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Abstract

M ore precise uni�cation predictions require going beyond the lowest order,

including2{loop runningofthecouplingsand acorrecttreatm entofthreshold

e�ects.Herewerevised twodi�erentapproachestodealwith lightthresholds,

based on di�erent choices ofthe renorm alization schem e,M S and e�ective

couplings.W eshow theequivalenceofboth approachesin m aking predictions

when thresholdsare taking properly into account.

I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

Experim entaldata have alwaysplayed a relevantrole in building uni�cation scenarios.

W hereas Standard SU(5) uni�cation [1]was not com pletely ruled out by experim ents in

theearly 80’s,now attem ptsto unify withoutintroducing new degreesoffreedom between

the electroweak scale and the uni�cation scale doesnotwork.Introduction ofnew degrees

offreedom m odi�es�{functions,and opensup the possibility foruni�cation.Asa general

result [2], one is constrained to introduce new physics at a interm ediate scale O (108 �

1012GeV )[3],and/orto populate the spectrum with m any new degreesoffreedom atthe

scale ofO (1TeV). The second alternative is provided by the M inim alSupersym m etric

extension of the Standard M odel(M SSM ).Supersym m etric Grand Uni�cation Theories

(Susy GUT)[4]have been widely studied in the literature,in both versions,with [5]and

without[6,7,8,9]interm ediate scale.
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Due to the presence of a rich susy spectrum at low energies (with m asses no m ore

than afew TeV ),im portantlightthreshold contributionscom eintothegam e.Thesim plest

proceduretodealwith them consistsofusingthestep{function approxim ation (orrun{and{

m atchprocedure),sothataparticlecontributestotheevolution ofthecouplingsonlybeyond

itsm assscale,givingzerocontribution otherwise.However,theuncertainty principletellsus

thatthee�ectsfrom a particlearefeltnotonly beyond itsexcitation from thevacuum but,

sincethepacketnecessarily spreadsin m om entum ,itscontribution tothephysicalprocesses

willoccur even before its m ass scale is reached,contrary to the assum ption ofthe step{

function approach.In ordertogetam oreaccuratedescription ofthethreshold behavior,one

can com putetherunning couplingsworking with a M assDependentSubtraction Procedure

(M DSP)[10,11],ortheequivalente�ectivecouplings[12,13,14],in which alltheinform ation

aboutthem assspectrum isautom atically included in the�{functions.

Another approach related to the correct treatm ent oflight susy thresholds is that of

Ref.[15].They rem ark thattheextraction ofthevaluesofthegaugecoupling constantsat

them Z scaleisnotonly renorm alization schem e dependentbutalso m odeldependent.The

valuesextracted assum ing theStandard M odel(SM )willnotbeequalto thoseextracted if

weassum ethattheM SSM iscorrect,thatis,

�i(m Z)jM SSM = �i(m Z)jSM +��i(m Z)jnew physics; (1)

where\new physics" m eansnew degreesoffreedom di�erentfrom thosepresentin theSM .

The question that arises again is to which accuracy do we want to com pute the function

��i(m Z) [16],which includes those threshold e�ects due to the susy degrees offreedom .

Thisfunction willalso depend on therenorm alization prescription used to de�nethegauge

couplings. W orking with M S butincluding com plete threshold e�ectsin ��i we willgeta

non-zerocontribution com ingfrom new physics,even form assesseveralordersofm agnitude

abovem Z.W ith theuseoftheM S procedure,thedecoupling theorem isnotim plem ented.

The situation is di�erent for the e�ective couplings,and in this case those contributions

com ing from heavy degreesoffreedom ,relativeto m Z,aresuppressed in ��i.
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Itisclearby now thatin studying susy uni�cation,asfarasallthresholdsare crossed

in going from m Z to M X ,di�erentconclusionswillbeachieved when using an approxim ate

treatm entlikethestep{function [9],orthem oreaccurateone[14,16].M oreover,in studying

com plete threshold e�ectsand the related m odi�cation ofthe evolution ofthe gauge cou-

plings,we have di�erentapproaches,depending on the renorm alization schem e we choose.

Forexam ple,

{ One can work with M S,including the com plete thresholds at the electroweak scale

throughout Eq. (1). After that,we run the couplings up to the high energy region just

using the M S �{ functions,without the need ofany other consideration about the m ass

spectrum .

{ Other choice is to work instead with e�ective couplings (equivalent to work with a

M DSP).The valuesofthe e�ective couplingsatthe electroweak scale m Z willbe di�erent

from thoseoftheM S couplings.Ateach scale� � mZ,thecontribution ofam assivedegree

offreedom iscontrolled viaasm ooth function F(m =�)which givesan appropriatethreshold

crossing asweevolve thecouplings,and goesto zero form assesm � �.

As physicalquantities and physicalconclusions m ust be renorm alization schem e inde-

pendent, and in both approaches com plete thresholds are supposed to be included, the

conclusions reached aboutuni�cation using one approach oranothershould be the sam e.

In thiswork,we aim to show explicitly thatin factthisisthe case. In particular,we will

com paretheprediction fortheQCD coupling�3(m Z)
� 1 in both schem es.W ecan notexpect

thesevaluesto beequal,becausethey referto di�erentrenorm alization prescriptions.How-

ever,we can calculate independently therelation between di�erentschem es.Therefore,we

willrecovertheprediction ofthee�ectivecouplingsapproach from thatoftheM S couplings

and viceversa.

Thisisthenorm alproceduretodealwith physicalprocessesand experim entalquantities.

Using perturbation theory,they arewritten like a seriesexpansion in som e param eter,say

the coupling constant,in a given renorm alization schem e. Depending on the expansion

param eter,the coe�cients in the series willbe di�erent,but the �nalresult m ust be the
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sam e(m odulo higherordercorrections).

In Section 2 we willextract the values ofthe M SSM gauge couplings at m Z in both

schem es,e�ectivecouplings1 and M S.Com paring with thevaluesfortheSM and M S,we

willseethatthem ain source ofthedi�erencesisnotdueto susy threshold e�ects,butlies

on therenorm alization prescription isused.Thedi�erenceism orepronounced forthevalue

oftheQCD coupling constant.

In Section 3 weusetheseinitialvaluesto check theuni�cation scenario,and theequiv-

alence ofthe predictions in both approaches. W hen working with e�ective couplings,as

we approach the high energy region,we would expectto feelthe heavy degreesoffreedom

com ingfrom theuni�cation group.These�eldsareneeded in ordertogetnotonly thesam e

value,butthesam eevolution ofthecouplingsbeyond som escaleM X .Theircontributions

depend on the speci�c uni�cation group considered. Asfaraswe are notinterested in the

study ofa particularm odel,we willtry to keep the discussion asgeneralaspossible,but

we will�x the uni�cation group to be SU(5)when needed fornum ericalcalculations.The

inclusion ofthese heavy threshold e�ectswillalso be relevantto getthe sam e resultswith

e�ective couplingsand M S.

In section 4 wepresentourconcluding rem arks.

