the ubiguitous graviational inter-
actions, playing here the role of the M essenger Sector M ), to the O bservaplk
Sector (O ) ofthe known quarks, Jeptons, gauge bosons, H iggs bosons, etc.23,
M inin alistic applications of the above scenario routinely give

m 3—» m g mi-o O ([e) (6] (0:1 1TeV) (8)

wherem 5, isthem ass of the gravitino, the spin-3/2 superpartner of the spin-—
2 graviton, while m g and m 1, are the prim ordial seeds of SUSY breaking in
chiralmultiplets €g9.,9 o, ' % h H, .. and inh gaugemultiplets 9., ~,
w W,z =, g ¢, ... respectively. Usually m  and m ;-, get renom alized
through strong/electrow eak interactions before they yield the experm entally
m easurable SUSY spectrum , generically represented here by re . T he gravitino,
the gauge femm on of local SUSY , becom es m assive by absorbing a spin-1/2
ferm ion, the G odstino, through the superH iggsm echanian , analogous to the
usualH iggsm echanian ofgauge theories. P henom enologically, w ithout asking
toom any questions at them icroscopic level, such a generic picture aspresented
above, hasm et w ith considerable success In the follow ing sense. Ik survived all
the severe experin ental tests, i sucoeeded to reproduce the Standard M odel,
w ithout at the sam e tin e pushing SU SY m asses to very high values, thus still
experin entally observable, whilke naturally leading to gauge coupling uni ca—
tion bbserved’ at LEP 4. A characteristic experin entalsignature ofSUSY has
been m issing Er . Indeed, in the standard SUSY fram ework SUSY particles
are produced alw ays In pairs, and thus there is always a lightest supersym m et—
ric particles (LSP), that is stable and escapes the detector. U sually the LSP
is denti ed w ith the neutralino ( 8)., a linear com bination of the electrow eak
neutral gauginos and the hjggsjnos‘?: . The LSP is considered today as one of
the m ain candidates for the D ark M atter DM ) of the Universe, as explained
to us here by Tumer??. Thus the experin ental signature of SUSY , m issing
Er,may be summ arized as a dark signal

W hil thism inin alistic point of view hasbeen quite successfiil n deriving
phenom enologically viable SUSY m odels, it is characterized by several draw —
backs. To start with, a gravitino m ass in the m ass range Indicated in ('§:)
and dictated by the resolution of the gauge hierarchy problem is just In the
m iddle of the coan olgically forbidden region, causing unacceptable m odi —
cations to the prin odial nuckosynthesis program 2424 . Furthem ore, whil in
the SUSY fram ew ork presented above it ispossble to understand dynam ically,
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the electrow eak breaking caused by SM radiative corrections and \derive" that
My e ™\ "Mp,, where \ " is sone caloulable finction of gauge and top—
quark Yukawa ooup]jngsgz:, the correlation re O My ) ram ains a m ystery,
and looks like another hierarchy problem ! In addition, one has to resort to
extraneous ne-tuning to banish the cosn ological constant ( ) even at the
clhssial (tree) kvel, whik onehasto ghthard them enace 0fSUSY FCN ct .,
and ofdin,ension-5 operators, endem ic in SUSY theordes, causing very fast pro—
ton decay@z, not unrelated w ith the ne-tuned way that the H iggs pentaplet
gets split nto a colored triplet and a weak doublet. W hile the above ob c—
tionsm ay look to the eyes of som e experim entalists or hard phenom enologists
as super uous neprinting, it looks to m e like very in portant guiding princi-
pls, that m ay be able to navigate us to the right m odel. Let m e rem ind you
that the absence of FCNC In gauge theories, as exem pli ed by the tiny rate
orK, ! ° , while i looked ofm arginal im portance to m any, i did not
so for G lJashow , Tliopoulos, and M aiani, who tried to understand it naturally,
thus introducing cham , and the rest is history.