II.IN IT IA L VA LU ES AT m Z

Therenorm alized couplingsusing a M DSP areequivalentto e�ective couplings,de�ned

by [14],

�
� 1
i (q2)= �

� 1
i0 +

�

� T
i(q)+ 2�Ui (q)

�

1O urwork with e�ective couplingsisbased in thatofRef.[14]. In thatwork,we took asinitial

data forthee�ectivecouplingsatm Z thosevaluesquoted by theParticleData G roup [23],thatis,

those initialvaluesvalid forthe SM when using M S. Here we com pute the correctinitialvalues

atm Z forthe e�ective couplings.
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= �
� 1
i (q20)+

�

� T
i(q

2)+ 2�Ui (q
2)� �Ti(q

2
0)� 2�Ui (q

2
0)
�

; (2)

where �i0 isthe bare coupling constant,�
T
i is the transverse com ponent ofthe bare vac-

uum polarization tensorofthegaugeboson de�ning theinteraction,and �U
i istheuniversal

(process{independent) vertex correction. Allthe dependence on the m asses isincluded in

these functions.The divergencesofthebare function � T
i,and �

U
i ,canceloutin thedi�er-

ences,and wedo notneed any additionalassum ption to render�nitetheaboveexpression.

Theinitialvalues2 �e(m Z)
� 1 and �2(m Z)

� 1 can beobtained from thesetofexperim ental

data G � = 1:16639 � 10� 5GeV 2,�e(0) = 1=137:036 and m Z = 91:19GeV. The value

�e(m Z)
� 1 isobtained using �e(0)and Eq. (2)forq20 = 0. Thatexpression can be written

in a m orefam iliarway like,

�
� 1
e (m Z)= �

� 1
e (0)[1+ �� e(m Z)]; (3)

where,

�� e(m Z)= �e(0)
h

� T
(m Z)+ 2�U (m Z)� �T(0)� 2�U (0)

i

= �� leptons(m Z)+ ��
(5)

hadrons(m Z)+ �� top(m Z)+ �� gauge(m Z)+ �� susy(m Z):(4)

Allthe term s in Eq. (4) except that forthe light quarks ��
(5)

hadrons,can be com puted in

perturbation theory .Forthelatter,weusetherecentdata [17],

��
(5)

hadrons(m Z)= 0:0280� 0:0007: (5)

W ealso include thedom inantferm ionic2-loopscontributionsofO (�2e)and O (�e�3)in the

otherterm s.[18].

In order to obtain �2(m Z)
� 1,we use the de�nition ofG � as the lim it ofthe charged

current process involved in � decay when q2 ! 0 [19]. Following the generalargum ent

sketched in Appendix A,wegettherelation:

2
�
� 1
1 isgiven by the relation �

� 1
1 = 3(�� 1e � �

� 1
2 )=5,atany scale.
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�2(q)
� 1 =

�
p
2G �m

2
W

+ � L
W (0)� �LW (m W )+ � T

W (q)� �TW (m W )+ 2�UW (q)� �W (0): (6)

Allthe functions[20]� L
W ,�

T
W ,�

U
W and �W (com plete vertex and box contribution to the

�{decay)are bare functions. The divergencescanceloutin the di�erences,the sam e than

in Eq.(2).

Setting q2 = 0 in Eq.6 wegetthevalueof�2(0).Noticethat�2(0)can beexpressed as,

G �
p
2
=

��2(0)

2m 2
W (0)

(1� �
P D
W (0)): (7)

Apartfrom the\process{dependent" term (which can beincluded in arede�nition oftheG �

asa universalFerm iconstant),we see thatthevalue�2(0)can be related m oredirectly to

an experim entalquantity [21],in an analogousway totheextraction of�e(0)from Com pton

scattering.Thereforewehavea closeexpression forboth �e(m Z)
� 1 and �2(m Z)

� 1 in term s

oftherespective valuesatzero m om entum :

�
� 1
i (m Z)= �

� 1
i (0)[1+ �� i(m Z)]; (8)

Ifwewantto com puteinstead theM S{couplings,weget(seeEq.(A10)):

b�
� 1
i (m Z)= �

� 1
i (0)�

�
b� T
i(0)+ 2b�Ui (0)

�

(9)

= �
� 1
i (0)[1+ � b�i(0)]: (10)

Com plete susy thresholds e�ects are included through their contribution to the functions

b� i and
b�i,wherethedivergentterm hasbeen subtracted,and therenorm alization scalehas

setto m Z.

The explicit values of�e(m Z)
� 1 and �2(m Z)

� 1 depend on the susy spectrum consid-

ered, but as a generalresult they are typically larger than the corresponding values of

b�i(m Z)
� 1 jSM . On the following,we willuse the notation b�i to denote M S couplings,

and the subscriptSM when we do notinclude susy degreesoffreedom ,only the standard

ones. W e willuse the sim plestparam eterization ofthe susy spectrum ,assum ing universal

soft susy breaking term s atthe GUT scale,and neglecting the m ixing between charginos

6



and higgsinos,and stopsleftand right. W ith these sim pli�cations,we need only six m ass

param eters for the m atter spectrum : m 1=2 for the gaugino m asses (m i � cim 1=2,c~g = 3,

c~w = 1);m 1=2 and m 0 (com m on scalar m ass at the GUT scale) for sleptons and squarks

(m i =
q

cim
2
1=2

+ m 2
0,c~l = 0:5,c~r = 0:15,c~q = 7);a com m on m assparam eter,m ~h

,forthe

higgsinos;a com m on m ass,m H ,fortheheaviestHiggses,and m h fortheStandard lightest

Higgs;and also m t for the top m ass. W e willtake the susy m ass param eters to be not

largerthan 1TeV (naturalnessbound).From theexperim entalsearches,wehavethelower

bounds:m 1=2 � 65GeV and mh � 60GeV .Thesusy param etersm~h and m H willbetaken

at least ofO (m Z). For the top m ass,we have the data: m t = 176� 8� 10 (CDF) and

m t = 199� 20+ 19
� 21 (D0)[22].Fornum ericalcalculationswewillallow m t = 200GeV .

W ith these constraints,and also assum ing m 0 = m 1=2 and m ~h
= m H ,we can write the

num ericalvaluesofthee�ectivecouplingsatm Z like:

�e(m Z)
� 1 = 129:08+ 1:0� 10� 2� t(176GeV )

+3:9� 10� 4� 1=2(1TeV)+ 1:8� 10� 4� H (1TeV )� 0:3; (11)

�2(m Z)
� 1 = 30:087+ 1:5� 10� 2� t(176GeV )+ 2:3� 10� 2� h(60GeV)

+2:4� 10� 4� 1=2(1TeV)+ 1:7� 10� 4� H (1TeV )� 0:09; (12)

with,

� i(m 0)= 1�

�
m 0

m i

� 2

: (13)

Forarbitrary susy m asses,these valuesare typically 1% largerthan those of b�� 1i (m Z)jSM

[23]:

b�
� 1
e = 127:9� 0:3; b�

� 1
2 = 29:66� 0:09: (14)