T here is a speci c type of supergraviy no-scake supergravity -2: that m ay
hold the key to the solution ofm any of the above m entioned conundrum s. Tt
has been discovered by its de ning property of providing naturally, w thout
any ne-tuning, a vanishing cosm Qlogical constant ., at the classical level,
affer spontaneous SUSY breaking 4. Furthem ore, i has been used to dy—
nam ically detem ine, through SM radiative corrections, that re OMy ),
thus dynam ically jlsl:iyjpg (2) and thus com pleting the SUSY solution to the
gauge hierarchy problem 2%. In addition, a Jarge class of no-scale supergravity
m ode]s-q, possessing a g]oba], non-com pact SU N,1) symm etry, endem ic In
extended supergravities, is characterized by an e ective decoupling of the local
SUSY breaking scale from the globalSUSY breaking scale. In other words, it
ispossible to have localSU SY breaking, whil at the sam e tin e globalSU SY is
unbroken, thus in principle enabling us to drop them 3-; ferm from (:_é) .M ore
speci cally, in this class of m odels one gets dynam ically &g

m0=A0=B0=O 9)

where Ay and B, refer to the Yukawa and H iggs SUSY breaking interaction
tem s. Thus, according to @), the whole burden for global SUSY breaking
isplaced on m ;-,, and Indeed very interesting m odels have been constructed
realizing this picture. A ctually, the dynam ically derived universality ('_9) leads
to an autom atic resolution of the SUSY FCNC problem , since the squark
and slepton m asses are generated m ainly through SM gauge couplings of the
superpartners and thus are the sam e for, say v and ¢, all proportional to the
universalm -, ! In other words, the down squark m ass m atrix is proportional
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to the uni m atrix and thus diagonal in any basis, lncluding that one that
diagonalizes the down quark m ass m atrix, thus enabling us to pass on the
naturalabsence of FCNC in gauge theordies to SUSY theories.

T he e ective decoupling between local and global SUSY breaking scales,
as em erges naturally in no-scale supergravity, has led to a yery entertaining
possbility, nam ely that of a Very Light G ravitho VLG)8i. Indeed, in,a
certain classofno-scalem odelsone can show that the follow ing relation holds2%

ms_, M 10)

where M 10'®G eV is the appropriate gravitational scale. For 2 p 2
andm -, O (L00G&V) as i is dynam ically determ ined, one gets

10 eV mas, 1Kev 1)

a rather light gravitino indeed. Interestingly,enough, the m ass range {;L-}')

lies outsise the coam ologically forbidden region E*di, thus there is no em barrass—
m ent In dealing w ith prin ordialnuclkosynthesis. A nother puzzle gets resolved.
N evertheless, such a very light graviiino has farreaching experin ental conse—
quences, as rst em phasized by Fayet®4. In a nutshel], in interactions nvolving
the gravitino, orm ore correctly its Jongitudinal spin-1/2 com ponent the G old—
stino, one has to replace the gravitationalconstant Gy by Gy e =m 5_,)?, thus
e ectively transm utting gravitational nteractions into weak Interactions for a
large fraction of the m ass range C_l]_.:)! Such a gigantic enhancem ent of the
gravitino interactions is bound to have a ot of experin ental consequences.
Interestingly enough, m ost of the m ass range C_ll:) is still phenom enologically
adm issble. Them ain characteristic ofa VLG scenariq js that undoubtedly, in
this case, the gravitino is the LSP. A s em phasized jn§1:, the neutralinos ( f)

are unstable, decayingm ainly to photons ( ) and the gravitino, w ith a lifetim e
proportional to m >, =M m 5_,)?) !, thus depending on the gravitino m ass,
and o ering the posslabﬂjty of neutralino decay inside the detector. In such a
case, the new experin ental signature of VLG SUSY is ’splusm issing energy
B ), In otherwords a light signal, In sharp constrast w ith m inin alistic SU SY

w here we expect (@s discussed above) a dark signall In the case of VLG SUSY

one has to resort to other particles (instead of the neutral]ino) to provide the
dark m atter in the universe, as discussed In this worksho 24 .