Due to the decoupling ofthe m assive degreesoffreedom in the e�ective couplings,the

valuesquoted aboveforsusym assesO (1TeV)arepracticallythesam easthosewewould get

forthe SM e�ective couplings.Therefore,the initial\increasing" ofthe e�ective couplings

with respectto theM S{couplingsatm Z isnotdueto thesusy contributions,orin general
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to any m assive contribution,butdueto thosecom ing from lightquarksand leptons,which

can be considered asm asslessatthe m Z scale. Forexam ple,the contribution ofa \light"

ferm ion (m f m uch lessthan m Z)to thee�ective coupling would be:

��
(f)

i (m Z)= �i(0)
2

3�
T
f

i

�
5

6
+ log

m f

m Z

�

; (15)

whereastheM S contribution is:

� b�i(0)
(f) = �i(0)

2

3�
T
f

i log
m f

m Z

: (16)

In com puting both �i(m Z)
� 1 and b�i(m Z)

� 1,werun thecouplingsfrom zero m om entum to

m Z,so thatallthe lightthresholdsare crossed. Butfor b�i(m Z)
� 1 one usesno m ore than

thestep{function approxim ation,whileforthee�ectivecouplingsweuseasm otherfunction

[10,11].Thatistheorigin oftheconstantfactorin Eq.(15),and when wesum overallthe

\light" ferm ions,them ain reason ofthedi�erencebetween �i(m Z)
� 1 and b�i(m Z)

� 1 [24].

The value of the QCD coupling willbe derived im posing uni�cation within M SSM .

However,thevalueextracted from theexperim entistheM S couplingsvalid fortheSM .In

orderto com pare,wehaveto elim inatethecontribution dueto thesusy degreesoffreedom

[16],and to changefrom \e�ective" to\M S" when required,thatis,

b�3(m Z)
� 1

jSM = b�
� 1
3 (m Z)+

�
b� T
g(m Z)+

b�3(m Z)
�

jsusy +
1

4�
(17)

= �3(m Z)
� 1
�

�
b� T
g(m Z)+ 2b�U3 (m Z)

�

jM SSM +
�
b� T
g(m Z)+

b�3(m Z)
�

jsusy +
1

4�
;(18)

where the factor \1/4�" is due to the change in the regularization procedure (from di-

m ensionalreduction to dim ensionalregularization)when working with theSM .In thenext

section wewillshow thatin factEqs.(17)and (18)yield thesam eresult.

Like for the other two couplings, the m ain di�erence between the e�ective coupling

�3(m Z)
� 1 and b�3(m Z)

� 1 jSM isdueto thechangein therenorm alization schem e,thatis,to

thecontribution ofthem asslessdegreesoffreedom .W ehavenotonly thelightquarks,but

also thegluon contribution [14],

�
b� T
g(m Z)+ 2b�U3 (m Z)

�

jgluon= �
C2(SU(3))

4�

 

�
11

3
ln
m 2

Z

�2
+
157

36

!

: (19)
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Both together m ake the value ofthe e�ective QCD coupling roughly an 8% larger than

b�3(m Z)jSM = 0:117� 0:005 [23].

The value of b�3(m Z) jSM quoted above is the average ofa set ofvalues com ing from

di�erentexperim ents. Contrary to the situation with �e or�2,in QCD we do nothave a

naturalexperim entalprocessto extractthevalue of�3.The di�erence isobvious,because

there isno lim itto zero{m om entum transferred in QCD.W e have a collection ofphysical

observables,which can beused to de�ne\e�ectivecouplings" taking into accounttheentire

radiativecorrection into itsde�nition,oneforeach process,and can berelated am ong them

[13];forexam ple,

R(Q)�
11

3

 

1+
�R (Q)

�

!

; (20)

beingR(Q)thetotalhadroniccrosssection in e+ e� annihilation.On theotherhand,onecan

selecta particularrenorm alization schem e,say M S{coupling,and expresseach observable

likea seriesexpansion in thisparam eter,like[25],

R(Q)=
11

3

 

1+
b�3

�
+ 1:4092

�
b�3

�

�2

+ :::

!

: (21)

In�nite serieswillreturn exactly the renorm alization{schem e invariantexperim entalquan-

tities.Butin practice,wehaveavailableonly �niteorderseries,which can lead to di�erent

theoreticalpredictions depending on the expansion param eter chosen. In that sense,not

allthecouplingswillbereliableforalltheprocesses.M oreover,thee�ective couplingslike

�R are process{dependent by de�nition. The choice ofthe bestexpansion param eter,and

how to set its scale [26],is a m ajor point ofdiscussion in m aking theoreticalpredictions

forQCD.The valuesobtained using di�erentconvention m ay bequite di�erent.Using the

renorm alization group equations(RGE)to get�R (m Z)from �R (31:6GeV )= 0:165� 0:016

[27],onegetsa valueofO (10% )largerthan b�3(m Z).

Anotherexam pleisprovided by the\m om entum {scale" subtraction QCD coupling [28],

which isrelated to theM S coupling by,

�
m om
3 = b�3

�

1+ A(nf)
b�3

�
+ :::

�

; A(5)= 1:9776: (22)
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Again,wewould obtain�m om
3 ofroughlya7% largerthan b�3.Thede�nition of�

m om
3 isgauge

and process dependent,that is,depends on the vertex chosen to set the renorm alization

constant(trigluon vertex,quark{gluon,...).In Eq.(22)�m om
3 isgiven in theLandau gauge

and forthetrigluon vertex.Otherpossiblechoicesdo notchangeappreciablethenum erical

factorA(5).

The problem ofgauge dependence ofthe e�ective charges [29],in the sense ofexplicit

presence ofthegaugeparam eterin theconstantcontribution,also a�ictsthede�nition we

use.In ordertom inim izetheire�ectin theevolution with thescale,wework in theLandau

gauge,which is a �xed point ofthe RGE for the gauge param eter. This problem can be

solved including the appropriate box corrections. However,these are process{dependent

corrections, as those com ing from the vertex. In order to have som e kind of universal

QCD coupling we would need to set som e convention to de�ne the process independent

contribution.

In this line it works the e�ective QCD coupling de�ned by the interaction potential

between two in�nitely m assive quarks[30],in the sam e spiritthan the pure QED e�ective

coupling,

V (Q)� �
4�CF �v(Q)

Q 2
: (23)

Threshold e�ects are associated with the radiative corrections to the propagator ofthe

exchanged gluon,ratherthan the vertex orbox corrections. Therefore,they are universal,

and vertex and boxesareonlyintended toensurethegaugeindependenceof�v.In principle,

�v (and itsextension to the supersym m etric theory)would provide a good schem e to deal

with thresholds. However,in orderto study uni�cation (ourm ain m otivation),we should

extend thisschem e,orany other,tode�ne�e and �2,with theadditionalcom plication that

these couplings are related to a broken gauge sym m etry above m Z. Because ofthat,we

have at�rstsettherenorm alization schem e forthee�ective � e and �2,and extended itto

�3 afterwards.Forthebroken theory,weusethefactthatthe\universalvertex correction"

isrelated to the longitudinalterm ofthe m ixed vacuum polarization tensorfortheneutral
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bosons[31].

If we correctly set the relation between di�erent schem es, it does not m atter which

renorm alization schem eweconsider,asfarasweknow whatarethephysicale�ectsincluded,

say threshold e�ects. Thisisthe laststep in orderto com pare the theoreticalpredictions

with theavailableexperim entaldata.