It should be em phasized that the no-scale supergraviy fram ework can
accom odate any type of gravitneg, from superheavy m 3_» oM™)) '.321,,to
minimalistic Ms, O My )) 2984, to very light s,  @m,,=M )PM )53,
In each case providing a rather constrained, highly econom ical (in tem s of
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free param eters), and experin entally falsi able m odel. W hile no-scale super—
graviy seem sto resolve severalofthe drawbacksofthe m inim alistic view point
discussed above, due to its speci ¢ structure, the question hasbeen frequently
raised about the stability of the no-scale structure, when quantum correc—
tions are taken Into account. W hil naively the no-scale structure seem s to
collapse, we have retained for years the hope that such an am azing and rich
structure should m ay perhaps be an exact property in the \right" quantum
theory of gravity. O ur hopes were not an illusion! Indeed, string theory, the
only known consistent quantum theory of gravity, seem s to yild as its Igng
wavelength lin it SU (N ,1) no-scale supergravity, as rst proven by W itten 24.
This \derivation" was valid in the weak coupling lim it of string theory, thus
oncem ore the quantum stability ofno-scale supergraviy was in doubt. Lo and
behold, during the last few m onths things have changed dram atically. String
dualities, believed to be exact sym m etries, have provided usw ith very pow erfiil
tools to m ap strongly-coupled string theories to weakly coupled ones. Speci =
cally, theEs EQ heterotic string theory, which in its weak coupling yields®4
no-scale supergravity, has a strong coupling lin it dual to the 11-din ensional
long-wavelength lin jt of \M -theory!, which has been very recently proven,
by Banks and D ne®? and Horava®!, to yield, within som e controllabk ap—
proxin ations, nothing else by no-scale supergravity! In otherwords, Eg E g
heterotic string theory keeps, basically intact, the no-scale structure all the
way from the weak coupling to the strong coupling lim i, ie., including all
quantum corrections, to som e controllable approxin ation. It does not take an
heroic e ort to dare to suggest that lke string duality, the no-scale structure
is an exact string property, far beyond the lim its of perturbation theory that
hasbeen discovered, or \derived" in string theory, and thus eventually leading
to a clear understanding of the natural vanishing of the coan ological constant
( o) exactly, and not m erely at the classical level.

Beyond high-brow theoretical consequences, these recent developm ents in—
volving \M -theory" m ay have rather drastic and farreaching phenom enologi-
cal/experin ental consequences, giving an unforseeable tw ist to the whole uni-

cation and SU SY m odelbuilding program . H ere is a m icrography of w hat is
goingon. The 11th din ension, w hich becom es the 5th din ension after suitable
com pacti cation, seem s to play a very peculiar and unheard before role. The
extra 5th din ension, instead ofbeing as usualperiodic, it isa segm ent,2’ w ith
the gauge and m atter elds living at the endpoints only, w hilke the supergraviy
and m oduli eldspropagate in the ve-dim ensionalbulk! That is, spacetin e is
a narrow ve-din ensionallayerbounded by fourdin ensionalwalls. At the one
end \live" the \observabke eHds" (quarks, leptons, gauge bosons, etc.) com ing
from oneofthekE g’s, while at the otherend \live" the \hidden or shadow eXds"
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contained in the otherE g . It is rem arkable that w hen the coupling constants of
the observable sector get their \nom alvalues" €g. gurT 1=25) the hidden
sector & g) coupling constant is driven to its strong lim i, enabling i to form
a gaugino condensate, a prerequisite for spontaneous local SUSY breaking.
A ctually, for distances " between the \nom al" 6-din ensional com pacti cation
radius Rx ¢ (ie. 10D ! 4D ) and the 5-dim ensional com pact radiis Rs (ie.,
Rk x ' Ryg) even if the gaugino condensate has been form ed, there is no
local SUSY breaking. For distances ‘> Rs, local SUSY breaking occurs and
clarly m 3., = £ Rs;:1), such thatms, ! 0OasRs ! 1 . Clearly, the 5th—
din ension protects local SUSY , and the \geom etrical picture" above is very
suggestive and explains nicely the naturalem ergence of the no-scale structure
in \M -theory".

Tt should not escape our attention the fact that the schem e discussed above:
hidden! m essenger! observable sector, for the tranam ission of SUSY break-—
ng, is literally reproduced here. The one fourdin ensional wall containing
the Eg is the hidden sector, the vedin ensionalbulk wih the supergravity,
moduli elds isthem essenger sector, and the other ourdin ensionalwall con—
tains the observabke sector. W hat is surprising is the fact that the onset of
the fth dim ension leaves the observable sector intact. G auge, Yukawa, and
scalar interactions of the Standard M odel are oblivious to-the existence of
the fth dinension! T his observation wasm ade by W itten '34, who suggested
that if the fth dim ension is suitably tumed on below the uni cation scale
M1ep 10'*Gev), it may provide a kink in the gravitational coupling so
that all couplings meet at M 1gp 10'°Gev (e, by GyE? ! Gy E3:u),
thus resolving the possible problem arising because of the disparity between
M rzp and the weak coupling string lin £ M gring 5 1017 GeV. Geomet—
rical/topological decoupling betw een observable/supergravity/hidden elds in
\M -theory" is suspiciously rem iniscent of the decoupling that occurs naturally
In SU (N,1) noscale supergravity between local and global SUSY breaking,
discussed above, and thus even if the \M -theory" is still in its infancy, it is
not Inconceivable that som e orm ula sin ilarto ('_55),@-(_;) m ay eventually pop up
from \M -theory". Further, indirect evidence in support of such a view point
has been provided in Ref.EQ, where it has been shown that the rol of the
would-be goldstino, to be absorbed by the gravitino in its way to becom ing
m assive and thus breaking local SUSY, is played by the nom al com ponent
of the 11-din ensional gravitino! Tn a way \M -theory" provides an e ectively
sealed, from the \observable sector", local SUSY breaking m echanian where
all the ingredients are ingeniously provided by the 11th (eventually becom ing
the 5th) dim ension.

Tt is am using to notice that very early (ore string-theory) attem pts'-39} to
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m ake sense out ofD = 11 N =1 supergravity theories suggested a gravitinom ass
ofthe om m;, (n,-,= )°M , ie, ofthe Hm given by (1) with p= 2!
Actually, the 5-din ensional gravitational constant Gg P seem s to be much
larger that the \nom al" 4-dim ensional one Gy , m aking one wonder w hether
thee ective replacem ent in the case of VLG ,0fG y by Gy fe=m 5_,)? discussed
above, is som ehow related (ie., qu P = fey te=m 3:2)2]. To put i bluntly:
is the VLG scenario the m acroscopic \tip" of a m icroscopic \M -theory" 5th
din ension? W e don’t know yet, but we are very lkely going to know soon.

W hile we have tried to provide solutions to m ost of the drawbacks of the
m inin alistic SUSY fram ew ork, the puzzl of the din ension— ve proton decay
operatorhasnotbeen dian issed. A ctually, thisproblem getsw orse if som ething
like ('_53) isvalid, because w e do not have enough free param eters to play around,
and speci callym ¢=m ;_, > O (3) is requjxedf,q_. String theory com esoncem ore
to our rescue. Form any welkknow n reasonsﬂl:, an SU (5) U (1) uni ed gauge
theory ism ost favored in string theory. The sim ilarity to SU ) U (1) should
be obvious, as the Iessknown fact that this the only known string theory where
fractionalelectric charges (egv- 1=2,etc.) get autom atically con ned in away
resem bling SU 3)eorr QCD ) .42

The de ning property ofSU (5) U (1) is that i reshu es quarks and lep—
tonsinal0 and 5 n away

u

10 = q ;d°; © ;5= uS; ee ;1= ¢&° 12)
di erent from SU (5)
u C C C e
10 = q u%ie ;5= d5 3)
e

by ippingu®$ d°and e $ € and thus the reason some call SU (5) U (1)