III. U N IFIC AT IO N W IT H H EAV Y T H R ESH O LD S

A realuni�cation pictureofthegaugecouplingsim pliesnotonly to geta com m on value

atsom e pointin thehigh energy sector,buta com m on evolution beyond som e scale up to

thePlanck scale,which can beidenti�ed with thevalueand evolution ofthegaugecoupling

associated with the uni�cation group.Thiscan beobtained only through them odi�cation

ofthe running ofthe couplings due to new (heavy) degrees offreedom com ing from the

uni�cation group [32]. W e will�x,when needed,the uni�cation group to be SU(5). The

sam e problem ofaccuracy ofcrossing the heavy thresholds willappear again in the high

energy region.

Theheavy m assspectrum ofSU(5)isgiven asusualin term sof3m assparam eters:M V ,

forthe heavy gauge boson m asses,M � forthe colortripletHiggs,and M � forthe scalars

in theadjoint.Afterincluding thecontribution ofthesenew particlesin therunning ofthe

e�ectivecouplings,wewillgetrealuni�cation abovesom escalelargerthan thelargestheavy

m assparam eter.Therefore,we will�x the uni�cation condition forthegaugecouplingsat

thePlanck scale,M P ,thatis,

�
� 1
1 (M P )= �

� 1
2 (M P )= �

� 1
3 (M P ): (24)

The expressions for the e�ective gauge couplings,including also the heavy degrees of

freedom com ingfrom SU(5) aregiven in Appendix B,at1{loop and 2{loopsorder.Thresh-

olds at 2{loop order are treated in an approxim ate way. In fact,we neglect those ofthe

lightm assive degreesoffreedom in the 2{loop coe�cients. The inclusion ofm ore detailed
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2{loop threshold functionswould introduceonly a m odi�cation lessthan 1% in therunning

ofthecouplings.However,wecan notforgetaboutthecontribution oftheheaviestm asses

at2{loops,asweneed to getattheend oftheenergy scalethesam eevolution forthethree

couplings. Aswe know thatthese degreesoffreedom are com pletely decoupled wellbelow

their m ass scale,we use for these m asses the step{function approxim ation in the 2{loop

coe�cients.

Ifwe work instead with the couplings b�
� 1
i ,susy thresholds are included in the initial

valuesatm Z,butthere isno indication abouthow to crossthe heavy ones. A consistent

approach would betointegrateouttheseheavy degreesoffreedom from thecom pleteaction

S[G][33],and in thisway onegetstheuni�cation condition:

b�i(�)
� 1 = b�

� 1
G + �i(�); (25)

where � is a scale m uch larger than alllight m asses,and m uch sm aller than the heavy

m asses3.Thefunction �i(�)isgiven at1{loop orderby:

�i(�)= �
1

2�

X

j= H eavy

b
(j)

i ln
M j

�
: (26)

Itisstraightforward toshow now thatboth equations(24)and (25)arecom pletelyequiv-

alent,and thuswewillobtain thesam epredictionsfor b�3(m Z)
� 1,thatis,for b�3(m Z)

� 1 jSM ,

with both approaches.

First,wecom putethevalueof�� 1i (�)from �
� 1
i (M P )= �

� 1
G (M P ),thatis,

�
� 1
i (�)= �

� 1
G (M P )+ Fi(�)� Fi(M P ); (27)

wherein orderto sim plify thenotation,wehavede�ned:

Fi(q)= � T
i(q)+ 2�Ui (q): (28)

Using therelation between e�ectivecouplingsand M S couplings,weget:

3\m uch larger,m uch sm aller" m eansatleasttwo ordersofm agnitudeofdi�erence.
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�
� 1
i (�)� bF

(l)

i (�)= �
� 1
G (M P )�

bFi(M P )+
bF
(H )

i (�); (29)

b�
� 1
i (�)= b�

� 1
G (�)+ bF

(H )

i (�); (30)

where bFi m eansthatthedivergence 2=� hasbeen subtracted,and now therenorm alization

scalehasbeen setto�;thesubscript\H"indicatesonly heavy degreesoffreedom ,while\l"

refersto thelightparticles.Thefunction bF
(H )

i (�)isthatweobtain when theheavy degrees

offreedom areintegrated out,i.e.,thatwecallabove�i(�).

In this derivation,no reference is m ade to the order ofperturbation theory we were

working,and thereforetheequivalencebetween both approachesism aintained atany order

ofperturbation theory.However,an additionalresultobtained,workingwith M S couplings,

isthatthefunction �i(�),which includestheinform ation abouttheheavy spectrum ,should

be com puted atthe sam e orderofperturbation theory than the couplings b�
� 1
i .

Itiscom m only assum ed thatifwerun thecouplingsat2{loop orderweneed only �i(�)

at1{loop,i.e.,2{loopsheavy thresholdscorrection would bea higherordercorrection,and

thus,negligible. That argum ent relies on the fact that these correction are O (b�G ),and

thereforein principlenegligiblein theR.H.S.ofEq.(25),

b�
� 1
i (�)= b�

� 1
G (�)�

1

2�

X

j= H eavy

b
(j)

i ln
M j

�
+ O (b�G ): (31)

Nevertheless,when b�
� 1
i (�)iscom puted at2{loop orderthese are the kind ofcorrections,

O (b�j(�)),which are taken into accountin the L.H.S.From thispointofview,there isno

any reason to neglectthem in theR.H.S.

Thatargum entwould alsoim ply thatworkingat1{loop orderitisnotneeded any heavy

threshold correction in theuni�cation condition,thatis,

b�
� 1
i (M X )= b�

� 1
G (M X ); (32)

where M X would be som e pointin the high energy region. Butthatisno m ore than the

uni�cation condition when we considera com plete degenerate heavy spectrum ,being M X

the heavy m assscale. Heavy threshold correctionsdepend on the degree ofdegeneracy of

13



the spectrum ,independently ofthe orderofperturbation theory we work with. Eq. (32)

can notbeconsidered astheuni�cation condition fora m oregeneralheavy spectrum ,even

at 1{loop. M oreover,that would not be com patible with the picture obtained with the

e�ectivecouplings.And ifuni�cation isa physicalprocess,itshould beindependentofthe

renorm alization schem e weuseto study it.

In a m ore generalcase,notice thatwhen we include only 1{loop heavy thresholdscor-

rectionsin therunning of2{loop M S couplings,weend up with a dependenceon thescale

\�" to which theuni�cation condition isim posed.On onehand,when weintegrateoutthe

heavy �eldsfrom theaction,thatscalehasto bem uch sm allerthan theheavy m assesifwe

wantto keep only thedom inantlogarithm iccontributionsin �i(�).On theotherhand,one

can prefer� � M j in orderto avoid largecorrectionsto therelation between thecouplings.