Jpped SU (5). By m aking the 10 contain an SU (3) SU () U (1) singlkt ( ©),
it m akes it usefiil (in the H iggs version) to break SU (5) U (1) directly down to
SU 3) SU (2) U (1), w ithout the use of ad;b_jnt representations, thus getting
the blessing of string theory. T he structure I_lg‘) leads also to a naturalH iggs—
triplet-doublet splitting, resolving thus another m inim alistic SUSY puzzl,
while at the sam e tin e banishing the dangerous dim ension— ve proton-decay
operators! Thus, we were led to considerti a stringy, no-scale, SU (5) U (1)
theory obeying (:_§)‘but still free of d= 5 proton decay opergtors, etther In is
m nin alistic om 43 (le., satisfying @) or in s VLG form %4 (ie., satisfying
C_l-(_]')) . In orderto nd out which way nature prefers ifany in the rather broad
fram ew ork developed in this section, we have to pay som e due attention to the
presently available ...
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5 Exi(s)ting E xotics

M ost of the experin ental and theoretical taks in this workshop nished with
the, by now, expected words to the e ect \we have seen nothing unusual or
unexplainable by the Standard M odel ...". Fortunately there are two very
noticeable exceptions, that of R, and the CDF ee + E£; \event". Let me
discuss each of these In tum.

51 Ry

It is by now weltknown that if we de ne R %! QQ)y=@%!
hadrons), then we have the ©llow ing theoretical(SM )-experin entalm ism atch
ﬁ)er and Re

peso 02202 00016; DrREY = 0472 a2
b 02211 00016; orR. \free"
while RS = 02157, and
RSP = 0:160 0:007 15)

whieR3M = 0472.

W hat is even m ore peculiar is the fact that the lptonic Z-w idths ( 1p)
and the totalhadronic Z-w idth ( paq) Seem to be In very good agreem ent w ith
theSM (§ naaj< 3M &V). Oneofcoursem ay take the attitude thatRexp are
jast som e experim ental ukes/ uctuations and they w ill eventually \re]ax" to
their SM values. Som ething perhaps already happening, with at Jeast RZ*P!
O n the other hand, as discussed In considerable detail by FerughoEL(Z, we can
use the so-called \Ryp,.~crisis" to see how wellwe are doing w ith the extensions
of the SM discussed In the previous sections. The rst thing that comes to
m Ind is of course SUSY contrbutions. Indeed, it has been suggested 49 that
SUSY loop correctionstotheZ b bvertex nvolving \light" charginos ( ; )
and top squarks () may providea R ¥ such as to close the gap between
theory and experin ent, as Indicated in (_1-9:) . W hileat rstsight this statem ent
sounds plausible, things get a bit m ore com plicated. If we take into account
all available constraints from : LEP 1.5 lin its on chargino fm . > 65GeV if

m m o> 10G eV) and top-squark (m .) m asses, lin its from D 0 on chargino

m asses, ]Jm its on H iggs boson m asses, etc, and run 365,000 SUSY m odels (for
1< t'a_n Xj < 5) and other 91,000 SUSY models (for1 < tan < 1:5) one
nds*¢