Butallthisarbitrarinessin � disappearswhen wework with �(�)atthesam eorderasthat

thecouplings,and wedo nothaveto worry aboutany speci�cchoice.TheRGE guarantees

thatEq.(25)isscaleinvariant,when alltheterm sinvolved arecom puted atthesam eorder

in perturbation theory.Taking thederivaterespectto ln� weget,

d�i(�)
(1� loop)

dln�
=

1

2�
(b
(1)

G � bi)=
1

2�

X

k= heavy

b
(k)

i �(M k � �); (33)

d�i(�)
(2� loop)

dln�
=

1

8�2
(b
(2)

G
b�G (�)�

X

j

bijb�j(�))�
1

8�2

X

k= H eavy

X

j

b
(k)

ij
b�G (�)�(M k � �); (34)

where b
(1)

G ,b
(2)

G are the 1{loop and 2{loops coe�cients for the uni�cation group G. The

uncertainty introduced when neglecting �i(�)
(2� loop) willdepend on thenatureoftheuni�-

cation group,and m ainly on thedegreeofdegeneracy oftheheavy spectrum .Fora nearly

degenerate spectrum ,the choice � � M k willm inim ize the contribution of�(2� loop) (and

also �(1� loop)).In thecaseofSU(5),with only 3 relevantheavy m assparam eters,even ifwe

allow adi�erentof2to3ordersofm agnitudeam ongthem thecorrection �
(2� loop)

i would not

change the prediction of b�3 by m ore than O (1% ).However,thism ay be notthe case once

theheavy spectrum isenlarged.Forexam ple,in theM issing DoubletSU(5)M odel[34]the

scalarthatbreaksthe sym m etry down to the M SSM iscontained in the 75 representation

14



ofSU(5),instead ofusing the24{Higgs.However,the75 �eldsarenotdegeneratein m ass,

and theratiosoftheirm asseswillcontributetotheprediction ofb�� 13 [35,36].Theseconstant

factorscan enhance the 1{loop prediction by a factorofO (12% ). Due to the presence of

largeb
(k)

ij coe�cients,thissectorwillalsom akesan im portantcontribution toorder2{loops,

even an increasing ofO (10% ).

To avoid such uncertainties at the 2{loop level,we adopt the sam e kind ofapproach

to treat 2{loop heavy m ass corrections than with the e�ective couplings. That is,we in-

clude theircontribution in the bij coe�cients using the step{function approxim ation,and

dem anding uni�cation ata scalelargerthan theheaviestm ass,say thePlanck scale.

The value ofM V and the uni�cation gauge coupling are derived togetherwith �3(m Z)

from theuni�cation condition.ThevalueofM � isbounded bythelim itson proton decayvia

dim ension-�ve operators[8].Them inim um allowed valueofM � willdepend on them asses

ofgauginos,squarksand sleptons,decreasing with theratio �0 = (m 0=m 1=2)
2.On theother

hand,the value of�3(m Z)decreases when the susy m asses are raised,and increases with

M �.Them inim um valuefortheQCD coupling isobtained forsquark and higgsino m asses

of1TeV (naturalnessbound)and m 1=2 ’ 70GeV .In Table Iwe have given the m inim um

valueof�3(m Z)jSM obtained with both thee�ectivecouplingsand M S,fordi�erentvalues

ofM �. At the 2{loop order we have a m ild dependence on this variable in the value of

�3(m Z).Nevertheless,M � a�ectsm ainly theprediction ofM V .W ecan geta largevalueof

M V (and thereforeoftheuni�cation scale)justdim inishing enough thatofM �.

W ecan seefrom TableIthatSusySU(5)uni�cation requires�3(m Z)� 0:127with asusy

spectrum notlargerthan 1TeV [16].NoticethatthevalueofM X quoted fora degenerate

heavy spectrum would notbe com patible with the constraints on proton decay. To geta

largerM X we have to reduce the gaugino m ass,and therefore we would increase the value

of�3(m Z). Nevertheless,we do notaim to rem ark these num ericalvaluesasin ourstudy

severale�ectssuitable ofchanging them were notincluded. In the�rstplace,we have not

taken into accounttheYukawa contribution to the2{loop running oftheYukawa couplings,

justforthe sake ofsim plicity. Thiscorrection isnotexpected to lower�3(m Z)m ore than

15



an 1% .

The second correction notincluded isthatdueto non renorm alizable operatorscom ing

from quantum gravitationale�ects[37],which begintoberelevantasweapproachthePlanck

scale.Although theseoperatorsaresuppressed by afactorM X /M P theirunknown strength

m ayintroducealargecorrection which can haveeithersign.Atpresent,thisunknown factor

would enlargetheallowed rangefor�3(m Z)to becom patiblewith any experim entalvalue.

On the other hand,a m ore precise m easurem ent ofthe QCD coupling together with the

observation ofproton decay (which would give the value ofM V orM �)can constrain the

strength ofthegravitationale�ects[38].

IV . C O N C LU D IN G R EM A R K S

Theprecision reached in theexperim entalextraction of�e and �2 hasprom oted during

the last years the study ofsupersym m etric uni�cation beyond the lowest order approxi-

m ation.Thisleadsto theinclusion of2{loop e�ectsin therunning ofthegaugecouplings,

togetherwith apropertreatm entoflightand heavy threshold e�ects.Herewehavefocussed

on thetreatm entoflightthresholdsbeyond theleading log approxim ation,and therelated

topicofrenorm alization schem e dependence.

Physicalprocessesarerenorm alization schem eindependent,butitisnotsoforthegauge

coupling param eters. The latterare extracted from the physicalquantities using the M S

schem e and assum ing the SM .To study uni�cation in the M SSM we can choose di�erent

schem estosettherunningofthecouplings.UsingM S schem ecom pletelightthresholdsare

included in theinitialvalueofthecouplingsatm Z,butnotin theirevolution.Usinge�ective

couplings,thevaluesatm Z arealso m odi�ed by thepresenceofm assivedegreesoffreedom ,

butcontributionsfrom largem assesaredecoupled atm Z.W hen running thecouplings,the

M ass Dependent RGE gives us the correct crossing ofthe thresholds. W e have explicitly

shown thatboth schem esgivesthe sam e prediction forthe QCD gauge coupling,once the

conversion to theM S schem e and the SM isdone(see TableI).These valuesareobtained
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at2{loop orderincluding also heavy threshold contributions,which areim portantwhen the

heavy spectrum isnon degenerate(ascan beexpected in realisticm odels).Renorm alization

group argum ents show that heavy thresholds have to be included at the sam e order of

perturbation theory we run the couplings. In m inim alSU(5)one doesnotexpect 2{loop

heavythresholdstobelarge;however,thism ightnotbethecaseforotheruni�cation m odels

with m oreheavy degreesoffreedom .

W orking in M SSM with M S hastheobviousadvantagethatthisistherenorm alization

schem e used to give the experim entaldata in the SM .The conversion only requires the

suppression ofthenew degreesoffreedom from thevaluesofthegaugecouplings.Ithasthe

disadvantagethatthereisnoinform ation in thisschem eabouthow totreatnew thresholds.

Theinitialvaluesb�i(m Z)fortheM SSM willnotbevalid ifweallow forexam plethepresence

ofextram atter[39]atascalelargerthan m Z (butbelow theuni�cation scale).Thevaluesof

b�i(m Z)includingthresholdswould notbeagood indication ofthestrength oftheinteraction

atthatscale,unlesswe im pose decoupling. Foreach m odel,we have to readjustboth the

�{functionsand theinitialconditions.Thesituation isdi�erentforthee�ective couplings.