R ¥ 00017 ; (16)
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not big enough to 1l in the gap in (:_1-4_:) There are som e recent clain s %%
that the upper bound {_l-é) m ay be avoided in certain very restrictive regions
of param eter space that require a severe ne-tuning of the param eters In the
top-squark m assm atrix. If then SUSY contributions cannot m ake up the dif-
ference, what else isthere to x up Rp? A sexplained in¢, the existence of an
extra Iight neutrpl gauge boson Z 9, coupled only to quarks, and not to leptons,
thus bptophobicﬁ, and w ith the right m ixing w ith the regqular Z , can do the
Pb. A leptophobic Z° does not upset 1ep, While by its appropriate m ixing
() wih the reqularZ itm ay bem ade phenom enologically consistent w.ith the
SM , including nag - A ctually, detailed  tsto the electrow eak data®3#%%9 allow
values for the param eter go=g, aslargeas10 °.Even ifan appropriate
z°may tR,®, the standard question arises: \who asked for that?" Put it
in a di erent way, if such a Z ° explanation is to be taken seriously, one m ust
provide a consistent theoretical fram ew ork where the new gauge boson and is
required properties arise naturally. Since a m ost in portant theoretical issue,
that of cancellation of gauge anom alies Involving Z %, is dealt w ith autom ati-
cally In the string fram ew ork developed in the previous section, there is w here
we have to Iook. New light neutralgauge bosons (Z %) were early on considered
to be the \sm oking guns" ofstring, back when E¢ ( Eg) was the favorable,
string-inspired gauge group 83. Tt has been chown recently &4 that dynam ic
¥ptophobia is possble via RGE U (1) m ixing, and speci cally the socalled -
m odel§2: in (string-ingoired) E ¢ stands out as the m ost reasonable m odel that
tsallthe SM constraintsand Ry © . Onemay wonder ifa m ore naturalway
to achieve leptophobia exists, nam ely symm etry-tased Jptophobia,.. A ctually,
we don’t have to wonder very far since SU (5) U (1) does the :bb'§3- . Letme
rem ind you that generically in string theory, your \chosen" (or \preferred")
gauge group is unavoidably accom panied by extra U (1) factors. Som etin es it
m ay be that the extra U (1)’s are broken at the string scale, thus useless or
providing light Z %. N evertheless, it m ay happen that one extra U (1) survives
unbroken down to Ipw energies, and if we are lucky, it may even t the bill.
Indeed, wem anaged§3: to arrange our \preferred" SU (5) U (1) m odelto be ac-
com panied by an extra U (1) suxrviving to low energies. W hat it rather stunning
is that leptophobia is very naturalin SU (5) U (1). The reason is very sinple.
A look at the way that quarks and leptons are distrbbuted in the 10 and 5 of
SU (5) U 1), see C_Iz_i), m akes it clear the fact that the 10 contains only quarks
(the °© is superheavy), and the 5 m ixes quarks and leptons. Thus, it is very
easy to in aghe a schem e where som e Z ° couples only to 10’s and not the 5’s,
thus \ lptophobic" because of sym m etry reasons! N otice that we cannot pull
the sam e trick for \canonical" SU (5) because, as is apparent from C_l-:_’:), both
10 and 5 m ix quarks and Jeptons. String-based 7 ° charge assignm ents Jead to
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scenarioswhere Ry, is shifted signi cantly in the direction indicated experim en—
tally, while keeping naq essentially unchanged and producing much sm aller
shifts HrR 83, It is worth m entioning that, w hile the speci ¢ Z ° couplings to
quarks m ay change for di erent string realizations of SU (6) U (1), there are
certain phenom enological characteristics that re ect the endem ic SU (5) U (1)
Jeptophobia, as quarks are largely split from leptons in the SU (5) represen—
tations. Nam ely, m axim al parity-violating couplings to up-type quarks and
parity-conserving couplings to dow n-type quarks, that have the potentia], of
yielding observable spin asymm etries in polarized pp scattering at RH IC 64
T he present experipental status of Z ° gauge bosons was discussed here by
Epply and W enzeld. For a detailed phenom enological study ofSU (5) U (1)
7 ° bosons, ncluding production cross sections, additional coptributions to the
top-quark cross section, and spin asymm etriesat RHIC, se®i. is very in -
portant to realize that even if Z -7 ° m ixing is not found to be the resolution
ofthe Ry, puzzle, keptophobic 2 ° gauge bosonsm ay stillbe predicted by string
m odels (unm ixed or negligbly m ixed w ith the z % and their existence should
be probed experin entally in all possble ways. It is worth em phasizing that
even if the \Ryp,—crisis" gets resolved purely experin entally, som ething that
Jooks, at least to m e not nconceivable, the would-be \agreem ent" between
RJ1 and RpY would put severe constraints on possible extensions of the SM .
In otherwords, the \in agination stretch" now triggered by Ry® wouldn’t have
been futilk, because now \allchips are down", eg., C_lg'), or possble existence
of Jeptophobic 7 © that can be probed experin entally in the near firtture.