Them attercontentatthescalem Z (m assesnearthisscale)�xesthevaluesofthecouplings.

The introduction ofheavierdegreesoffreedom isdone trough their�{functionswhen the

couplingsevolvewith thescale,which takesinto accounta sm ooth threshold crossing.
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TABLES

TABLE I. M inim um valueof�3(m Z)jSM obtained with both thee�ective couplingsand M S,

fordi�erentvaluesofM � and M � = 1016:73.The latteristhe lowervalue consistentwith proton

decay when the susy m asses are m ~q = m ~h
= 1TeV ,m 1=2 = 71G eV (�0 ’ 190). W e also quote

the value of�3(m Z )for the M SSM .In the case ofdegenerate heavy spectrum ,m 1=2 = 377G eV

(�0 = 0:1).

M S couplings E�ective couplings

M � b�
� 1
3 jSM M V �3(m Z )jSM M V �3(m Z)jM SSM

Degenerate

Heavy spectrum

0.1220 1016:10 0.1232 1016:14 0.1345

1014 0.1264 1017:70 0.1269 1017:76 0.1391

1015 0.1268 1017:15 0.1273 1017:21 0.1397

1016 0.1272 1016:61 0.1277 1016:66 0.1401
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A P P EN D IX A

In thisAppendix we give the generalexpression forthe relation between experim ental

quantitiesand e�ectivecouplings.W ewantto keep thediscussion asgeneralaspossible,so

we do notm ake use ofany particularexperim entalvalue. Letusassum e instead thatwe

haveavailabletheexperim entalvalueforthetransition am plitude,A exp,obtained from the

scattering processatthescaleq0,m ediated by thegaugeboson associated with thecoupling

�i.Oncetheradiativecorrectionsaretaken into account,wecan writedown theexpression

forA exp(q0)like:

A exp(q0)=
�i0

q20 � m2i0

(

1� �i0
� i(q0)

q20 � m2i0
� �i02�i(q0)� (q20 � m

2
i0)�i0B i(q0)

)

; (A1)

where m i0 and �i0 are the bare m ass and coupling,and � i,�i and B i are the bare vac-

uum polarization,vertex and box contributionsrespectively (de�ned withoutthefactor�i0,

thathasbeen written explicitly). Forthe gaugevacuum polarization tensor,we follow the

convention:

�
��

i (q)= (g��q2 � q
�
q
�)� T

i(q)+ m
2
i0g

��� L
i(q) (A2)

where\T" and \L" havetheusualm eaning oftransverse and longitudinalterm s.

TheL.H.S.ofEq.(A1)isboth gaugeinvariantand �nite.Thebarem asscan bereplace

in term softhephysicalm ass,m i,through theequation:

m
2
i = m

2
i0 � �i0� i(m i): (A3)

And weobtain:

A � 1
exp(q0)

q20 � m2i
= �

� 1
i0 +

� i(q0)� �(m i)

q20 � m2i
+ 2�i(q0)+ (q20 � m

2
i)B i(q

0): (A4)

The rem aining divergences ofthe L.H.S.ofEq.(A4) willcancelout when we replace the

bare coupling by the renorm alized coupling,whateverthe renorm alization schem e we use.

Instead ofworking this way,let us use Eq. (A4) like a de�nition for the bare coupling.
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Therefore,thiscan be used to get,forexam ple,the renorm alized M S-coupling,replacing

back �i0 in thede�nition

b�
� 1
i (�)= Zi�

� 1
i0 ; (A5)

whereZi isthecorresponding productofrenorm alization constants,and � istherenorm al-

ization scale.Orwecan getthee�ectivecoupling,�i(q),in a sim ilarway:

�
� 1
i (q)= �

� 1
i0 +

�

� T
i(q)+ 2�Ui (q)

�

(A6)

=
A � 1
exp(q0)

q20 � m2i
�
� i(q0)� �(m i)

q20 � m2i
+ � T

i(q)� �i(q0)+ 2�Ui (q): (A7)

In thelastlinewehavearranged thevertex and box contributionsin thefunction �i.Notice

thatthefunction �Ui isnotthecom pletevertex thatappeared in Eq.(A1),buttheprocess{

independent(universal)partofthisfunction.

A �nalrem arkaboutthefunctions� T
i and �

U
i .Thosefunctionsinvolved in thede�nition

ofthe e�ective couplings(Eq. (A6)),are de�ned in Euclidean space{tim e,so thatin som e

sense we are working with \Euclidean" e�ective couplings. W e m ake this choice instead

ofkeeping the m om entum in M inkowskispace{tim e because we were interested in dealing

with continuousdi�erentiable functionswhen crossing the thresholds. On the otherhand,

thefunctionsinvolved in Eqs.(A1)and (A4)arede�ned using M inkowskim om entum ,and

that produces both kind ofbehaviors to be m ixed in the relation (A7). This is perfectly

consistent. However,ifwe had de�ned \M inkowski" e�ective couplings,we would have a

m oredirectrelation between thoseand physicalquantities.Forexam ple,setting q0 = qand

m i= 0 (thiswould bethecasefortheQCD coupling)in Eq.(A7),wewould get:

�
� 1
i (q)=

A � 1
exp(q)

q2
� �

P D
i (q); (A8)

thelastterm being theprocessdependentcontribution ofvertex and boxesto thephysical

am plitude.Neglecting thisterm ,we would have a directm easure ofthee�ective coupling.

W ith theEuclidean coupling wegetinstead,

�
� 1
i (q)jM ink:=

A � 1
exp(q)

q2
� �

P D
i (q)� (�Ti(q)jM ink � �Ti(q)jE ucl): (A9)
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The lastdi�erence isnotnegligible nearthethreshold ofthem assive particles.A \quasi"

direct m easurem ent ofthe Euclidean coupling is obtained only for scales q that are far

enough ofany threshold (below or beyond). Nevertheless,even ifthe Euclidean e�ective

couplings are notso nicely related to the physicalquantities asthe M inkowskicouplings,

they both sharethesam ekind ofbehaviorwith respecttothevery lightdegreesoffreedom ,

and m ostim portant,with respectto thevery heavy degreesoffreedom (decoupling).

In ordertokeep asim plenotation wehavenotdistinguish throughoutthepaperwhen is

used theEuclidean m om entum ortheM inkowskim om entum .However,thesecan beeasily

identi�ed from theprecedentdiscussion.

To end thisappendix,wewritealso therelation between b�
� 1
i and �� 1i ,given by:

�
� 1
i (q)= b�

� 1
i (�)+

�
b� T
i(q)+ 2b�Ui (q)

�

; (A10)

thatcan betraced easily forexam plefrom thede�nition ofe�ectivecoupling Eq.(A6)and

thatoftheM S couplingsEq.(A5).Thesym bol\b"overthefunctions� iand �im eansthat

the divergentterm hasbeen subtracted,and � isthe renorm alization scale. The functions

b� T
i and b�Ui behave aslnM i=� when M i=q ! 0,and therefore decoupling isnotpresentin

theM S couplings.