52 TheCDF ee + E;\event"
- (-

Aswe heard from Carithers®9, and firther discussed in i, recent cbserva-—
tions at the Tevatron, in the form of a puzzling ee + event?”:, appear
to indicate that experin ent m ay have nally reach the spnsiivity required to
observe the rst direct m anifestation of supersym m etry 58694 . If this event
is indeed the result of an underlying supersym m etric production process, as
m ight be deduced from the observation of additional related events at the
Tevatron or LEP 2, then indeed we would have crossed a new threshold, lit—
erally and m ethaphorically, in elem entary particle physics. T he particulars of
the event are listed in Tab]e-';l:. T he direct evidence for supersymm etry con—
tains the standard m issing-energy characteristic of supersym m etric production
processes, but it also contains a surprising hard-photon com ponent (as far as
m Inin alistic SUSY is concemed), which elin lnates all conceivable Standard
M odelbackgrounds (eg., ifW W is the origin ofthe \event", less than 10 3
events are expected w ith the current CDF data) and m ay prove extrem ely dis—
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Table 1: The kinem atical inform ation of the observed CDF ee +=Er1 event. A llm om enta
and energies in GeV . A lso in portant areE£ 1 = 52:81GeV at = 2:91lrad.

Variable (S5 (5] 1 2
Px 58:75 3341 12:98 3153
Py 18:44 1113 2968 17:48
Pz 16724 2100 2269 34:77
E 17821 41:00 3955 50:09
Er 61:58 3521 3239 36:05

crim Inating am ong di erent m odels of low -energy supersym m etry. T he present
supersym m etric explanations of the CDF event 2ll into two phenom enologi-
cal classes: either the lightest neutralino ( %) is the lightest supersym m etric
particle, and the second-ta-lightest neutralino decays radiatively to it at the
onedoop evel ( 5 ! 9 )e4; or the gravitino (§) isthe lightest supersym m et—
ric particle,and the lightest neutralino decays radiatively to it at the tree level
(91 & )94%944%], These two explanations fll respectively into the \m in—
In alistic SUSY " fram ework and the Very Light G ravitino (VLG ) framework,
discussed in Section 4. T he form er \neutralino-L.SP " scenario J:equjxeséq a con—

guration ofgaugino m asses that precludes the usualgaugino m assuni cation
relation ofuni ed m odels, although it can occur in som e restricted region ofthe
\m inin alistic SU SY " param eter space. T he latter \gravitinoL.SP " scenario re—
quires only that the lightest neutralino has a photino com ponent, as is generi-
cally the case. T he underlying process that leads to such nalstates hasbeen
suggested to be that of selectron pairproduction (g ! e'e ,e= exje),
with subsequent decay e ! e Jore ! e { i the \neutralinoL.SP" and
\gravitino-L.SP " scenarios regoectively. In the \gravitinoLSP " scenario, the
altemative possibility of chargino pairproduction (g ! Tt e D
has also been suggestedéq .

T heoretically, the \gravitino-LSP " explanation, belonging to the VLG
fram ew ork (see Section 4), is much m ore exciting and has generated m odel-
building e orts that try to embed such a scenario Into a m ore fundam ental
theory at higher m ass scales. These m ore predictive theories include low —
energy gaugem ediated dynam ical supersym m etry breaking®4%} and no-scale
supergravjty'i“‘: . In the formm er case (super)graviy seem s to play a ratherm i
nuscule role In the low-energy world, by essentially putting all the burden
0of SUSY breaking into gauge (©ld or new) interactions. This sounds a little
bizarre, as one of the striking consequences of the VLG fram ework, as dis—
cussed In Section 4, is the inm ense enhancem ent of the gravitational constant
Gy ! Gy te=m ;_,)?), n processes nvolring the w ould-be goldstino, pushing
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itup to at leasttheFem iconstant Gr  10,2m2 . )! On theotherhand, in
the latter case, that of no-scale supergravity ©4%9, as discussed in the previous
section, (super)gravity plays a rather drastic role in the low -energy world, and
the aform entioned enhancem ent ofthe graviationalconstant isused to provide
a window of opportunity to probe very high m ass scales/very short distances,
ncluding the exciting possibility of the unfolding of a fth-space din ension!
A s gach, I'will concentrate henceforth in the no-scale supergravity interpreta—
tion“4%Y, since furtherm ore, the low -energy gauge-m ediated dynam ical SU SY
breaking has been covered 9.

The alert reader m ay have already noticed that the CDF \event" is a
striking exam ple of the VLG signature: ’splusm issing energy Er), as con—
tained in the VLG oneparam eter no-scale supergravjty'f‘; , that was developed
In Section 4. Here is our strategy. W e delineated the regions in param eter
space that are consistent w ith the experin ental kinem atical nform ation (see
Table -'14'), and then we consider the rates for the various underlying processes
that m ay occur within such regions of param eter space. W e also consider
the constraints from LEP 1.5 and the prospects for SUSY particle detection
at LEP 161 and LEP 190. The rather restrictive nature of our oneparam eter
m odelm ake our experin ental predictions unam biguous and highly correlated.
Here are our results.

(A) Selectron interpretation

Theunderlying processisqg ! e e, oraq! e e ,with subsequent selectron
decay viae, ;! e { with 100 B R . lowed by neutralinos decaying via

91 &,alsowih 100% B R.The nalstatethuscontainse*e G&&,wih
the (essentially) m asslegs gravitinos carrying away the m issing energy. W e
found that in ourm odel44%<4 e, production is disfavored, while ex is perfectly
consistent w ith the kinem atics of the event, w ith

m e,

(85 135)Gev im0 (50 100)Ge&V mplyingm (90 190)Gev
1

a7
T he speci cm icroprocesses in the selectron Interpretation are

o ! ;7! & e .ee (\+

0 +
R R/ L L )¢ 1)! v + Er

! W et (v DD +Er ; 8)

q@! 2! ee! (9D +E

0

1
0
1

where Y= e; ; . Our calculations indicate®? that at the one dilepton-event
Jevel, the expected num ber of singke-lepton events (two) or no—-Jepton (dipho—
ton) events (hegligble) is still consistent w ith cbservation (zero). However,
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possible ocbservation ofm oreee  +%Ep eventswould need to be accom panied
bymanymoree +¥; or + Er events.

(B ) Chargino interpretation

T heunderlying process isassum ed tobe gq ! 1’ , W ith subsequent chargino
decayvia | ! e ¢ f wih a calculable B R J), ollowed by the usual neu—
tralinodecay ! &.The nalstatethuscontainse’e e €&, wih the
(essentially) m assless gravitinos and the neutrinos carrying away the m issing
energy. A sin ilar analysis as above @) shows that0 J'nothjs case one predicts
com parable rates (o theee +E; event) or (¥ Y'Y ;Y ;Y 49 +
Er . In this Interpretation it would be reasonable to require 100G &V < m ) <
150GeV (which inpliesme, > 85GeV_andm 0 > 55Gev).

In theV LG {no-scale supergravjtyf‘;"fq Interpretation (selectron or chargino)
oftheCDF \event",both selectronsand charginos w ith m assesin theO (100G &V)
region) seem to be kinem atically inaccessible at any LEP 2 energy presently be—
ing considered (ie., ~ s = 161;175;190 GeV ). O ne then has to fcus on the

9 % and perhapsalso { 9, asthe only cbservable channels. In either case an
acoplanar photon pair plus m issing energy ( + £r ) nal state, constitutes
a rather clean signal. The \non-observation" of these events at LEP 1.5 does
not exclide any region of param eter space. It is worth m entioning that we
have pointed out €4 that one of the acoplanar photon pairs observed by the
OPAL Collaborationd at LEP L5 m ay be attrbutable to supersym m etry in
the VLG {no-scak supergravity #4%0 modelvia e' e ! 0 0 + £ !
N eedless to say that we eagerly expect the com pltion of the analyses of the
current LEP run (p5= 161 Gev).

Tt goes w thout saying that the consequences of con m ing the supersym —

m etry origin ofthe CDF \event" w illbe rather dram atic. In at least one inter-

pretation it would not only provide evidence for a findam entalnew symm etry

of Nature (supersymm etry), but i would also connect us directly, through a

fth space dim ension, to P lJanck-scale physics. O n the other hand, i m ay be

that the CDF event is som e sort of uctuation/glitch/orw hatever... H opefully,
by the next workshop K II) in this serdes, next year, we w ill know .
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