A P P EN D IX B

Here we give the expression for the e�ective couplings including the heavy degrees of

freedom com ing from SU(5). Their generalexpressions are given in Appendix A ofRef.

[14].The1{loop SU(5)contributionsaregiven by,

(4�)
�

� T
i(q)+ 2�Ui (q)

�(heavy)
= � CiG

gauge(M V )+
C i

2
G
chiral(M V )+

X

a= �;�

b
a
iG

chiral(M a);

(B1)

where,

C i= C2(SU(5))� C2(G i)= (5;3;2);
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b
�
i = (2=5;0;1);

b
�
i = (0;2;3);

and,

G
gauge(M V )= 7

 
2

"
� ln

� q2

�2

!

+
13

3
F

G
(M V ;M V )+ 3F�(M V )+ F

S G
(0;M V )�

1

3
F

S
(0;0) (B2)

G
chiral(M a)=

 
2

"
� ln

� q2

�2

!

+
1

3
F

S
(M a;M a)+

2

3
F

F
(M a;M a) (B3)

ThefunctionsFi(M j;M k)arede�ned in [14].

At2{loop orderwehave,

�
� 1
i (�)= �

� 1
i (�)j1� loop �

1

8�2

Z
�

m Z

bij(�
0)�j(�

0)dln�0: (B4)

In a M assDependentrenorm alization schem e,thecoe�cientb ij(�
0)dependson theratio of

them assesand the scale.W e neglectthecontribution oflightthresholdsand approxim ate

thoseoftheheavydegreesoffreedom byastep{function,�k = �k(�� M k).Thebij coe�cients

forthe M SSM are given in Ref.[40],and the heavy contribution forthe m attercontentof

SU(5)isgiven by,

b11 =
232

3
�V +

167

25
�V �� +

2

75
�� ;

b12 = 15�V ;

b13 =
80

3
�v +

32

15
�� ;

b21 = 5�V ;

b22 = 24�V + 3�V �� + 36�V �� + 24�� ;

b23 = 16�V ;

b31 =
10

3
�V +

1

15
�� ;

b32 = 6�V ;

b33 =
50

3
�V +

31

5
�V �� + 36�V �� +

34

3
�� + 54�� :

22



REFERENCES

[1]J.C.Patiand A.Salam , Phys.Rev.Lett.31 (1973)661; Phys.Rev.D 8 (1973)1240;

H.Georgiand S.L.Glashow, Phys.Rev.Lett.32 (1974)438;H.Georgi,H.R.Quinn

and S.W einberg, Phys.Rev.Lett.33 (1974)451;A.J.Buras,J.Ellis,M .K.Gaillard

and D.V.Nanopoulos, Nucl.Phys.B 135 (1978)66.

[2]T.Goldm an and D.G.Ross, Nucl.Phys.B 162 (1980)102.

[3]Y.Fugim oto, Phys.Lett.B 9 (1980)347;S.Rajpoot, Phys.Rev.D 22 (1980)2244;

F.delAguila and L.E.Ib�a~nez, Nucl.Phys.B 177 (1981)60;R.N.M ohapatra and G.

Senjanovi�c, Phys.Rev.D 27 (1983)1601;B.Brahm achari,U.Sarkarand K.Sridhar,

Phys.Lett.B 297 (1992)105.

[4]S.Dim opoulos,S.Raby and F.W ilczek, Phys.Rev.D 24 (1981)1681;L.Ib�a~nez and

G.Ross, Phys.Lett.B 105 (1982)439;M .B.Einhorn and D.R.T.Jones, Nucl.Phys.

B 196 (1982)475;W .J.M arciano and G.Senjanovi�c, Phys.Rev.D 25 (1982)3092;

U.Am aldi,A.Bohm ,L.Durkin,P.Langacker,A.M ann,W .M arciano,A.Sirlin and H.

W illiam s, Phys.Rev.D 36 (1987)1385;J.Ellis,S.Kelley and D.V.Nanopoulos, Phys.

Lett.B 249 (1990)441;U.Am aldi,W .de Boerand H.Furstenau, Phys.Lett.B 260

(1991)447;P.Langackerand M .Luo, Phys.Rev.D 44 (1991)817.

[5]N.G.Deshpande ,E.Keith and T.G.Rizzo, Phys.Rev.Lett.70 (1993) 3189; E.

M a, Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995)236; Phys.Lett.B 344 (1995)164;S.P.M artin and P.

Ram ond, Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995)6515;M .Bando,J.Sato and T.Takahashi, Phys.

Rev.D 52 (1995)3076;D.Lee and R.M ohapatra, Phys.Rev.D 52 (1995)4125;R.

Hem ping, Phys.Lett.B 351 (1995)206;B.Brahm achariand R.M ohapatra, Phys.

Lett.B 357 (1995)566;M .Bastero{Giland B.Brahm achari,preprinthep{ph/9602391

(1996)(to appearin Nucl.Phys.B );N.G.Deshpande,B.Dutta and E.Keith,preprint

hep{ph/9605386 (1996).

[6]H.Georgiand D.V.Nanopoulos, Nucl.Phys.B 155 (1979)52; Nucl.Phys.B 159

23

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9602391
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9605386


(1979)16;K.Babu and S.Barr, Phys.Rev.D 48 (1993)5354; Phys.Rev.D 50 (1994)

3529; Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995) 2463;D.Lee and R.M ohapatra, Phys.Lett.B 324

(1994)376; Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995)1353;G.Anderson,S.Dim opoulos,L.Hall,S.Raby

and G.Starkm an, Phys.Rev.D 49 (1994)3660;L.Halland S.Raby, Phys.Rev.D 51

(1995)6524;K.Babu and R.M ohapatra, Phys.Rev.Lett.74 (1995)2418.

[7]F.Anselm o,L.Cifarelli,A.Peterm an and A.Zichichi, Nuovo Cim ento A 104 (1991)

1817;G.G.Rossand R.G.Roberts, Nucl.Phys.B 377 (1992)571;P.Langackerand N.

Polonsky, Phys.Rev.D 47 (1993)4028;M .Carena,S.Pokorskiand C.E.M .W agner,

Nucl.Phys.B 406 (1993)59.

[8]P.Nath and R.Arnowitt, Phys.Rev.Lett.69 (1992)725; Phys.Lett.B 287 (1992)

89;J.Hisano,H.M urayam a and T.Yanagida, Phys.Rev.Lett.69 (1992)1014; Nucl.

Phys.B 402 (1993)46;J.L.Lopez,D.V.Nanopoulos,H.Poisand A.Zichichi, Phys.

Lett.B 299 (1993)262.

[9]V.Barger,M .S.Berger and P.Ohm ann, Phys.Rev.D 47 (1993)1093;D.Castano,

E.J.Piard and P.Ram ond, Phys.Rev.D 49 (1994)4882;G.L.Kane,C.Kolda,L.

Roszkowskiand J.W ells, Phys.Rev.D 49 (1994) 6173; M .Carena,L.Clavelli, D.

M etalliotakis,H.{P.Nilles and C.W agner, Phys.Lett.B 317 (1993)346;L.Clavelli

and P.W .Coulter, Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995)3913;M .Bastero{Giland B.Brahm achari,

Phys.Rev.D 54 (1996)1063.

[10]H.Georgiand D.Politzer, Phys.Rev.D 14 (1976)1829;D.A.Ross, Nucl.Phys.B

140 (1978)1;T.Goldm an and D.A.Ross, Nucl.Phys.B 171 (1980)272;T.Binoth

and J.J.van derBij, Z Phys.C 58 (1993)581.

[11]L.Clavelliand P.W .Coulter,preprinthep{ph/9507261 (1995).

[12]D.C.Kennedy and B.W .Lynn, Nucl.Phys.B 322 (1989)1;B.W .Lynn,preprint

SU{ITP{93{22(1993);M .Kuroda,B.M oultakaand D.Schildknecht, Nucl.Phys.B 350

24

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9507261


(1991)73.

[13]H.J.Lu and S.Brodsky, Phys.Rev.D 48 (1993)3310;G.Grunberg, Phys.Rev.D 29

(1984)2315;

[14]M .Bastero-Giland J.P�erez-M ercader, Nucl.Phys.B 450 (1995)21; Phys.Lett.B 322

(1994)355.

[15]A.Faraggiand B.Grinstein, Nucl.Phys.B 422 (1994)3.

[16]J.Bagger,K.M atchev and D.Pierce, Phys.Lett.B 348 (1995)443;P.H.Chankowski,

Z.Pluciennik and S.Pokorski, Nucl.Phys.B 439 (1995)23;R.Barbieri,P.Ciafaloni

and A.Strum ia, Nucl.Phys.B 442 (1995)461.

[17]S.Eidelm an abd F.Jegerlehner, Z Phys.C 67 (1995)585;H.Burkhardtand Pietrzyk,

Phys.Lett.B 356 (1995)398;M .L.Swartz,Phys.Rev.D 53 (1996)5268.Forareview on

di�erentdeterm inationsof��
(5)

hadrons(m Z)seeforexam ple,T.Takeuchi,preprintCERN{

TH/96{79,hep{ph/9603415 (1996).

[18]B.A.Kniehl, Nucl.Phys.B 347 (1990)86;S.Fanchiotti,B.Kniehland A.Sirlin, Phys.

Rev.D 48 (1993)307.

[19]G.Degrassi,S.Fanchiottiand A.Sirlin, Nucl.Phys.B 351 (1991)49.

[20]W .J.M arciano and A.Sirlin, Phys.Rev.D 22 (1980)2695;B.W .Lynn and R.G.

Stuart, Nucl.Phys.B 253 (1985)216;B.Grzadkowskietal., Nucl.Phys.B 281 (1987)

18.Forthe susy contributions,see forexam ple P.H.Chankowskietal., Nucl.Phys.B

417 (1994)101.

[21]M .Kuroda,B.M oultaka and D.Schildknecht, Nucl.Phys.B 350 (1991)73.

[22]CDF Collaboration, Phys.Rev.Lett.74 (1995) 2626;D0 Collaboration, Phys.Rev.

Lett.74 (1995)2632.

[23]ParticleData Group, Phys.Rev.D 50 (1994)1.

25

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9603415


[24]T.Goldm an and D.A.Rossin [10].

[25]S.G.Gorishny,A.L.Kataev and S.A.Larin, Nuovo Cim ento A 92 (1986)119; Phys.

Lett.B 259 (1991)144.

[26]S.Brodsky,G.P.Lepageand P.B.M ackenzie, Phys.Rev.D 28 (1983)228;S.Brodsky

and H.J.Lu, Phys.Rev.D 48 (1993)3310; Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995)3652;S.J.Brodsky,

G.T.Gabadadze,A.L.Kataev and H.J.Lu, Phys.Lett.B 372 (1996)133.

[27]R.M arshall, Z Phys.C 43 (1989)595.

[28]W .Celm asterand R.J.Gonsalves, Phys.Rev.D 6 (1979)1420.

[29]R.Coquereaux, Phys.Rev.D 23 (1981)1365.

[30]W .Fischler, Nucl.Phys.B 129 (1977)157;A.Billoire, Phys.Lett.B 92 (1980)343;

W .Buchm uller,G.Grunberg and S.{H.H.Tye, Phys.Rev.Lett.45 (1980)103;ibid 45

(1980)587 (E).

[31]W .J.M arciano and A.Sirlin, Phys.Rev.D 22 (1980)2695;D.C.Kennedy and B.W .

Lynn, Nucl.Phys.B 322 (1989)1.

[32]F.Anselm o,L.Cifarelli,A.Peterm an and A.Zichichi, Nuovo Cim ento A 105 (1992)

1025.

[33]S.W einberg, Phys.Lett.B 91 (1980)51;N.{P.Chang,A.Dasand J.P�erez{M ercader,

Phys.Lett.B 93 (1980)137; Phys.Rev.D 22 (1980)1414;C.H.Llewelyn Sm ith,G.

G.Rossand J.F.W heather, Nucl.Phys.B 177 (1981)263;L.Hall, Nucl.Phys.B 178

(1981)75;P.Bin�etruy and T.Sch�uker, Nucl.Phys.B 178 (1981)307.

[34]A.M asiero,D.V.Nanopoulos,K.Tam vakisand T.Yanagida, Phys.Lett.B 115 (1982)

380;B.Grinstein, Nucl.Phys.B 206 (1982)387.

[35]K.Hagiwara and Y.Yam ada,Phys.Rev.Lett.70 (1993)709;Y.Yam ada, Z Phys.C

60 (1993)83;J.Hisano,T.M oroi,K.Kobeand T.Yanagida, Phys.Lett.B 342 (1995)

26



138;L.Clavelliand P.W .Coulter, Phys.Rev.D 51 (1995)3913;J.L.Lopezand D.V.

Nanopoulos, Phys.Rev.D 53 (1996)2670.

[36]M .Bastero{Giland B.Brahm achariin [9].

[37]C.T.Hill, Phys.Lett.B 135 (1984)47;Q.Sha� and C.W etterich, Phys.Rev.Lett.52

(1984)875;J.Ellis,K.Enqvist,D.V.Nanopoulosand K.Tam vakis, Phys.Lett.B 155

(1985)381;M .Drees, Phys.Lett.B 158 (1985)409; Phys.Rev.D 33 (1986)1468;P.

Langackerand N.Polonsky in [7];L.J.Halland U.Sarid, Phys.Rev.Lett.70 (1993)

2673.

[38]T.Dasgupta,P.M am alesand P.Nath, Phys.Rev.D 52 (1995)5366;D.Ring,S.Urano

and R.Arnowitt, Phys.Rev.D 52 (1995)6623.

[39]Forrecentworkson uni�cation with extra m atterseeK.S.Babu and J.C.Pati,preprint

hep{ph/9606215(1996);C.KoldaandJ.M arch{Russell,preprinthep{ph/9609480(1996).

One ofthe rem arkable consequences ofadding extra m atteristhatthe uni�cation scale

ispushed upwardscloserto theexpectation from string theory M string � 5� 1017GeV .

[40]J.E.Bjorkm an and D.R.T.Jones, Nucl.Phys.B 259 (1995)533.

27

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9606215
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9609480

